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1 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)

 
2 FOR THE DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NAVAL STATION TREASURE ISLAND
3                                                             SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

  4
5       Lead Agency for the EIS: Department of the Navy

 
6 Title ofProposed Action: Disposal and Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island

7       Affected Jurisdiction: City and County of San Francisco
8 Designation: Final EIS Submitted Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C)

9                             ABSTRACT

10     In 1993, the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission, pursuant to the Defense Base
11   Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Pub. L. 101-510, Title XXIX, 10 U.S.C. § 2687 note),
12   recommended the closure of Naval Station Treasure Island (NSTI).  NSIT was closed on
13       September 30, 1997.  This EIS has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental
14       Policy Act (NEPA) (Pub. L. 91-190, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-43700, the implementing regulations of the
15    Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508), and agency regulations
16 and guidelines to evaluate the environmental consequences of the proposed disposal of surplus
17 Federal property at NSTI and the subsequent reuse of those properties.

18  The EIS evaluates three reuse alternatives: Alternative 1 (Draft Reuse Plan Alternative);
19     Alternative 2; and Alternative 3. Also evaluated is the No Action Alternative, in which Navy
20 would retain ownership of NSTI surplus federal property in a caretaker status.  This EIS
21 analyzes potential environmental impacts relating to land use; visual resources; socioeconomics;
22 cultural resources; transportation; air quality; noise; biological resources; geology and soils;
23 water resources; utilities; public services; and hazardous materials and waste.  The only
24 potentially significant and not mitigable impact is demolition of historic buildings that would
25 occur under Alternative 2.

  26 For further information contact:

27      U.S. Navy, Southwest Division                        ,
28 Naval Facilities Engineering Command
29 1230 Columbia Street Suite 1100 ibirryr-
30 BRAC Operations Office
31 San Diego, California 92101-8517   '
32 .Att -Iim e.Se a-  ·'33     Phone: (619) 532-0955
34     Fax: (619) 532-0940
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 INTRODUCTION

2    The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act (DBCRA) (10 United States Code [U.S.C.] §
3     2687 note) directed the Department of Defense (DoD) to reduce and realign United States (US)
4 military operations.  The 1993 Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC '93
5 Commission) recommended the closure of Naval Station Treasure Island (NSTI). President
6 Clinton approved this recommendation and the 103rd Congress accepted it on September 27,
7    1993. NSTI closed on September 30, 1997, and US Department of the Navy (Navy) is in the
8   process of disposing of the property in accordance with applicable laws and regulations,
9      including the DBCRA.

10 This environmental impact statement (EIS) evaluates the potential impacts on the natural and
11 human environment that could result from Navy disposal of surplus federal properties within
12      NSTI and subsequent reuse of those federal properties.  NSTI is made up of dry and submerged
13      lands of both Treasure Island and portions of Yerba Buena Island in San Francisco, California.
14 The location of NSTI is shown on Figure ES-1.

15 This document has been prepared by Navy in accordance with the National Environmental
16      Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (Public Law [Pub. L.] 91-190, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-43704; the Council on
17 Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations
18 [C.F.R.] Parts 1500-1508); Navy regulations implementing NEPA (32 C.F.R. Part 775); and Navy
19 guidelines (Chief of Naval Operations Instruction [OPNAVINST] 5090.1B [2002]).

20     This EIS was originally prepared as a joint document to fulfill the requirements of both NEPA
21   and the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) (California Public Resources
22     Code [Cal. Pub. Res. Code] § 21000 et seq., as amended).  In 2000 the City and County of San
23    Francisco (San Francisco) elected to prepare a separate environmental impact report (EIR) to
24    analyze the impacts from the reuse of NSTI.  The EIR will undergo a separate public review
25   process.

  26 ES.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

27 The purpose of and need for the proposed federal action is to dispose of surplus federal

 
28 property at NSTI for subsequent reuse. Navy considered the Local Redevelopment Authority's
29 (LRA) stated purpose and need in developing reasonable reuse alternatives. This purpose and
30 need focused on reusing NSTI property to support the local economic base, enhance the local

 
31 image and identity, expand the range of recreational and entertainment opportunities available
32      to the community, and enhance the overalllivability of the local area and region.

 
33 ES.3 DISPOSAL AND REUSE PROCESS

34    On October 15, 1993, Navy issued a Notice of Availability (NOA) for NSTI (Treasure Island
35     proper) to DoD and other federal agencies indicating that the property was excess to the needs
36
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3    of Navy. Between October 1993 and October 1995, nine federal agencies expressed interest in
4 excess property at NSTI.  Five of the agencies submitted formal requests for property transfer.
5    Three of these agencies withdrew their requests in 1995 and early 1996. The transfer requests
6   for the remaining two agencies, US Department of Labor and the US Coast Guard, were
7  <  approved.  The

US Department of Labor requested approximately 36 acres (15 hectares [ha]) of
8,   property and associated facilities on Treasure Island for its Job Corps program, and the Navy
9 1   authorized the requested property transfer on April 17, 1998.  The US Coast Guard requested

10 I   approximately 22 acres (9 ha), including land, facilities, and submerged areas of Yerba Buena
11 1   Island. Navy authorized transferring 11 acres (4.5 ha) of dry land on March 3, 1998, and the
12 J remaining 11-acre (4.5 ha) parcel of submerged land was transferred on November 27, 2002.
13 These properties are not part of the proposed disposal and subsequent reuse action evaluated in
14      this EIS.

15 On October 26,2000, the Federal Highways Administration (FHWA), pursuant to its authority
16     under 23 U.S.C. § 107(d), conveyed 98 acres (40 ha) of dry and submerged Navy land on Yerba
17 Buena Island that was previously declared to be surplus to the needs of the federal government
18 and was considered in the NSTI Draft Reuse Plan (Draft Reuse Plan) (San Francisco 1996e) to
19 the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Caltrans sought the property held by
20  the Navy for right-of-way purposes in connection with the construction, operation, and
21 maintenance of the SFOBB east spans retrofit project. Land conveyed to Caltrans includes lands
22 permanently conveyed in fee, temporary construction easements (I'CEs) over a substantial part
23    of Yerba Buena Island, and permanent aerial easements over two parcels of land. While the
24 lands conveyed in fee to Caltrans are no longer part of NS'Il and are not part of the Navy

ES-2 Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS

June 2003                     



Executive Summary

1 disposal considered in this EIS, TCEs and aerial easements are available for disposal and are
2      considered in this EIS. Figure ES-2 illustrates the boundaries of NST[ and the reuse plan area.

3     The DoD Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) designated San Francisco as the LRA for NSTI
4       in May 1994.  As part of the NSTI reuse planning process, numerous alternatives were proposed
5   and then evaluated using goals established by the LRA. The city's Office of Military Base
6      Conversion, a partnership of San Francisco's Planning Department and Redevelopment Agency
7     and the Port of San Francisco, directed the reuse planning process.  On July 22, 1996, the San
8 Francisco Board of Supervisors endorsed the Draft Reuse Plan. The Draft Reuse Plan proposes
9   to maximize a range of public benefits within the major constraints of the site.  The plan

10 emphasizes publicly oriented recreational, entertainment and hospitality uses that maximize
11 the island's central location and outstanding views. The Draft Reuse Plan also incorporates
12 specific users and types of uses from the second homeless screening process.

13    In 1997 the California State Legislature created a special reuse authority for Treasure Island,
14     transferring the LRA status from San Francisco to the Treasure Island Development Authority
15    (TIDA).  TIDA is a state agency staffed by the San Francisco mayor's office and is the entity
16    responsible for planning the reuse of Treasure Island. In March 1998, DoD OEA recognized
17     TIDA as the implementing LRA for NSTI. TIDA submitted an Economic Development Conveyance
18 (EDO Application and Business Plan jbr Naval Station Treasure Island inlzine_20QQ-for land to be  19 used and redeveloped in accordance with the Draft Reuse Plan.

20 ES.4 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS

  21 The EIS process is designed to involve the public in federal decision-making. Opportunities to

22   comment on, and participate in, the process are provided during preparation of this EIS.
23   Comments from agencies and the public are solicited to help identify the primary issues
24    associated with the federal disposal and proposed reuse of NSTI. San Francisco conducted
25 public meetings and workshops as part of the reuse planning process, and the public was
26   encouraged to comment on the various reuse alternatives. The public's input as well as
27   feedback from applicable resources and permitting agencies, will be used to evaluate the
28      alternatives and environmental impacts before final decisions are made.

  29 Scoping Process

30     Scoping is the process used to identify potential significant environmental issues and concerns
31      related to the proposed action. The scoping period was from September 24, 1996, to October 28,
32       1996. The scoping process was conducted jointly by Navy and San Francisco.

  33 On September 24, 1996, in accordance with NEPA requirements, a Notice of Intent (NOI) to
-    34   prepare an EIS was published in the Federal Register.  A copy of the NOI is presented in

35     Appendix D of this document. The NOI was mailed to regulatory agencies, local jurisdictions,

 
36 elected officials, public service providers, and organizations.

37    As part of the scoping process, Navy and San Francisco held a public meeting to inform the
38 public about disposal and reuse alternatives and to solicit the public's participation and
39   comments. The scoping meeting was held on October 9, 1996, at the San Francisco Ferry
40      Building. Six individuals from the public provided oral comments at the scoping meeting.  Oral

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS ES-3
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1 comments addressed alternate land uses on the site related primarily to residential, marine, and
2 wildlife observation uses. Commentors also were concerned with addressing the needs of
3    veterans in the reuse plan and concerns about public notification during the comment period.
4 Additionally, twelve comment letters were received in response to the 1996 NOI. These written
5 comments addressed a variety of concerns, including impacts to traffic, geology and
6 seismology, historic architectural resources, hazardous and waste material, and archeological
7  resources. All issues raised during the scoping period regarding environmental and
8 socioeconomic topics have been addressed in this EIS.

9 Public Review of the Draft EIS

10 The public was invited to review and comment on the Draft EIS.  An NOA was published in the
11 Federal Register on May 10, 2002 and notices were published in the San Francisco Chronicle and
12 Oakland Tribune on May 25 and 26, 2002.   A copy of the NOA is presented in Appendix D of
13 this document. Copies of the Draft EIS and NOA were mailed to those on the mailing list
14     (Chapter 10 of the Draft EIS), beginning a 45-day public comment period. A public hearing on
15 the Draft EIS was also held at Building 140 on Treasure Island on June 11, 2002.

16   During the public comment period, 22 comment letters on the Draft EIS were received from
17    agencies or individuals. In addition, four persons provided oral comments on the Draft EIS at
18 the public hearing. Comments on the Draft EIS and responses to those comments are provided
19   in Chapter 11, Responses to Comments. The Final EIS has been revised, as appropriate, in
20      response to public comments.

21     Final EIS

22    Chapter 11 of the Final EIS incorporates and responds to comments received on the Draft EIS.
23    An NOA of the Final EIS was published in the Federal Register on June 27, 2003. As required
24    under NEPA, there will be a 30-day review period after publication of the Final EIS. During
25 this period, the public may comment on the adequacy of responses to comments and the Final
26 EIS. After the 30-day review period, Navy can issue a NEPA Record of Decision (ROD).

27 ES.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

28    Navy can either retain NST[ surplus property in federal ownership (No Action Alternative) or
29       dispose of the property for subsequent reuse (Disposal Alternative). Navy disposal of surplus
30   property at NSTI is the federal action evaluated in this EIS for potential environmental and
31 socioeconomic impacts. Under the federal action, approximately 997 acres (403 ha) of federal
32     property at NSTI would be conveyed to non-federal entities. Navy disposal is assumed as part
33      of each of the three reuse alternatives.

34 Reuse Alternatives

35 This section presents a detailed description of the three reuse alternatives developed and
36    evaluated in this EIS: Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. Alternative 1 represents full implementation of
37 the development scenario described in the Draft Reuse Plan developed by the LRA. Alternative
38      2 is based on comments received during the scoping process, including the recommendations of

ES-4 Disposal  and Reuse  of Naval Station Treasure  Island FEIS
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Executive Summary

1      an advisory panel convened by the Urban Land Institute. Alternative 3 represents a lower level
2       of redevelopment than proposed in the Draft Reuse Plan.

3 Each reuse alternative is a broad conceptual plan characterized by a general land use concept
4   and a development scenario.  As such, each has general land use planning designations
5 (residential, publicly oriented, institutional and community, and open space and recreation)
6 that allow for a range of different types of land use. These four land use categories represent
7 slightly revised versions of the land use categories discussed in the Draft Reuse Plan.  The
8     proposed land use configurations of the three reuse alternatives are provided on Figures ES-3,
9  ES-4, and ES-5, respectively. Table ES-1 provides a summary comparison of land use

10    development of the three alternatives. The table and figures are intended to help the reader
11 identify specific differences among the three alternatives.

12    Alternativel (PreferredAlternative)

13  Alternative 1 features a combination of publicly oriented development open space and
14    recreation, and extensive residential development at full buildout such as envisioned in the

 
15 Draft Reuse Plan. Under this alternative, the NSTI project acreage would be occupied in the

-   16 following manner: publicly oriented land uses, approximately 35 percent; residential, 30
17   percent; open space and recreation, 26 percent; and institutional and community services, 9
18    percent.  The four land use alternatives initially considered by the LRA were used to develop- 19 and further refine a "preferred reuse concept" that formed the basis of the Draft Reuse Plan,
20     represented by Alternative 1. Seismic upgrades would include dike improvements to the entire

 
21 Treasure Island perimeter.  A new underground utility corridor would run along the perimeter
22    of the island, carrying storm and sanitary sewer mains, water mains, reclaimed water mains,
23 and electricity, gas, and telecommunications lines.

24       Alternative 2

25   Alternative 2 is a less intensive but similar development compared to Alternative 1.  This
26 alternative emphasizes open space and recreation and publicly oriented uses but on a smaller
27 scale. Under Alternative 2, open space and recreation land uses would occupy 58 percent of
28 NSTI acreage, publicly oriented 33 percent residential 5 percent and institutional and
29 community services 4 percent. The existing housing would be reused initially.  No new
30 housing would be built on Treasure Island. An 18-hole golf course would occupy the present
31      housing area on the northern part of the island. Regarding seismic upgrade, except for the golf
32    course area, full-scale perimeter dike improvements would be implemented around Treasure
33     Island. The utility corridor would be constructed around the perimeter of Treasure Island, but
34       it would not extend along the perimeter adjacent to the proposed golf course.

35      Alternative 3

  36 Alternative 3 represents the scenario where little new development would occur, and existing
37 facilities would be reused. Under Alternative 3, open space and recreation land uses would
38    occupy 31 percent of NSTI acreage, residential 32 percent publicly oriented 27 percent and
39    institutional and community services 10 percent. Seismic upgrade dike improvements would
40 occur along those areas of Treasure Island subject to rotational dike failure.

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS ES-7
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Executive Summary

1       No Action Alternative

2    Under the No Action Alternative, Navy would retain ownership of NSTI. Except for existing
3 building leases, all buildings would remain vacant, and all other facilities would remain but
4     would be unused.  No new leases would be entered into under the No Action Alternative, and
5 existing leases would continue until they expire or are terminated.

6          The property would  be  held  in an inactive or caretaker status, as discussed in Chapter  1.    Navy
7  and San Francisco executed a cooperative agreement in April 1997 and amended it in
8  September 1997. Under this agreement, San Francisco is responsible for providing those
9 caretaker services. Site environmental cleanup would continue until completed.  No

10 construction would occur under this alternative, except as allowed by existing lease
11 authorization.

12        Pr€ferred Alternative

13   Navy has selected Alternative 1 as the preferred alternative because it best reflects the Draft
14      Reuse Plan, and would result in no significant unavoidable adverse effects.

15     NEPA also requires that an environmentally preferable alternative be identified.  The No Action
16 Alternative would have no significant impacts, and for NEPA purposes it would be the
17 environmentally preferable alternative. However, the No Action Alternative would not meet
18 the Navy's goals of property disposal and rapid economic recovery consistent with DBCRA
19    1990 and the DoD Rule on Revitalizing Base Closure Communities-Base Closure Community
20    Assistance (32 C.F.R. Part 175 [1998]).  It also would not be consistent with former President
21 Clinton's Five-Part Plan for Revitalizing Base Closure Communities, which emphasizes local
22 economic redevelopment of closing military facilities and creation of new jobs as the means to
23 revitalize these communities (32 C.F.R. Part 174 [1998]).  The No Action Alternative would
24      result in continued caretaker activities; therefore, socioeconomic gains in terms of new jobs and
25 increased revenue in the region would not be realized.

26 ES.6 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

27 Potential significant impacts and mitigation measures of each alternative are summarized in
28   Table ES-2. Measures that can be taken to reduce impacts to a level below significant are
29   suggested for each alternative, as appropriate. Navy would be responsible for mitigation
30 measures identified in its ROD for the proposed disposal action. Mitigation for impacts
31      associated with reuse are not the responsibility of Navy.

32    Implementation of suggested mitigation measures would reduce all impacts to a level below
33 significant except for impacts on cultural resources under Alternative 2. Implementation of
34     Alternative 2 would require demolition of two buildings on Treasure Island that are eligible for
35           listing   on the National Register of Historic Places   (NRHP). This would result   in   the   loss   of
36 significant historic resources. This adverse effect can be lessened or reduced by recording the
37 affected resources to the standards of Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS)/Historic
38 American Engineering Record (HAER), but recordation would not eliminate the adverse effect
39      caused by the demolition of NRHP-eligible resources.

40
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1

Table ES4
Summary Comparison of Land Development Characteristics of Reuse Alternatives

Oaracte«stic Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Residential Dwelling Units Dwelling Units Dwelling Units
Existing residential 290                    50                 9951

New residential                                                        2,550                               200                               70
Total dwelling units 2,840 250 1,065

Publicly Oriented Acreage Acreage Acreage
Themed attraction                                                        59                                 74                               39
Hotel/conference/lodging                                     25                            45                          14
Retail/specialty/restaurant        10      1      2
Entertainment center                                                                  0                                          6                                        0
Amphitheater

Wedding chapel                                                                   0                                      1                                    2
Museum                                                                        3                                  4                                4

  Mixed use/office                                                                11                                      0                                    6
Film production                                                                 31                                      0                                  33
Marina (yacht club)                                                              2                                      0                                    2
Other publicly

oriented uses                                                  14                                        14                                     20
Subtotal Acres 155 152 122

Institutional and Community
Elementary school                                                          9                                  0                                9
Child development center                                                                4                                               0                                            4

Fire training school                                                         5                                  5                                5
Warehouse/storage                                                   0                               0                             4
Wastewater treatment plant                                              10                                      5                                    3
Brig

Fire station                                                                     4                                  2                                2
Police station                                                                  3                                  2                                3
Other institutional facilities                                                      0                                          0                                       8

Subtotal Acres                            40                                 18                              43
Open Space and Recreation

Golf course                                                                                              0                                           147                                            0

Sports fields/complex                                                        47                                    18                                  40
Shoreline promenade/open space2                                   71                                    76                                102
Wildlife habitat                                                                    0                                    18                                    0

                           Land Use Categories3

Subtotal Acres 118 259 142

Public Oriented 155 152 122

Residential 137                    21                  143

Institutional and Community                                            40                                    18                                  43
Open Space and Recreation 118 259 142

Total Acres 450 450 450

Marina Expansion Expansion Existing only
Ferry Terminals New (west side) New (west side) Retrofit (Pier 12)

Retrofit (Pier 1) Retrofit (Pier 1) Retrofit (Pier 1)
Approximate On-site Population 6,895 710 3,510

Approximate Employment 4,920 2,820 2,195
Approximate Average Daily Vehicle Trips 18,100 13,085 6,700
Source: Draft Reuse Plan (San Francisco 1996e).
1  Does not include 75 beds in barracks on Treasure Island.
2 Open space on Yerba Buena Island includes small areas of native habitat.
3  The land use categories represent slightly revised versions of the land use categories discussed in the Draft Reuse Plan.
Nok The numbers provided in this table are esdmates only since discussions are on-going between Navy and San Francisco. Estimates in
the text and the tables are included for discussion purposes.

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS ES-15

t...2,03



Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
(Page 1 of 16)

I      Ri'<citirct' A „'a Alti'rnatire 1 Alteritatiz„1 2 Alti'r,zatir,L' 3 No Artion /litt'l natir't,         4'35
r.)Lind Use tkilptict: 1 mid zise polic) . The zone Inlpact:  Laitd use i,olicy. ttizpact: Laild list' poliC,1 No impacts are expected.       8.
=
-

classifications that would be Similar to that described Similar to that described for                                               1required for Alternatire 1 would for Alternati\·e 1. Alternative 1.                                                                             =
be inconsistent with the existitig 3

San Francisco General Plan                                                                                                                                                   -
designation and zoning ..2

classification.

Mitigatioti. To achieve A·litigation. Mitigation Mitigation. Mitigationconsisteiicy between the selected measures would be the measures zvould be the samereuse alternatire and city policies,   same as described for as described for Alternative 1.
it will be necessar> to amend the Alternati;'e 1.
San Francisco General Plan to
include land Lise designations for
surplits properly on Treasure

-.
Island and Yerba Buena Island0                                  prior to approw ing future land('1

Z
- use actions.
=
=
4.

X Visual No signi ficant inipacts are No significant impacts are No significant inipacts are No signi ficant impactsResolirces expected. expected. are expected.
expected.

f. 

A      Socioeconomics    No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No significant iinpacts2
 

expected. expected. expected. are expected.
-

* Cll|titral No significant impacts are hltr£1,2.  tllti'llttic'21 (12 No signi ficant inipacts are No impacts are expected.Z                 „
c, Keccillrces expected. dctlrolitio11 Of histili il expected.C
0 RAMigA'H. Alternatir e 2
1                                                                                im'01\ es the deniolitioti of

                                                                                  on Treastire Island. both of
Bitilding 2.ind Building 3

 .                                                                                which are eligible for--
E X listing on the NRI IPF 4
4 -,7g=
W L



Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 2 of 16)*C
= : Resource Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Action Alternative. -C
NO

   - Cultural Mitigation: The irreversible
A Resources loss of significant historic
A- (continued) resources cannot be fully 

mitigated. HABS/HAER
recordation would reduce

..a,                                                                                                     but would not eliminate
Z significant impacts caused
=.                                                                                            by demolition.
(/)

2  Transportation Impact:  Increased  vohimes and No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No impacts are expected.E                                       queuing on SFOBB/I-80 Yerba expected for increased expected for increased=
Buena Island westbound on-ramp volumes and queuing on volumes and queuing on(west side). Alternative 1 would SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena SFOBB/1-80 Yerba Buena. result in peak-hour traffic Island westbound on-ramp Island westbound on-ramp3

tr
volumes on the SFOBB/I-80 (west side). (west side).

; Yerba Buena Island westbound
4 on-ramp on the west side of
t Yerba Buena Island that would
                                  exceed the current ramp capacity

of 330 vph. The projected
demand would result in a queue
ranging from 7 vehicles (during
the AM peak hour) to 239
vehicles (during the weekend
midday peak hour). This queue
would constrain vehicular
circulation on the island.

Mitigation. SFOBB/1-80 Yerba
Buena Island on-ramps are                                                                                                                                          

e.>substandard by current Caltrans                                                                                                                                                       &standards, primarily in                                                                                                                                                         2
acceleration/deceleration lengths,                                                                                                                                Ftri ramp radii, and sight distances.

E9 8



Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 3 of 16)
        Rt's ,it, ct' Arm Altc'rnatizie 1 Alteritative 2 Aitt'rizatiz,t' 3 No Actioit Alttir„atii'e         9-'                                                                                                                                                                                                                            e00                                                                                                                                                                                                            0Transportation Upgrading the on-ranips would -.

-
-'(cotiti iitted) increase ramp capacity alid le\Tl                                                                                                                                 T
-

of operation and decrease
-

qi,euing impacts.  l lowerer,                                                                                                                                       E
=

tipgrades to the on-ramps ma\' be =

constrained by the geology of the
'.2

site (elevation change and
bedrock) and strudural
limitations due to the \ iaduct.

Implement measures, including
signage and notices to residents,
to encoitrage residents and
visitors to use the second
westbound oii-ramp east of theC

0·                            Yerba Buena Island ttinnel.
0

Redirecting traffic during the

                              weekend middar peak hour tothe second on-ramp east of theX
Yerba Buena Island tzinnel would

91M                                reduce the queue at the first
irestbotind on-ramp.

F
0
=
-
7-,

1
0
=

at
t/t

 

r
&1* -

mi
N9-1
1%  
(-u     r,j

6-



Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
(Page 4 of 16) 0

Alternative 3
= m. Resolirce Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 No Action Alternativem -C

  62
2 2- Transportation Implement a Travel Demand

R (continued) Management (TDM) program to4 further reduce traffic generation
during peak hours, especially

                                   during the weekend.
·A
Z Implement additional or
                                  enhanced TDM measures, such as
C' discounted ferry passes, flex-

  time, public relations campaigns,
@                                     and giving employees working

ar

on Treasure Island or Yerba
Buena Island preferential access

rl)

0                                     to housing on NSTI, to encourage
M                                     ferry use or to encourage vehicle-tr
5 trips during the nonpeak period
                                     to reduce queues on both
r westbound on-ramps to tolerable
8                   levels.

Monitor NSTI ramp traffic
volumes to ensure that the
transportation goals and
objectives established by the
Draft Reuse Plan are successfully
implemented.

Monitor NSTI bus transit demand
on an annual basis (or at each
phase of development) and                                                                                                                                                                ensure that planned services are                                                                                                                                  5.implemented to meet or exceed                                                                                                                                                         Rdemand. Implement a similar                                                                                                                                                1

m monitoring program for
ferry                                                                                                                                                                           f                            demand.

a



Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

rri (Page 5 of 16)
Reso lt I'L e  A i·£'a Alteniati-ve 1 Alteritativel Altertiative 3 No Action Alte,7 latilit'

rY

1                                                                                                                                                                                    M
Transportation Restripe the portion of Treasitre                                                                                                                                   5.

0

(ccin tintied) Island Road between the Main                                                                                                             2
Gate and the westbound on-ramp                                                                                                                                -
on the west side of the Yerba E

Buena Island tunnel from two =
Z

lanes to accommodate three ..2

traffic lanes.

Impact: increased volmiles mid No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No impacts are expected.quellint o,i SFORB/1-8() Yerba expected for increased expected for increasedBmwa island f,astboititd 0/1-ramp
volumes and queiting on \·oltinies and qi,etting on(it, 'st side). Alternative 1 would SFOBB/1-80 Yerba Buena SFOBB/1-80 Yerba Buenaresillt in a substantial increase in Island eastbozind off-ramp    Island eastbound off-raniptraffic volumes on the eastbound (west side). (west side).

                                  off-ramp on the west side of
-. Yerba Buena Island that zvottld

                                 exceed the practical capacity of2 the off-ramp (500 rph), resulting
=

                                  in a maximum quette of 36

RF
vehicles, or about 700 feet (219 in)

-                                on the SFOBB.
M

A                               Mitigatioit. Use traffic control
                                  measures, such as sigrtage, to-'

2                               encottrage eastbound motorists to
1                               use the second Yerba Buena off-

5                                 ramp (the off-ramp on the east0=                               side of Yerba Buena Island).
9

                                 Implement TDAl and monitoring5                                meast,res to red,1Ce traffic
V                               voliinies on this off-ramp.

.=. El
E=1 4
N +
C t-M
8 2



Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 6 of 16)-C
*     6;·             Resource Art'ti Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3m le No Action Alternative
  2 impact: Increased volumes on22 Transportation No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No impacts are expected.

A (continued) SFOBB/1-80 Yerba Buena Island
expected for increased expected for increasedeastbotind on-ramp (east side).4                                                                                                    volumes on SFOBB/1-80 volumes on SFOBB/I-80

p                                Alternative 1 would result in Yerba Buena Island Yerba Buena Island
  substantial increases in traffic eastbound on-ramp (east eastbound on-ramp (eastvolumes during the weekend side). side).
'                                       midday peak hour on the
2 eastbound on-ramp on the east
- side of Yerba Buena Island.

Q                                 While the increased volumes
g.                                would be accommodated by the=

upgrade of this ramp as part of
 i the SFOBB East Span project, it
w                                    may create a secondary impact on
R potential traffic delays on SFOBB.
tr
-

E Mitigation: Caltrans should
R. consider the installation of a

  ramp metering devise in the
future if the added traffic onto
this on-ramp would cause
significant traffic delay on SFOBB
mainline.

Impact: Increased peak spreading on Impact: Increased peak Impact: Increased peak No impacts are expected.
SFOBB/1-80. Under Alternative 1, spreading on SFOBB/1-80. spreading on SFOBB/1-80.
increased traffic onto and off of Under Alternative 2, Under Alternative 3,
the SFOBB during the AM peak increased traffic onto and increased traffic onto and off
period (6:30 to 9:30) and PM peak off of the SFOBB during of the SFOBB during the AM
period (3:30 to 6:30) would cause the AM peak period.(6:30  to peak

period (6:30 to 9:30) and                                                                                 1westbound traffic on certain 9:30) and PM peak period PM peak period (3:30 to 6:30)
segments of the SFOBB to (3:30 to 6:30) would cause would cause westbound                                                         S

fbdeteriorate from LOS D to LOS F westbound traffic on traffic on certain segments of 0
during the last hour of the AM certain segments of the the SFOBB to deteriorate                                                        -

tr]

 
peak period (8:30 to 9:30) and to SFOBB to deteriorate from from LOS D to LOS F during                                                      -
deteriorate from LOS B to LOS E LOS D to LOS E or LOS F the last hour of the AM peak                                                            , 



Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 7 of 16)
rn

C.(1     R(,S(,it/.(.(, Ami Alteritatiz,2 1 Alti'rnatin, 2 ./1/ti'r,intizie .3 No Action Alti'r,intiz,i'          3'1
4                                 or LOS F ditring the first hour of during the last hour of the peric,d (8:30 to 9.30) and to                                                  

R
Transportation                                                                                                                                                                       -(continued)

7,

the PM peak period (3:30 to 4:30). .AM peak period (8:30 to deteriorate from LOS B to                                            g
9:30) and to deteriorate LOS E or LOS F d uring the                                                                             =from LOS B to LOS E or first hour of the PM peak                                                         8

-LOS F during the first hour period (3:30 to 4:30).                                                               E
of the PM peak period (3.30                                                                                               11
to 4:30).

Mitigation. Monitor traffic Mitigatioit. Mitigation Alitieatioti. Mitigation0
volumes at each phase of measures would be the nieasures would be the sanie
dez elopment and if it is sanie as described for as described for Alternative 1.
determined that traffic from NSTI Alternative 1.
is constraining tlie capacity of the
SFOBB, either more aggressive
TDM and transit improvements

9                              mtist be implemented or
additional developments should0v                                 be delayed,intil such=

-

= improvements are iniplemented.=
=l

impact:  Trmisit operatio,is - bils h,11'al.t.·  7'ra isit opi'i ations - Impact: 7 mtisit operatioiis - No impacts are expected.
seii,ict' to East Bay.  Lack of direct bits seri'ice to Last Bat/. The bits seri,ice to ticist Bat/. The1

4                              bits sen'ice between NSTI and the   impact would be similar to    impact would be less tlian
 :                              East Ba>· is a significant and that described under that described under
t mitigable impact. Alternatir'e 1. Alternatiz'e 1 but would=1

Z                                                                                                                       remain significant blit
E                                                                                        mitigable.
E'
=

i
1
-

»&--
:-
1 0 Ag¤
U /,



Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
(Page 8 of 16)-C

Alternative 3
=  2      Resource Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 No Action Alternativeew
NOgz Transportation Mitigation: Establishing direct Mitigation: Mitigation Mitigation: MitigationW-

m (continued) transit service between NSTI and measures would be the measures would be the same
4                                       the East Bay would mitigate this same as described for as described for Alternative 1.
                                     impact to a not significant level. Alternative 1. However, at However, at build-out, bus-                                     Bus service would need to be at build-out, bus service service would need to be at
·A 10-minute headways (the interval would need to be at 15- 20-minute headways2                                           between the trips of 2 successive minute headways throughout the day duringe vehicles) throughout the day throughout the day during weekdays and 15-minute
0                                    during the weekday and at 15- both weekdays and headways throughout themunite headways throughout the weekends. day during weekends.
c                                  day during the weekend.

 1                                    Monitor NSTI bus transit demand
tr)

                                      on
an annual basis (or at each

:r phase of development) and
F                                 ensure that planned services are
E                                    implemented to meet or exceed
r                                    demand.
El

Implement TDM measures to
encourage transit rather than auto
use.

Air Quality No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No impacts are expected.
expected. expected. expected.

Noise No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No impacts are expected.expected. expected. expected.

r
2.

2

M                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             i

  8



Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 9 of 16)m                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              Xr.r)     Ri,sotirce A Mi Alteritative 1 Alternatiue 2 Alternative 3
No Actioit Alternatiz,e            :2

Biological Impact: Mildflat liabitat hnpact: Distitrbance to li,iptict: Mitdflat .flabitat No impacts are expected.        2.-'Resources Dishirbance. Significant impacts to sensitive mudflat habitat. Distitrba,ice. The impacts on                                             E
,/)m zidflat habitat, including The impacts on mudflat mudflat habitat associated                                                  6eelgrass beds, may occur as a habitat associated with with pedestrians and boating                                              -result of increased pedestrian and pedestrians and boating activity would be reduced                                                       Zboating activity around Clipper activity would be similar, from that described for

Cove.  Expanding the marina or but reduced, from that Alternative 1 but Would
constructing a yacht harbor, new described for Alternative 1. remain signi ficant but
docks, or other structures that Pedestrian impacts would mitigable.would cover the surface of the be approximately half of
water would impact Waters of Alternative 1 while boating
the United States but would traffic impacts would be
require a permit from the BCDC approximately 20 percent
and the COE. higher than Alternative 1.

O                              Mitigatio,z: Minimize disturbance Mitigatioii. Mitigation Mitigation: Mitigation
..@'                                 to sensitive habitats during measures would be the measures zvotild be the same02 construction. Prepare and same as described for as described for Alternative 1.=
-

implenient a plan to illinimize Alternative 1.=
=                                 disturbance of sensitive habitats9.

o                              dtie to recreational activity.
Permittee could be required to
post signs along the shore

'                               adjacent to the mudflats and at
the marina to inform pedestriins=

- and recreational boaters that the
r-/'1

                               mtid flats are a protected sensitive
-. area and that trespassing is not0=                             permitted. Buoys could be placed
1                              in the bay to identify the
v                             restricted mitdflat area. A 5-mph
1                               (8 kph) zone could be established
2                                in C lipper Co\e to minimize=. 9-== shoreline and mudflat

E 4
14 --1
20
6-1    L



Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 10 of 16)-0= G. Resource Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Action Alternativem g
  2
2 2 Biological erosion. Any impacts related to

  Resources construction or fill would be
4 (continued) addressed during the COE

Section 404 permitting process.
M

.                                Impact: Pedestrian and Boating Impact: Pedestrian and Impact: Pedestrian and Boating No impacts are expected.
2                                    Impacts on Migratory Birds. Boating Impacts on Wa(ling Impacts on Wading Shorebirds.

Increased pedestrian and boating Shorebirds. Increased Increased pedestrian and-
C') activity around Clipper Cove pedestrian and boating boating activity around

                                  could have
a significant impact activity around Clipper Clipper Cove could have a

on shorebirds by affecting Cove could have a significant impact on
mudflats and eelgrass beds where significant impact on shorebirds by affecting
shorebirds forage. shorebirds by affecting mudflats and eelgrass beds

.                                                                                              mudflats and eelgrass beds where shorebirds forage.R where shorebirds forage. These impacts are likely to be07

F Pedestrian impacts would reduced under Alternative 3
                                                                                                      be approximately half of as there would be less of an
ft                                                                                             Alternative 1 while boating increase in boating traffic  traffic impacts would be compared with Alternative 1.

approximately 20 percent
higher than Alternative 1.

0

8..m
0

M                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   M

U 3
8                                                                                                             8



Table ES-2.    Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
(Page 11 of 16)

M                                                                                                                                                                                                                            MC.r)       Ri,sorn'ci' it ,-m Altt,rtititin, 1 Alter,latipe 2 Alter,latire 3 No Actioil Alternatiz,e9                                                                                            MBiological Mitigatio,1. In conjunction with Mitigatioll. Mitigation Mitigation. Mitigation                                         a.-Resources permitting by COE and BCDC, measures woitld be the measures would be the same :

(coivinued) permittee could be required to same as described for as described for Alternative 1.                                         -
"

post signs along the shore Alternative 1. =
-adjacent to the mudflats and at =

the m                                                                                                                                                1arina, informing
pedestrians and boaters that the
mudflats are a protected and
sensitive area. Placi,ig buoys in
the bay, identifying tlie mudflat
area as restricted, and
establishing a five-mph (8 kph)
zone iii Clipper Core cotild also
reduce inipacts.

 2·                               impact: Pedestrimi mid Boati,12 Impact: Pedestrinii mid Impact: Pedestrian mid Boating No impacts are expected. 2                                             hill,acts O,1 Efi i.   Increased boat Boati,ts linpacts on EFH. Inipacts oii El'I i. IncreasedI

1                             and pedestrian acti\'ity around Increased pedestrian and pedestrian and boating=
j                                Clipper Core could have an boating adhity around actirity arotind Clipper Core-- indirect significant impact on Clipper Cove and along and along the perimeter of
=                                  EFF-1 by degrading eelgrass the perimeter of the islands   the islands cotild ha\ e a
4                                \'egetated areas and shallozr could hare a significant significatit impact oil EFI 1, as
A                               water and mitd flat areas tliat impact on EFI 1, as described linderF                             provide important fish spawning, described iiiider Alternative 1.

rearing, and foraging habitat. Alternati\'e 1
t/)

zi'litigatioii. Proposed mitigation Mitigatioit. Mitigation .ilititatioil. Mitigation
- measures are the sanie as those measures \votild be the measures would be the same
1                             discussed under impacts to same as described for as described for Alternatir el.

3 mildflat habitat abore. Alternath'e 1.
=
R

7
*-

mi
N -'1
gZ
W 71



Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
(Page 12 of 16)-0

   %        Resolirce Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Action Alter,iative14 g

8         Geology and Impact: Exposure of individuals and Impact: Expostire of Impact:  Expositre of individlwls No impacts are expected.04--
; Soils property to liquefaction. individiwls and property to and property to liquefaction.
4 Seismically induced liquefaction liquefaction. Seismically Seismically induced
 ' could result in ground induced liquefaction could liquefaction could result in
  disturbances associated with result in ground ground disturbances

•2  lateral spreading and differential disturbances associated associated with lateral
Z settlement. with lateral spreading and spreading and differential
                                                                                       differential

settlement. settlement.
CA

ix                                    Mitigation.  A zone of "improved Mitigation: Mitigation Mitigation: Mitigation
8                                 ground" would be created measures would be the measures would be the same=

around the perimeter of the same as described for as described for Alternative 1.
 i                                                island to reduce lateral spreading. Alternative 1.
tr- Interior island areas shall be
R similarly improved to reduce
tr

large differential settlement.  All
i sensitive structures (e.g.,r buildings greater than threerri

e                                 stories, buildings intended for
public occupancy, structures
supporting essential services, and
buildings housing schools,
medical, police, and fire facilities)
shall be supported on pile
systems or other specially
designed foundations. Detailed
geotechnical studies shall be
completed in accordance with
San Francisco requirements for
individual development sites.

:1:

2
(/)

m                                                                                                                                              m
B                                                                                                                                       24                                                                                                                                       2



Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 13 of 16)

C       Ii,·5(}1112(' A,·cli Aitt'r,iatii,L' 1 Alte, Iiatin· 2 Altc'rnatii,e 3 No Actioit Alti·r,zatiz't'          4
T

t..D

00                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              =..'Water Impact: Expostire of indiz,iduals and No significant impacts are inipact: Expostire of i,idividitals No impacts are expected.        9-
Resources property to po,iditig.froi,i high tides. expected from exposure of    alld property to pondin.e.from                                                     1

The installation of residential individuals and property higli tides. The impact would                                         -
-development in low-lying areas to ponding from high be similar to that described                                              E

on Treastire Islatid would result tides. for Alternative 1.                                                                               6
=

in increased exposure of
occupants, \ isitors, and property
to ponding hazards due to
seepage through the dike during
some high tide events.

Mitigatioit: Filling low-lying Mitigation: Mitigation
portions of the residential area to measures would be the same
at least 9 feet (3 m) National as described for Alternative 1.
Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD)

                                prior to development Wotild
o mitigate this impact. In addition,"J

1                              other low-lying areas within 500
=z                                 feet (152 m) of the Treas,ire Island
=.

perimeter should be similarly*3

2 filled before de\ elopment is
tr,a                                    allowed.
..2'

F
-'

=
-

'..

1
0
=
«
m
7)

M
-
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E #
N ..1
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Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 14 of 16)
tC
e  0·      Resolirce A,-en A lteniative 1 Alternatiue 2 Alternative 3 No Action Alternativem -C
NO

   - Water Impact:  Expostire of individuals and      impact:  Expositre of Impact:  Exposure of individitals     No impacts are expected.
 

Resources propertil  to flooding. Developing individiwls and property to and property to flooding.
4 (continued) and reusing Treasure Island floodi,ig. This alternative Alternative 3 could subjectpo
8 under Alternative 1 could expose would subject residents occupants, visitors, and
  occupants, visitors, and property and daily visitors on the property to substantial
A                                to flooding hazards caused by northern half of Treasure flooding hazards throughout2 dike overtopping during storms. Island, where a golf course Treasure Island.                                                                                             is proposed, to existing
-

flood hazards. Flood(/)

                                                                                      hazards on
the southern

portion of the site would=
4                                                                                     be similar to those
                                                                                                                                            described for Alternative 1.

                                     Mitigation: Set back development Mitigation: Mitigation Mitigation: Mitigation07

/
inboard of the perimeter dike to measures would be the measures would be the same

4                                allow room for periodic dike same as described for as described for Alternative 1.
41 raising without substantially Alternative 1.
3                                   increasing Bay fill. Raise the dike

as necessary to account for site
settlement, changes in maximum
tidal heights, and rises in sea
levels. In addition, inspect the
dike after each major storm to
identify repair needs, and repair
the dike promptly.

Utilities No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No impacts are expected.
expected. expected. expected.

enPublic Services No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No impacts are expected.         &
expected. expected. expected.                                                            2

C/)

m                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             M
00

6



Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 15 of 16)
r 1

'f)          R 'so 111'ct' An'a Atter,intiz,t' 1 Alterizatire 2 Alt<'rnatiz,i' 3
No Action Altc'r,latin'      1ki Hazardolls inipact: Installation Restoration Impact: histallation Inipact: installution Restoratioii No impacts are expected.        2Materials and Progrwn (IRP). Construction Restoration Prograni (IRP). Prograin(IRP). If subsequent                                                       e

0Waste activities at NSTI associated with Development of a golf redevelopment of the =
=futtire development of the course in the northern part    housing area involving -

housing unit area, including of the island would demolition of existing M
demolition of existing strilct u res, involve demolition of structures and the grading ..2

may interfere with remedial existing structures and the and reconfiguring of the soil
actions under CERCLA. grading and reconfiguring    were to occur, it may

of the soil, which may interfere with remedial
interfere with remedial actions condticted under
actions under CERCLA. CERCLA.

Mitigation. Mitigation Mitigation. MitigationMitigation. The Na, y is in the
process of implementing various meastires woitld be the measures wotild be the same
remedial actions at NSTI same as described for as described for Alternative I.

9                                pursuant to and in accordance Alternative 1.

.                                with the requirements of
CERCLA and the NCP that will=

-

remo,f, manage, or isolate any=
4                            potentially hazardous substances

present on the property prior to
 r conveyance. These remedial'b

actions will ensure that human
2                              health and the environment will
2                            be protected based on the land
-

  Lises specified in the Draft Reuse
S                              Plan.  lf the CERCLA remedy for
0·                              a partictilar site indtides land use
-

controls, the acqitiring entity or«
                                entities will be required to
'/-                               comply with the land use controls
R                                 during construction or operations
1,

=· r to ensure continued protection of
R E- human health and the
N *1 etivironnient.
  CH
W W



Table ES-2. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 16 of 16)-0
.  TA'     Resotirce Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Action Alternatiue
'4   -,3

 2 Hazardous Subsequent redevelopment of the226      Materials and housing area which would
2  Waste involve demolition of existing
  (continued) structures and the grading and
w                                    reconfiguring of the soil would
                                       likely be subject to land use
2                                controls on the property,
e including compliance with a City-=
- administered soil management0

                                  plan that would require soil and
0· groundwater disturbance be
*11 permitted subject to proper

m                                 characterization and
management.

R

1                                In addition, deeds conveying the
SE affected property will contain a4
r                                   notice that areas of the property
                                    not subject to remediation efforts

(such as areas beneath existing
foundations) may require
additional characterization and
possible response actions subject
to appropriate regulatory
oversight. Adherence to land use
controls and regulatory
requirements would mitigate
potentially significant impacts to
an acceptable level.
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sf                                           square feet

SFEP San Francisco Estuary Project

SFOBB San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge

SFTA San Francisco Transit Authority

SFUSD San Francisco Unified School District

SFWD San Francisco Water Department
= State Historic Landmark

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer

SHSZ Seismic Hazards Studies Zone

SI site inspection
SMP site mitigation plan

SO, sulfur dioxide

S04 sulfate particles

SPCC Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure

SVOC semivolatile organic compound

Swppp Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board

TAC toxic air contaminant

TCE temporary construction easement
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Purpose and Need



1.0    PURPOSE AND NEED

1 This environmental impact statement (EIS) evaluates the potential impacts on the natural and
2 human environment that could result from United States Department of the Navy (Navy)
3  disposal of surplus federal properties within Naval Station Treasure Island (NSTI) and
4 subsequent reuse of those federal properties.  NSIT is made up of dry and submerged lands of
5 both Treasure Island and portions of Yerba Buena Island in San Francisco, California.

6 This document has been prepared by Navy in accordance with the National Environmental
7     Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (Public Law [Pub. L.] 91-190, 42 United States Code [U.S.C.] §§ 4321-
8     43700; the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA (40 Code
9   of Federal Regulations [C.F.R.] Parts 1500-1508); Navy regulations implementing NEPA (32

10    C.F.R. Part 775); and Navy guidelines (Chief of Naval Operations Instruction [OPNAVINST]
/ 11 5090.1B [2002]).

12     This EIS was originally prepared as a joint document to fulfill the requirements of both NEPA
13   and the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) (California Public Resources
14     Code [Cal. Pub. Res. Code] § 21000 et seq., as amended).  In 2000, the City and County of San
15    Francisco (San Francisco) elected to prepare a separate environmental impact report (EIR) to
16    analyze the impacts from the reuse of NSTI.  The EIR will undergo a separate public review
17   process.

18 1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

19 The purpose of and need for the proposed federal action is to dispose of surplus federal
20   property at NSTI for subsequent reuse. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act
21    (DBCRA) (10 U.S.C. § 2687 note) directed the Department of Defense (DoD) to reduce and
22 realign United States (US) military operations.  The 1993 Defense Base Realignment and Closure
23   Commission (BRAC '93 Commission) recommended the closure of NSTI. President Clinton
24       approved this recommendation and the 103rd Congress accepted it on September 27, 1993.  NSTI
25   closed on September 30, 1997, and Navy is in the process of disposing of the property in
26 accordance with applicable laws and regulations, including the DBCRA. DBCRA requirements

  27 related to disposal of surplus property include the following:

28            •    Compliance with NEPA;

  29 • Environmental restoration of the property;
30               •     Consideration of the local community's reuse plan before Navy disposes of the property;

. 31 and

32                •      Compliance with specific federal property disposal laws and regulations.

 
33 Under the DBCRA the decision to close, relocate, or realign bases is exempt from NEPA
34 documentation requirements. However, once the decision has been made to close, relocate, or
35     realign a specified base, the cognizant military service is required to prepare appropriate NEPA

 
36 documentation evaluating the environmental effects of the disposal and subsequent reuse of the

37 property.
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1.0  Purpose and Need

1 Navy considered the stated purpose and need of the Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) in
2 developing reasonable reuse alternatives (the LRA is discussed further in section 2.2, Reuse
3 Planning Process). This purpose  and need focused on reusing NSTI property to support the
4 local economic base, enhance the local image and identity, expand the range of recreational and
5 entertainment opportunities available to the community, and enhance the overall livability of
6   the local area and region.  To meet these overall objectives, reuse alternatives must provide
7    employment and housing opportunities and generate sufficient revenue (e.g., property tax) to
8  support the investment necessary to upgrade the Treasure Island perimeter dike and to
9 undertake facility ground improvements for seismic safety of the site (San Francisco 1996e).  In

10 addition, reuse alternatives must consider current access constraints (e.g., limited access via the
11 San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge [SFOBB], inadequate on-ramp and off-ramp design, and
12 traffic congestion during peak hours) and must propose alternative access options, such as ferry
13      service, to solve existing vehicular access deficiencies.

14    On October 26, 2000, the Federal Highways Administration (FHWA), pursuant to its authority
15    under 23 U.S.C. § 107(d), conveyed 98 acres (40 hectare [ha]) of dry and submerged Navy land
16    on Yerba Buena Island that was previously declared to be surplus to the needs of the federal
17      government and was considered in the NSTI Draft Reuse Plan (Draft Reuse Plan) (San Francisco
18      1996e) to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Caltrans sought the property
19     held by the Navy for right-of-way purposes in connection with the construction, operation, and
20      maintenance of the SFOBB east spans retrofit project. Land conveyed to Caltrans includes lands
21 permanently conveyed in fee, temporary construction easements (TCEs) over a substantial part
22    of Yerba Buena Island, and permanent aerial easements over two parcels of land. While the
23 lands conveyed in fee to Caltrans are no longer part of NSTI and are not part of the Navy
24 disposal considered in this EIS, TCEs and aerial easements are available for disposal and are
25     considered in this EIS.

26    Navy will use this EIS to make disposal decisions concerning the surplus federal property at
27 NSTI suitable for conveyance. Following the completion of the Final EIS, Navy will issue its
28     Record of Decision (ROD) that will identify the significant impacts that would occur as a result
29   of disposal and reuse. Following disposal, no additional NEPA review by Navy will be
30 required.

31 1.2 OVERVIEW OF NSTI

32   At the time of operational closure (September 199D, NSTI totaled approximately 1,075 acres
33   (435 ha) of dry and submerged land within San Francisco.  NSTI is on two islands in San
34    Francisco Bay about midway between the shores of the cities of San Francisco and Oakland
35     (Figure 1-1). The larger island, called Treasure Island, consists of 402 acres (160 ha) of dry land
36    created with artificial fill in the 1930s. Yerba Buena Island, a natural island of approximately
37 150 acres (60 ha), is connected to Treasure Island by a causeway that also forms part of Clipper
38 Cove. Vehicular access to NSTI is via the SFOBB on Yerba Buena Island. The SFOBB is part of
39 the Interstate-80 (I-80) freeway system and provides an east-west link between the cities of San
40      Francisco and Oakland. The reuse plan area is shown in Figure 1-2.
41
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1.0  Purpose and Need

1 Treasure Island

2 Treasure Island is an artificial island built in the mid-1930s on shoals immediately north of and
3      adjacent to Yerba Buena Island.  The site is an area of tidal and submerged lands granted to San
4      Francisco in 1933 by the State of California for constructing a public airport, for wharf and dock
5      facilities, and for use as an airfield (California Statutes [Cal. Stat.] 1933, Chapter 912, August 21,
6     1933).  In 1935, this legislative grant was amended to allow the site to be used for a fair.  The
7 legislative grant contained a restriction that prevented San Francisco from selling the property
8    to private parties. Treasure Island was constructed over 19 months in 1936 and 1937 by San
9     Francisco and the US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) as a project of the New Deal-era Works

10 Progress Administration. The initial purpose of the island was to host the Golden Gate
11 International Exposition (Exposition). The Exposition ran from February 1939 to September
12    1940 and was held to celebrate the engineering marvels of the just completed Golden Gate

 
13 Bridge and SFOBB.

14    After the Exposition the island was to be converted to an international airport but during the
15 final months of the Exposition, and with increasing expectations of American involvement in

 
16 World War II, plans were made to convert the island to a Navy base.

17 The federal government initiated a condemnation action in 1942 to acquire ownership of all
18     lands that now make up Treasure Island. This condemnation action eventually was settled in
19       conjunction with another condemnation action concerning San Francisco Airport property.  The
20      settlement of these two condemnation actions gave the federal government fee title to Treasure

 
21 Island.

22   During the war years the island served as a center for receiving, training, and dispatching
23 service personnel. After World War II, the Navy used the installation primarily as a training
24 and administrative center. Treasure Island has approximately 150 nonresidential buildings,
25 totaling about 2.5 million square feet (232,257 square meters [m2]), and approximately 900
26 housing units. The housing units are mostly in four-, six-, and eight-unit two-story buildings,
27  as well as in barracks for service personnel. The nonresidential buildings include an
28 administration building, several classroom buildings used for training schools, former aircraft
29   hangars, a fire training facility, a brig, offices, a conference center, restaurants, a school, a
30   chapel, and storage and equipment buildings. Recreation facilities on the island include a
31      marina, ball fields, a gym, a theater, a bowling alley, a fitness center, tennis courts, a picnic area,

 
32 and open space.

33 Yerba Buena Island

34 Yerba Buena Island was used periodically by Native Americans before Europeans settled in the
35 Sail Francisco Bay Area around 1835.  In 1867, the US Army established a post on the
36      northeastern side of the island adjacent to present day Clipper Cove.  The post was established
37    as an artillery base and quartermaster depot at the eastern end of the island.  The Army was
38 active there from 1868 through 1879.  In the 189Os, the Army built a small torpedo station

  39 complex on the island, one building of which, the Torpedo Depot (Building 262), remains.

40    In 1898, Navy acquired the East Cove area of Yerba Buena Island from the Army.  This area
 

41 became the site for a Naval training station, which was active at the site between 1900 and 1923.
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1.0 Purpose and Need

1     During this period, several prominent buildings were constructed. The Commander's Quarters,
2     or Quarters 1 ( ilso referred to as "Nimitz House"), was completed in 1900, and seven other
3   Senior Officers Quarters (Quarters 2 through 8) were completed between 1901 and 1905.
4       Quarters  1  thrc ugh 7, referred  to  as the "Great Whites" because of their exterior color and
5 distinct architec: ural character, are clustered in a neighborhood on the north side of the SFOBB.
6    Quarters 1 was listed individually on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in 1991,
7           and  Quarters  1 t Ilrough 7, which  form the Senior Officers Quarters Historic District, along  with
8 associated buildings and landscaping elements, are eligible for listing  on the NRHP.

9    In 1946, Yerba B lena Island became primarily a residential facility and home to the US Coast
10 Guard; these fu:ictions have continued to the present (San Francisco 1996e).  The Navy
11 transferred owne-ship of approximately 30 acres (12.1 ha) of Yerba Buena Island to the US
12 Coast Guard in lc 73; this US Coast Guard facility is on the southeast side of Yerba Buena Island
13 (DON 1995a). A  additional 11 acres (4.5 ha) of dry land was transferred in 1998, and another
14      11 acres (4.5 ha) ot submerged land was transferred in 2002.  The US Coast Guard will continue
15      to operate on its p=operty at Yerba Buena Island after the Navy disposes of NSTI.

16      Navy owns appro <imately 100 housing units and about ten other buildings used for storage,
17       communications, f. -e safety, and administration on Yerba Buena Island.

18 1.3 DISPOS AL OF NSTI
PROPERTY                                                                                            

19 1.3.1 Predispo al Actions

20 The disposal procebs encompasses several sequential actions, further described below.  The
21 federal government s responsible for environmental cleanup and disposal of the property.

22 Caretaker Activities

23     NSTI is in caretaker : atus (inactive status under Navy control). On-site activities are limited to
24 security, maintenance cleanup, and other caretaker actions.  Navy and San Francisco executed a
25 cooperative agreemer.t in 1997 in which San Francisco is responsible for providing caretaker
26      services on NSTI. Approximately 50 persons are assigned to perform caretaker activities.

27 Contaminated Sites Cicanup

28   Navy is in the process of completing environmental cleanup of past releases of hazardous
29         substances  that  pose  a , hreat to human health  and the environment. Navy cleanup efforts  are
30 being carried out in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
31      Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) (Pub. L. 96-510, 42 U.S.C.§§ 9601-9675).

32 Interim Lease Activities

33 Navy currently leases ap,roximately 160 acres (65 ha) on NSTI to the LRA for a variety of uses,
34     including film productioii facilities, residential housing, a marina, a fire-fighting school, special
35       events and meeting centi'r, warehouses, and multipurpose office space. In addition, space on
36    NSTI is currently leased tor reuse planning and stewardship, as well as for housing and other
37 services supporting homeless persons.
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1.0   Purpose and Need

  1 1.3.2 Disposal Process Requirements

:
2 This section briefly highlights some of the key laws and regulations that guide BRAC disposal

3       and reuse. An expanded discussion is provided in Appendix B.

4   The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. §§ 471 et seq.)
5 establishes methods for the disposal of federal property and is implemented by the Federal
6 Property Management Regulations (FPMR) (41 C.F.R. Part 101-4D.  The FPMR requires Navy to
7 notify other military departments and DoD entities, as well as other federal agencies, that a
8     property or facility is "excess."  Any DoD or other federal agency that expresses an interest in
9   the site during the process is given consideration before the property is determined to be

10    "surplus."  Once the property has been transferred, federal restrictions on reuse can only be
11 imposed where it is authorized by statute.

12    Under the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act of 1987 (Pub. L. 100-77, codified as
13   amended, at 42 U.S.C. §§ 11341-11448) (McKinney Act), a homeless services provider can
14    prepare and submit an application to acquire surplus federal property to assist the homeless
15 (see Appendix B). The homeless component of the Draft Reuse Plan was developed through
16   negotiation with Treasure Island Homeless Development Initiative (TIHDI), an association
17     formed in June 1994 and composed of 14 nonprofit homeless and social service organizations.

 
18 Section 2.2 describes the details of this process.

19    On October 15, 1993, Navy issued a Notice of Availability (NOA) for NST[ (Treasure Island
20     proper)to DoD and other federal agencies indicating that the property was excess to the needs
21      of Navy. After the property had been screened to federal agencies, Navy declared the property
22       at Treasure Island surplus to the needs of the US on July 11, 1994.

23    In March 1995, the Bureau of Land Management as the former managing agency of Yerba
24 Buena Island (prior to Navy), determined that the property on Yerba Buena Island was not
25   suitable for return as Bureau of Land Management lands and concurred that Yerba Buena
26 Island should be disposed pursuant to base closure law (Bureau of Land Management 1995).
27     Therefore, a separate NOA for NS'Il (Yerba Buena Island proper) was issued on July 6, 1995.

  28 DoD declared this property surplus in May 1996.

29   No DoD agency requested transfer of excess NSTI properties. Between October 1993 and
30    October 1995, nine federal agencies expressed interest in excess property at NSTI.  Five of the

 
31 agencies submitted formal requests for property transfer. Three of these agencies withdrew
32 their requests in 1995 and early 1996. The transfer requests for the remaining two agencies, US
33     Department of Labor and the US Coast Guard, were approved.  The US Department of Labor
34 requested approximately 36 acres (15 ha) of property and associated facilities on Treasure Island
35       for its Job Corps program, and the Navy authorized the requested property transfer on April 17,
36    1998.  The US Coast Guard requested approximately 22 acres (9 ha), including land, facilities,

  37 and submerged areas of Yerba Buena Island (see Figure 1-2). Navy authorized transferring 11
38   acres (4.5 ha) of dry land on March 3, 1998, and the remaining 11-acre (4.5 ha) parcel of
39    submerged land was transferred on November 27, 2002. These properties are not part of the
40 proposed disposal and subsequent reuse action evaluated in this EIS.
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1.0  Purpose and Need

1     Subsequent to completion of the federal screening process, the FHWA, pursuant to its authority
2    under 23 U.S.C. § 107(d), conveyed 98 acres (40 ha) on Yerba Buena Island held by Navy to
3     Caltrans for construction of the east span of the SFOBB. Approximately 20 acres (8 ha) of dry
4      land were permanently conveyed in fee and are not part of the disposal action evaluated in this
5    EIS. The remaining 78 acres (32 ha) comprises five separate easements: 51 acre (21 ha) and 18
6      acre (7 ha) TCEs over submerged land, an 8 acre (3 ha) TCE over dry land, and two 0.3 acre (0.1
7    ha) permanent aerial easements over dry land. (Permanent aerial easements are defined over
8 certain historic structures and are discussed further in section 3.4, Cultural Resources.)  The
9     TCEs and aerial easements are available for disposal and are considered in this EIS. See Figure

10      1-2 for the location of lands excluded from disposal, TCEs, and aerial easements.

11     Table 1-1 provides a categorized description of the historic acreage of NSTI on Treasure Island
12 and Yerba Buena Island, which includes the areas previously transferred to US Department of
13      Labor, US Coast Guard, and FHWA. The remaining NSTI property proposed for Navy disposal
14      includes 681 acres (276 ha) at Treasure Island and 316 acres (127 ha) at Yerba Buena Island, for a
15      total of approximately 997 acres (403 ha).

16 1.4 RELATED STUDIES

17 Several project-related studies have been undertaken or are ongoing at NSTI. The major
18     planning and restoration programs are the Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS), the CERCLA
19 Installation Restoration Program (IRP) and the Compliance Program.

20   The EBS, completed in May 1995, is a broad evaluation and summary of all known and
21 suspected areas where hazardous materials or petroleum products have been handled, stored,
22    disposed of, or released within the boundaries of NSTI and adjacent areas (DON 1995c).  A
23   Supplemental EBS was prepared in 2003. Two major restoration programs (IRP and the
24 Compliance Program) have been established in response to releases of hazardous substances,
25 pollutants, contaminants, petroleum hydrocarbons, and hazardous and solid waste.  The IRP
26 identifies, assesses, characterizes, and cleans up or controls contaminants from past hazardous
27 waste disposal operations and hazardous materials spills. The Compliance Program addresses
28 solid waste management, underground storage tanks (USTs) and fuel lines, aboveground
29 storage tanks (ASTs), oil/water separators (OWS), asbestos-containing materials,
30 polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), radon, lead-based paint, lead in drinking water, septic tanks,
31 and indoor and outdoor small arms ranges.

32 1.5 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS

33     The EIS process is designed to involve the public in federal decision-making. Opportunities to
34   comment on, and participate in, the process are provided during preparation of this EIS as
35     outlined in the following sections. Comments from agencies and the public are solicited to help
36    identify the primary issues associated with the federal disposal and proposed reuse of NSTI.
37 San Francisco conducted public meetings and workshops as part of the reuse planning process,
38   and the public was encouraged to comment on the various reuse alternatives. The public's
39    input, as well as feedback from applicable resources and permitting agencies, will be used to
40     evaluate the alternatives and environmental impacts before final decisions are made. Chapter 7
41   includes a brief discussion of the public involvement process, and Chapter 10 contains the
42      mailing list for this EIS.
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1.0   Purpose and Need

I ,
Table 14. NSTI Acreage on Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island

Acres

T„.su„Island

1\ISTI Acreage Proposed for Disposal
Diy 366

Submerged                                    315
NSTI Treasure Island Disposal Subtotal 681

NST[ land transferred to US Department of Laborl                                                                              36

Treasure Island Subtotal                                                                                                                        717

Yerba Buena Island
NSTI Acreage Proposed for Disposal

Dry                                                               
      84

Submerged 232

NSTI Yerba Buena Island Disposal Subtotal 316

NSTI land transferred to US Coast Guard2                                                                                     22

NS'IT land transferred to FHWA/Caltrans3                                                                      20
Yerba Buena Island Subtotal 358

Total NSTI Acreage (including transferred land)4 1,075
Total NSTI Acreage Proposed For Disposals 997

Total Dry Acreage Proposed For Disposal 450

Total Submerged Acreage Proposed For Disposal                                                    547

1Approximately 36 acres was transferred from Navy to the US Department of Labor in 1998.

2Approximately 11 acres of dry land was transferred to the US Coast Guard in 1998. An additional 11 acres

of submerged land was transferred to US Coast Guard in 2002.

3 APproximately 98 acres of dry and submerged land was transferred to FHWA on October 26,2000, which
then conveyed it to Caltrans for the construction of the east span of the SFOBB.  All but 20 acres of this land
will revert to the federal government upon completion of the SFOBB and is part of the disposal action
evaluated in this EIS.

4Total NSTI acreage = Treasure Island Subtotal + Yerba Buena Island Subtotal (this equals the total acreage
of NSTI at the time of operational closure).
5Total NSTI acreage proposed for disposal = NSTI Treasure Island Disposal Subtotal + NSTI Yerba Buena
Island Disposal Subtotal. Total does not include property transferred in fee to the US Department of Labor,
US Coast Guard, and FHWA/Caltrans.

2 1.5.1 Scoping Process

3     Scoping is the process used to identify potential significant environmental issues and concerns
4      related to the proposed action. The scoping period was from September 24, 1996, to October 28,
5       1996. The scoping process was conducted jointly by Navy and San Francisco.

6    On September 24, 1996, in accordance with NEPA requirements, a Notice of Intent (NOI) to
7   prepare an EIS was published in the Federal Register.  A copy of the NOI is presented in
8     Appendix D of this document.  The NOI was mailed to regulatory agencies, local jurisdictions,
9 elected officials, public service providers, and organizations.
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1.0  Purpose and Need

1    As part of the scoping process, Navy and San Francisco held a public meeting to inform the
2 public about disposal and reuse alternatives and to solicit the public's participation and
3   comments. The scoping meeting was held on October 9, 1996, at the San Francisco Ferry
4     Building. The meeting was advertised in the San Francisco Chronicle, Marin Independent Journal,
5   San Jose Mercury News, and Oakland Tribune on Sunday, September 29, 1996, and Tuesday,
6     October 1, 1996.  At the meeting, Navy and local representatives presented an overview of the
7 proposed action and the environmental review process. This presentation was followed by an
8     opportunity for public oral or written comment. Six individuals from the public provided oral
9   comments at the scoping meeting. Oral comments addressed alternate land uses on the site

10 related primarily to residential, marine, and wildlife observation uses. Commentors also were
11    concerned with addressing the needs of veterans in the reuse plan and concerns about public
12 notification during the comment period.

13 Additionally, twelve comment letters were received in response to the 1996 NOI. These written
14 comments addressed a variety of concerns, including impacts to traffic, geology and
15 seismology, historic architectural resources, hazardous and waste material, and archeological
16  resources. All issues raised during the scoping period regarding environmental and
17 socioeconomic topics have been addressed in this EIS. A more detailed summary of the scoping
18     comments is included in Chapter 7.

19 1.5.2 Public Review of the Draft EIS

20 The public was invited to review and comment on the Draft EIS.  An NOA was published in the
21 Federal Register on May 10, 2002 and notices were published in the San Francisco Chronicle and
22 Oakland Tribune on May 25 and 26,2002.  A copy of the NOA is presented in Appendix D of this
23 document. Copies of the Draft EIS and NOA were mailed to those on the mailing list (Chapter
24     10 of the Draft EIS), beginning a 45-day public comment period. A public hearing on the Draft
25       EIS was also held at Building 140 on Treasure Island on June 11, 2002.

26    During the public comment period, 22 comment letters on the Draft EIS were received from
27    agencies or individuals. In addition, four persons provided oral comments on the Draft EIS at
28 the public hearing. Comments on the Draft EIS and responses to those comments are provided
29   in Chapter 11, Responses to Comments. The Final EIS has been revised, as appropriate, in
30     response to public comments.

31 1.5.3 Final EIS

32 The Final EIS incorporates and responds to comments received on the Draft EIS and has been
33     provided to all agencies or individuals that officially commented on the document or otherwise
34   requested a copy (see Chapter 10, EIS Distribution List).  An NOA of the Final EIS was
35      published in the Federal Register on June 27,2003.

36      As required under NEPA, there will be a 30-day review period after publication of the Final EIS.
37      During this period, the public may comment on the adequacy of responses to comments and the
38      Final EIS. After the 30-day review period, Navy can issue a NEPA ROD.

1-12 Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS

June 2003                     



l
CHAPTER 2.0

Proposed Action and Alternatives



2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

1 This chapter describes alternatives for the proposed action and considers Navy disposal
2      alternatives and subsequent reuse alternatives. NEPA requires that an EIS objectively evaluate a

"reasonable" range of alternatives. Under NEPA, reasonable alternatives are those that are
4     practical or feasible from a technical and economic perspective and that are based on common
5 sense (Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act
6     Regulations [CEQ 40 Most Asked Questions], 46 Fed. Reg. 18026, March 23, 1981; as amended,
7      51 Fed. Reg. 15618, April 25, 1986).

8 This chapter of the EIS is organized into seven primary sections. Section 2.1 discusses Navy
9 disposal alternatives. Section 2.2 describes the generation of reuse alternatives. Alternatives

10   eliminated from review in this EIS, and the reasons for their elimination, are addressed in
11      section 2.3. Section 2.4 provides detailed descriptions of the reuse alternatives evaluated in this
12 EIS. Section 2.5 identifies Navy's preferred alternative and the environmentally preferable
13     alternative, and section 2.6 provides a list of permits and approvals required for disposal and
14 subsequent reuse of NSTI. Finally, section 2.7 provides a summary comparison of the potential
15      impacts and corresponding mitigation for each alternative.

16 2.1 NAVY DISPOSAL

17     Navy can either retain NS'IT surplus property in federal ownership (No Action Alternative) or
18   dispose of the property for subsequent reuse (Disposal Alternative). The description of  19 retaining NSTI in federal ownership is included in the No Action Alternative (section 2.4.5).
20 Navy disposal of surplus property at NSTI is the federal action evaluated in this EIS for
21 potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts. Under the federal action, approximately
22 997 acres (403 ha) of federal property at NSTI would be conveyed to non-federal entities.

23    Although it will not retain control of the properties after their disposal, Navy is required, in

 
24 accordance with DBCRA, to evaluate the reasonably foreseeable impacts arising from reuse.
25  Consequently, this EIS evaluates the potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts
26     associated with the reuse of NST[ property. The Federal Action, Navy disposal, is assumed as

 
27 part of each reuse alternative.

28 2.2 REUSE PLANNING PROCESS

  29 DoD Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) designated San Francisco as the LRA for NSIT in

30       May 1994.  In late June 1994, the Mayor of San Francisco appointed the Treasure Island Citizens
31 Reuse Committee (CRC) to make recommendations for the consideration of the Planning and
32 Redevelopment Commissions and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.  The CRC consisted
33     of a diverse group of community professionals and activists represented by environmentalists,
34 architects, labor union members, educators, municipal finance experts, developers, homeless
35 service providers, real estate analysts, neighborhood and cultural leaders, planners, and
36     lawyers.  The CRC convened its first public workshop in June 1994 and met regularly until it

  '
37 had completed its work in 1996.
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1    As part of the NSTI reuse planning process, numerous alternatives were proposed and then
2 evaluated using goals established by the LRA. The city's Office of Military Base Conversion
3    (OMBC), a partnership of San Francisco's Planning Department and Redevelopment Agency
4    and the Port of San Francisco, directed the reuse planning process. This process, described in
5   detail ill the Draft Reuse Plan (San Francisco 1996e), included substantial public input and
6 technical direction from city departments, as summarized below.

7 Before, during, and after the approval of the Draft Reuse Plan, a continued effort was sustained
8    in soliciting meaningful public involvement by the OMBC and the CRC. CRC meetings were
9    open to the public, and public comment was invited and considered. CRC meeting minutes

10  were made available to the public and were regularly distributed to more than 100
11      organizations and individuals in the Bay Area.

12 The public also was informed about the progress of reuse planning through a regular
13 newsletter, Treasure of the Bay, the first issue of which was published in Spring 1994. Several
14     issues of the newsletter were published thereafter and mailed to over 2,400 community leaders,
15 neighborhood organizations, and citizens of San Francisco and the Bay Area. Newsletter issues
16 focused on important aspects of the reuse planning process, informed the public about other
17   ways to get information, and advertised the availability of reuse planning reports, which
18      present a more detailed account of NSTI reuse planning.

19    The OMBC and CRC, through their consultants, conducted public workshops and prepared a
20    number of publicly available documents to assist in formulating a reuse plan for NSTI.  Two
21 widely publicized public planning workshops on the reuse planning process (including bus
22     tours of the islands) were held in June 1994 and August 1995.  In July 1995, the CRC prepared
23     exhibits for public display at the Treasure Island Museum and the San Francisco Main Library,
24    accompanied by newsletters and questionnaires soliciting public input on the proposed reuse
25    plan. A draft set of reuse planning goals and objectives was produced as a result of these
26    workshops, and the goals and objectives were subsequently refined and approved by the CRC
27      on December 1, 1995.

28 Documents prepared include a two-volume Existing Conditions Report in August 1995 (San
29 Francisco 1995a; 1995b), with findings summarized in the August 1995 Issues and
30 Opportunities Report (San Francisco 1995d) and the January 1996 Alternatives Report (San
31 Francisco 1996a). The adopted goals and objectives address six specific topics -economics,
32 community, character, transportation, environment and safety.  For a detailed listing and
33      discussion of the goals and objectives envisioned by the CRC, refer to the Draft Reuse Plan (San
34 Francisco 1996e).

35 From information in these documents and based on public input, a concept plan, entitled
36 Conceptual Planning Framework, Treasure Island - Yerba Buena Island (San Francisco 1996d),
37 was developed and approved by the CRC in February 1996; this plan led to the publication of
38 the Draft Reuse Plan (San Francisco 1996e). Recommendations for the "preferred reuse
39 concept" included an emphasis on visitor-oriented recreational, commercial, and entertainment
40    uses to serve as a major jobs and revenue generator to support needed improvements and
41    services.  Due to the instability of fill material on Treasure Island, phased implementation of
42 seismic upgrades to structures and utilities was also recommended to reduce the risk of failure
43   during an earthquake. The earlier phases of improvements focus on accommodating major
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1      visitor-oriented uses. Another recommendation was that the reuse plan be developed to allow
2 substantial flexibility to adapt to market conditions and emerging information.

3    On July 22, 1996, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors endorsed the Draft Reuse Plan.  In
4     September 1996, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency contracted the Urban Land Institute
5   (ULI), a non-government organization (NGO), to convene an advisory panel to evaluate the
6     feasibility of the Draft Reuse Plan. The resulting report, entitled Treasure Island Naval Station
7  San Francisco, California: An Evaluation of Reuse Opportunities and a Strategy for
8   Development and Implementation (ULI 1996), suggested changes and revisions that were
9      considered in the development of the reuse alternatives. Alternative 2 incorporates many of the

10 changes suggested by the ULI study.

/ 11 The Draft Reuse Plan proposes to maximize a range of public benefits within the major

12     constraints of the site.  The plan emphasizes publicly oriented recreational, entertainment and
13  hospitality uses that recall the spirit of the 1939 Golden Gate International Exposition
14       (Exposition).  These uses maximize the island's central location and outstanding views, and the
15 plan links NSTI to San Francisco and the Bay Area by ferry. The Draft Reuse Plan also
16 incorporates specific users and types of uses from the second homeless screening process.  The
17 Draft Reuse Plan was approved by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
18    on November 26, 1996 (see Appendix C). The Draft Reuse Plan is described in section 2.4.2
19     (Alternative 1), along with two other reuse scenarios, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 (sections
20     2.4.3 and 2.4.4, respectively).

21    In 1997, the California State Legislature created a special reuse authority for Treasure Island,
22     transferring the LRA status from San Francisco to the Treasure Island Development Authority
23    (TIDA).  TIDA is a state agency staffed by the San Francisco mayor's office and is the entity
24    responsible for planning the reuse of Treasure Island. In March 1998, DoD OEA recognized
25      TIDA as the implementing LRA for NSIT. TIDA submitted an Economic Development Conveyance
26 (EDO Application and Business Plan ji,r Naval Station Treasure Island in June 2000 for land to be
27      used and redeveloped in accordance with the Draft Reuse Plan.

28 2.2.1 Homeless Assistance Planning Process

  29 Federal base closure law and regulations were changed during the period of reuse planning for
30      NSTI. The Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act of 1987 (McKinney Act) (Pub. L. 100-
31     77, codified as amended, at 42 U.S.C. §§ 11341-11448) requires DoD and other federal agencies
32    to give priority consideration for homeless assistance over other uses for property considered
33 excess, surplus, or underutilized by federal agencies. HUD screens properties in these
34     categories for suitability for homeless assistance (42 U.S.C. § 11411). Because NSTI was closed
35    in 1993 under the '93 round of BRAC, homeless assistance screening was originally initiated
36      under this law. In October 1994, the Treasure Island Homeless Development Initiative (TIHDI),
37   a coalition of 14 nonprofit social service and homeless service organizations, submitted a
38   revised plan to the San Francisco Department of Health and Human Services under the
39      McKinney Act for providing homeless services.

 
40 The first TIHDI plan submitted to the San Francisco Department of Health and Human Services
41   in October 1994 was building-specific.  In the fall of 1994, the Base Closure Community
42     Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994 (Redevelopment Act) (Pub. L. 103421,10
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1    U.S.C. § 268D modified the federal process for accommodating the needs of the homeless in
2  connection with disposal of military installations.  This act provided the affected local
3 community greater opportunity to participate in the decision regarding disposal of military
4    properties by requiring homeless providers to work through LRAs.  In 1995, the LRA notified
5   Navy of its intent to conduct a second homeless screening process under this act.  DoD
6      approved this action on May 9, 1995.

7 TIHDI conducted an extensive solicitation process throughout 1995. TIHDI submitted a
8 comprehensive Notice of Interest for surplus property at NSTI to the LRA on November 1, 1995,
9    for incorporation into the LRA's reuse plan. The TIHDI Notice of Interest includes homeless

10 housing, support services, employment, and economic development programs and services.

11    The 1995 plan provides economic development opportunities and employment for homeless
12 individuals. TIHDI organizations may provide contract services, such as landscaping and
13 grounds maintenance, and operate businesses, such as restaurants and convenience stores, at a
14   level that is proportionate to overall development on the islands. These businesses would
15 provide employment and job training and would be an important part of the ongoing transition
16      of NSTI to civilian use.

17    According to the Draft Reuse Plan, up to 375 existing housing units will be leased to TIHDI to
18 provide shelter for individuals and families, including 90 housing units on Yerba Buena Island
19   and 285 housing units on Treasure Island. Discussions regarding the number of homeless
20     housing to be leased are on-going, and they are currently proposed at approximately 218 units
21 on Treasure Island, and none at Yerba Buena Island. If substantial new residential development
22     occurs on NSTI in the future, TIHDI will be offered sites for constructing additional affordable
23 housing.

24      The plan sets goals for providing long-term jobs for homeless persons and the working poor as
25      a part of new uses on NST[. The overall employment goals for NSTI include offering 25 percent
26    of permanent jobs to homeless or other economically disadvantaged persons within a larger
27      goal of setting aside 50 percent of all new jobs for San Francisco residents.

28 2.3 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED REVIEW

29      In determining the scope of alternatives to be considered under NEPA, the emphasis is on what
30   is "reasonable."  The term "reasonable" is used primarily to insure that federal agencies
31   preparing NEPA documents make the effort to explore a number of common sense-based
32   alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the project. Reasonable alternatives include
33     those that are practical or feasible from a technical and economic standpoint (Question 2a, CEQ
34  40 Most Asked Questions, 46 Fed. Reg. 18026 [March 23, 1981]). An alternative can be
35      eliminated from further discussion if it does not meet the purpose and need of the project.

36   During the reuse planning process, the LRA developed a purpose and need statement that
37      served as the basis for evaluating reuse alternatives and for refining the Draft Reuse Plan.  This
38   purpose and need focused on reuse of NSTI property to support the local economic base,
39   enhance the local image and identity, expand the range of recreational and entertainment
40 opportunities available to the community, and enhance the overall livability of the local area
41 and region.  To meet these overall objectives, the proposed reuse alternatives must have
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1 provided employment and housing opportunities and generated sufficient revenue (e.g.,
2    property tax) to support the investment necessary to upgrade the Treasure Island perimeter
3   dike and to undertake other facility ground improvements that would improve the seismic
4    safety of the site (San Francisco 1996e). In addition, reuse alternatives must have considered
5 current access constraints (e.g., limited access via the SFOBB, inadequate on- and off-ramp
6      design, and traffic congestion during peak hours) and proposed alternative access options, such
7       as ferry service, to solve existing vehicular access deficiencies.

8    The Alternatives Report (San Francisco 1996a) that preceded the Draft Reuse Plan identified
9 four preliminary land use alternatives. These four alternatives evolved in an iterative process

10  with a series of meetings and discussions with the CRC. Table 2-1 lists the land use
11    requirements of the four preliminary reuse alternatives that were considered by the LRA in
12    1995 to meet their reuse objectives. From these alternatives, a screening process was initiated
13      by the LRA to determine if these alternatives would 1) attain the objectives of the LRA; 2) avoid
14    or substantially lessen environmental effects of the project; 3) be technically feasible; and 4) be
15 economically feasible. Although these four alternatives were eliminated from analysis by the
16       LRA as a single plan to guide the redevelopment of NSTI, elements of each were included in the

 
17 Draft Reuse Plan.

18 Navy reviewed the Draft Reuse Plan (Sail Francisco 1996e), the ULI report (LILI 1996), the
19 Alternatives Report (San Francisco 1996a), scoping comments and letters, and newspaper
20 articles related to reuse of NSTI to identify a range of reasonable alternatives and to determine
21 which alternatives would be eliminated from detailed review in the EIS. While many reuse
22      scenarios have been suggested, most major elements of the alternatives eliminated from review
23    have been incorporated into one of the three reuse alternatives evaluated. For instance, some
24 reuse suggestions, such as a public park or a sports center, were not feasible as a single use;
25    however, they have been incorporated as elements in the three reuse alternatives evaluated.
26  fihe four reuse alternatives that were eliminated by the Navy mirror the four preliminary
27  ternatives studied in the Alternatives Report (San Francisco 1996a). Table 2-1 and subsequent
28 discussions (sections 2.3.1 through 2.3.4) provide a description of those alternatives that were
29      eliminated from further review.

30 2.3.1 Harbor-oriented Themed Attraction Alternative

31 This alternative envisioned Treasure Island as a major visitor destination. A large themed
32 attraction occupying approximately 86 acres (35 ha) on the scale of Disneyland would be built
33    primarily on Treasure Island, but it also would include Clipper Cove and the eastern tip of
34 Yerba Buena Island. Visitors to the Treasure Island themed attraction would arrive by ferry to a
35 new terminal on the west side of the island.  Pier 1 would be incorporated into the themed
36 attraction.

37    Under this alternative, the west side of Treasure Island would be devoted to visitor-serving
38 uses, primarily hotels and supporting retail and entertainment uses, which would complement
39 and support the new themed attraction. The remainder of the island would be unprotected by
40 shoreline improvements and held in open space. The center of the island, which is more

  ·
41 geologically stable, could be used for active recreational uses, such as a sports complex
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1

Table 2-1.  NSTI Land Development Program for Alternatives
Initially Considered by the LRA in 1995

Alternatives
Harbor-oriented Destination Residential Major TliemedLand Use

Tliemed Attraction Entertainment District Neighborhood Attraction
Acres Program Acres Program Acres Program Acres Program

Treasure Island
Themed Attraction 86.0 1 million s.f.

Hotel/Entertainment 30.0 1,200 rooms 30.0 2,000 rooms
500,000 s.f.

Sports Complex                        80.0
Public Promenade 6.0 4.0 7.0 7.0

Destination Entertainment 23.0 500,000 s.f.

Film/Institutional 11.0 300,000 s.f. 14.0 300,000 s.f.
Resort Hotel 18.0 600 rooms
Business Hotel 13.0 400 rooms
Golf Course 144.0 18 holes

Marina 500 slips 500 slips 500 slips
Residential 88.0 3,520 units

Residential/Mixed Use 37.0 1,480 units
200,000 s.f.

Hotel/Conference 8.0 400 rooms

School/Child Care/Gym                                                                                 22.0
Park/Open Space 125.0

Roads 13.0

Themed 263.0
Attraction/Entertainment
Film Production 300,000 s.f.

Job Corps 36.0 36.0 36.5 36.0

Open Space 165.0 154.0        52.5        67.0
Subtotal Acres 403 403 *B 403

Yerba Buena Island
Themed Attraction 7.0 200 rooms

100,000 s.f.

Hotel/Conference 7.0 200 rooms 7.0 200 rooms
Residential (new) 7.0 140 units

Existing Housing 36.0 95 units 36.0 95 units 36.0 95 units 36.0 95 units
Open Space                                 72.0                                 72.0                                72.0                               72.0
Subtotal Acres 115 115 115 115

Source: Draft Reuse Plan (San Francisco 1996a).
Notes for all alternatives:

Improved land acreage includes stabilized land area within a footprint defined by an improved perimeter dike, including the Job
Corps site. Land within the core is excluded for the Harbor-oriented Themed Attraction and Destination Entertainment District
alternatives.
Initial alternatives include 39 acres (16 ha) of dry land on Yerba Buena Island that was subsequently transferred to the U.S. Coast
Guard and FHWA.
s.f. = square feet
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1     consisting of amateur athletic fields.  New uses on Treasure Island would be focused around a
2 central roadway and utility corridor that provides access and services to each of the uses.

3  On Yerba Buena Island, it is assumed that one small 200-room hotel could be part of
4      development on the flatter, eastern area. The Senior Officers Quarters would be preserved and
5     incorporated into the themed attraction, either as lodging or as an attraction. The remainder of
6 Yerba Buena Island would be primarily devoted to housing and open space uses.

7 Major elements of this alternative were incorporated into two of the reuse alternatives that are
8 already included in this EIS. For example, the major themed attraction and use of the west side
9    of Treasure Island for visitor-serving uses, such as hotels, is part of Alternative 1. Providing

10 shoreline improvements only to portions of Treasure Island and dedicating the less reinforced
11     part to open space and recreation is similar to Alternative 2. In addition, this alternative was
12   found to be marginally economically feasible due to the single source of revenue and the
13  reliance on supplemental funding from tax increment financing (San Francisco 1996a).
14       Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further review.

15 2.3.2 Destination Entertainment District Alternative

16 This alternative would include developing a resort hotel and a visitor-serving entertainment
17 district along the Clipper Cove shoreline of Treasure Island. For illustrative purposes, this
18 alternative envisions a fairly large facility similar in scale to the Inn at Spanish Bay in Pebble
19 Beach. Another hotel and conference center would be established on the western side of the
20    island.  The area between the two hotels and along the Clipper Cove shoreline would be a
21 visitor-oriented entertainment zone, similar in concept to Citywall< in Universal City in Los
22 Angeles, incorporating themed attractions, along with clubs, restaurants, and shops oriented to
23 the waterfront promenade. This alternative also provides an area for existing film production
24     or a similar employment use, such as recording or multimedia studios, which could be related
25       to the entertainment themes of the island.

  26 Open space on Treasure Island would be developed as an 18-hole golf course to complement
27 the hotels. Similar to the Harbor-oriented Themed Attraction Alternative, the outer perimeter
28   of the island would be set aside as natural open space with limited public access.  This
29      alternative also envisions a small hotel and conference center on the eastern tip of Yerba Buena
30       Island, with reuse of existing residential units and potentially up to 90 infill units.

 
31 This alternative was eliminated from further consideration due to economic factors.  The
32 principal source of revenue to support development of NSIT is the value that private
33    development can pay for the land. Compared to the other three preliminary alternatives, the
34 Destination Entertainment District Alternative would result in the lowest residual land values,
35 which would not be sufficient to cover all costs even with supplemental tax revenues (San
36 Francisco 1996a), therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further review. However,

  37 elements of this alternative have been integrated into the EIS reuse alternatives. For example,
38       the golf course is represented in Alternative 2.
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1 2.3.3 Residential Neighborhood Alternative

2  Und r this alternative, both Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island would be devoted
3    prim.irily to residential uses; up to 4,000 new housing units would be added to the existing
4  appri,ximately 1,000 units at NSTI (approximately 900 units on Treasure Island and
5   apprc,ximately 100 units on Yerba Buena Island). New residential uses on Treasure Island
6   would be oriented around shoreline open space areas and a central park. A commercial
7 reside ntial mixed-use center would be established along the Clipper Cove shoreline.     A  new
8 marin would be established on Treasure Island at Clipper Cove for recreational uses.  On the
9    west s de of the island, a small business hotel and conference center would be located to take

10    advan age of views and ferry access to downtown San Francisco. Redevelopment on Yerba
11 Buena island would include new housing units developed at townhouse densities (i.e., up to 20
12         units zier acre for the level portion of the island and 10 units per acre for sloping and
13     redeve oped areas).  Up to 230 new dwelling units could be established on Yerba Buena Island
14      in add. ion to rehabilitating existing housing units.

15       This a. ernative was eliminated from further consideration because  of both economic  and
16 enviroi nental factors. Economic feasibility studies during the master planning process
17  reveale, that given the high dike reinforcement, infrastructure, and service costs and the
18  expected rate of absorption for residential uses, an alternative that relied primarily on
19 resident al uses would be economically infeasible. For example, it was estimated to take 25
20     years for this alternative to be built out.  Even with the inclusion of tax increment financing, the
21 revenue: generated, primarily consisting of land sales, were found to be insufficient to cover the
22   high cos s associated with this alternative (San Francisco 1996a).  It was also questionable
23      whether . suitably amenable residential environment could be established in the early phases to
24      establish lew market-rate housing on Treasure Island.

25 This alter lative also would be expected to generate unacceptably high traffic volumes on the
26      SFOBB,  b ised  on a likely greater reliance on the private automobile for transportation and
27    access to ind from NSTI. Based on a residential trip generation rate of ten trips per day, this
28 alternativ, would generate approximately 49,950 vehicle trips per day. Vehicle use would have
29    to be striI gently curtailed for this alternative to be feasible from a transportation standpoint,
30     and  the a :iticipated level of non-auto use (e.g., ferry and shuttle systems) that would  be
31      required or new residents would be generally unprecedented in the U.S. This alternative would
32     not meet tne LRA's purpose and need to enhance the overall livability of the local area and
33     region bec. use it would worsen existing vehicular access deficiencies on the SFOBB. For these
34      reasons, thk . alternative was eliminated from further consideration.

35 2.3.4 A [ajor Themed Attraction Alternative

36 This alterna-ive would develop an extensive themed attraction on Treasure Island. The themed
37     attraction wiuld occupy approximately 260 acres (105 ha), on the scale of Universal Studios in
38 Los Angele· and would include film production. The western portion of Treasure Island
39       would  be dt veloped primarily as hotels and visitor-serving uses.   In this alternative, Clipper
40        Cove  and  th -' associated shoreline would  be for public  use and would  not be included within
41 the themed attraction. Public access to the themed attraction would be through the west side
42 ferry terminal and through Building 1.   Pier 1 would serve as a ferry terminal and a second
43    entrance to t.ie themed attraction. This alternative also would include construction of a new
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1 200-room hotel on the eastern tip of Yerba Buena Island. The existing housing would be reused
2      and infilled, as feasible.

3 This alternative would meet the basic project purpose and need to enhance local image and
4    identity and to expand the range of recreational and entertainment opportunities available to
5    the community. However, this alternative was regarded as too narrowly drawn, relying too
6    much on a very large themed attraction. The marketability of this alternative is questionable
7    due to the unlikelihood that a developer or corporation would purchase such a large area of
8  land for themed attraction purposes, particularly given the costs associated with land
9    improvements and that the intensive use area is generally around 60 to 80 acres (24 to 32 ha)

10 (San Francisco 1996a). For these reasons, this alternative was eliminated from consideration as
11      a single development plan. However, the major themed attraction elements were incorporated
12      in all three of the EIS reuse alternatives at a reduced scale.

13 2.4 DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF REUSE ALTERNATIVES

14 This section presents a detailed description of the three reuse alternatives developed and
15       evaluated in this EIS-Alternatives 1,2, and 3. Navy disposal is assumed as part of each of the
16 three reuse alternatives. Alternative 1 represents full implementation of the development
17 scenario described in the Draft Reuse Plan (San Francisco 1996e) developed by the LRA.
18      Whereas the Draft Reuse Plan envisions buildout by 2030, this EIS alternative assumes buildout
19     by 2015.  Year 2015 was used as the EIS buildout year because it was the year for which there
20     was the most representative data concerning projected population and economic growth at the
21     time of the analysis. Alternative 2 is based on comments received during the scoping process,
22  including the recommendations of an advisory panel convened by the I.ILI (ULI 1996).
23       Alternative 3 represents a lower level of redevelopment than proposed in the Draft Reuse Plan.

  24 Each reuse alternative is a broad conceptual plan characterized by a general land use concept
25      and a development scenario. For example, residential uses for the three alternatives range from
26     250 to 2,840 dwelling units, while open space and recreation uses range from a combination of
27 shoreline promenades and sports fields on 118 acres (47.8 ha) to a combination of these uses
28     plus an 18-hole golf course on approximately 259 acres (104.8 ha). Alternative 1 proposes the
29 largest population (employees, residents, and visitors). Alternative 3 proposes approximately
30    half as much employment and resident population compared to Alternative 1. Alternative 2
31    provides more jobs than Alternative 3 and the fewest residents of all the reuse alternatives.
32   Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 have different perimeter dike improvements to seismically upgrade
33 Treasure Island. Alternative 3 includes a lower level of development and many existing
34      buildings are reused.

  35 Each reuse alternative has general land use planning designations (residential, publicly
36 oriented, institutional and community, and open space and recreation) that allow for a range of
37 different types of land use. These four land use categories represent slightly revised versions of
38  the land use categories discussed in the Draft Reuse Plan. The publicly oriented and
39     institutional and community categories are composites and would include a range of land uses.
40 For example, the publicly oriented category would include such uses as a themed attraction,
41   hotels, and an expanded marina. The institutional and community category would include
42   such uses as police and fire stations, schools, and the wastewater treatment plant.  The

 

43 residential land use category would include a range of housing options on both Treasure Island
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1   and Yerba Buena Island.  The open space and recreation land use category would include
2     shoreline open space at Treasure Island and hillside open space on Yerba Buena Island. Figure
3      2-1 compares land use development proposed for each of the three alternatives.

4    Table 2-2 provides a summary comparison of land use development of the three alternatives.
5 This table is intended to help the reader identify specific differences among the three
6       alternatives. The resulting combination of the use categories provides a level of reuse intensity
7   that is analyzed and compared as part of this EIS. Analyses of the three reuse alternatives,
8 which include a range of possible uses, provide a basis for decision-makers and the public to
9       consider the environmental impacts of reuse.

10 The reuse alternatives are general, representative, and appropriate for the level of
11 environmental analysis needed to make a disposal decision. Use categories, such as a themed
12 attraction, sports fields, or residential developments, are representative of but are not the only
13 specific uses for a parcel or building.  The use categories analyzed provide a basis for estimating
14 the potential numbers of future residents, employees, and visitors for environmental impact
15 analysis purposes. The numbers provided in Table 2-2 are estimates only since discussions are
16 on-going between Navy and San Francisco, and most uses depend on future conditions and
17 circunnstances.

18 This section describes reuse alternative assumptions, followed by a more detailed description of
19    land use development for each alternative. The discussion of each alternative is organized by
20   the four general land use planning categories. For reference, Figure E-1 in Appendix E
21      identifies NSTI building numbers used in the following discussion.

22 2.4.1 Assumptions for Reuse Alternatives

23       Construction and Demolition

24    Development is expected to occur in phases in accordance with infrastructure improvements.
25   Phasing in the Draft Reuse Plan is illustrative and is expected to vary depending on actual
26 market conditions, funding, and policy decision. Each phase would include some demolition
27 and construction activities and would lead to additional employment and housing development
28 (San Francisco 1996e).

29 Facility Improvements

30 The extent of perimeter dike improvements and other seismic improvements on Treasure Island
31    would vary with each reuse alternative, as indicated in the alternative descriptions in sections
32     2.4.2,2.4.3, and 2.4.4, and as shown on Figure 2-2.
33 Existing utility systems would be improved to provide better service and upgrades needed to
34 meet applicable codes. Water system upgrades, for example, would include improving the
35 chlorinating system, installing new water pumps, and replacing existing pipes and valves,
36 meters, back-flow preventers, and air valves, as needed. Sanitary sewer system upgrades
37 would include replacing sewage pipes or lining them for low-flow use. Storm drainage
38 improvements would include inspecting and replacing selected storm drains, rebuilding or
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2.0 Proposed Action and Alternatives

  1 Table 2-2
Summary Comparison of Land Development Characteristics of Reuse Alternatives

Characteristic Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Residential Dwelling Units Dwelling Units Dwelling Units
Existing

residential                                                                    290                                     50                                      9951
New residential 2,550 200                    70

Total dwelling units 2,840 250 1,065

Publicly Oriented Acreage Acreage Acreage
Themed attraction                                                          59                              74                                  39
Hotel/conference/lodging                                      25                         45                             14
Retail/specialty/restaurant                                     10                           1                              2
Entertainment

center                                                                             0                                            6                                                 0
Amphitheater                                                        0                           7                              0
Wedding chapel                                                                     0                                   1                                       2
Museum                                                                          3                                4                                   4
Mixed use/office                                                            11                                0                                   6
Film production                                                                           31                                       0                                         33
Marina (yacht club)                                                                2                                   0                                       2
Other publicly

oriented uses                                                     14                                     14                                         20
Subtotal Acres 155 152 122

Institutional and Community
Elementary school                                                            9                                0                                   9
Child development center                                                     4                                   0                                       4
Fire training school                                                                5                                   5                                       5
Warehouse/storage                                                     0                             0                                4
Wastewater treatment plant                                                     10                                       5                                           3
Brig                                                                                                                                            2

5                    4                       5

Fire station                                                                       4                                2
Police station                                                                    3                                2                                   3
Other institutional facilities                                                   0                                   0                                       8

Subtotal Acres                                 40                                 18                                     43
Open Space and Recreation

Golf course                                                                                      0                                   147                                           0
Sports fields/complex                                                    47                              18                                  40
Shoreline promenade/open space2                                     71                                 76                                   102
Wildlife habitat                                                                       0                                 18                                       0

Land Use Categoriesi
Subtotal Acres 118 259 142

Public Oriented 155 152 122

Residential 137                 21                  143

Institutional and Community                                              40                                 18                                     43
Open Space and Recreation 118 259 142

Total Acres 450 450 450

Marina Expansion Expansion Existing only
Ferry Terminals New (west side) New (west side) Retrofit (Pier 12)

Retrofit (Pier 1) Retrofit (Pier 1) Retrofit (Pier 1)
Approximate On-site Population 6,895 710 3,510

Approximate Employment 4,920 2,820                           2,195
Approximate Average Daily Vehicle Trips 18,100 13,085 6,700
Source: Draft Reuse Plan (San Francisco 1996e).
1  Does not include 75 beds in barracks on Treasure Island.
2 Open space on Yerba Buena Island includes small areas of native habitat.
3  The land use categories represent slightly revised versions of the land use categories discussed in the Draft Reuse Plan.
Note: The numbers provided in this table are estimates only since discussions are on-going between Navy and San Francisco.
Estimates in the text and the tables are included for discussion purposes.
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2.0 ProposedAction and Alternatives

1  replacing pump stations, and repairing and replacing outfalls. Alternative technologies,
2 including establishing wetlands, may be considered as part of required improvements.

3     Ferry Service

4 Ferries would be an important mode of transportation to the islands under a]1 of the reuse
5 alternatives. Under Alternatives 1 and 2, a new ferry terminal would be built on the west side
6     of Treasure Island.  In all alternatives, Pier 1 would be retrofitted to serve as a ferry landing on
7      the east side of the island. Under Alternative 3, Pier 12 would be adapted to accommodate ferry
8 service rather than constructing a new ferry terminal.

9   Under all three reuse alternatives, ferry service would be provided between NSTI and San
10     Francisco and the East Bay, with service to and from the Ferry Building in San Francisco at the
11       foot of Market Street and Jack London Square in the Oakland/Main Street terminal in Alameda.

 
12 Additional ferry service under Alternatives 1 and 2 would be provided between NSTI and

- 13 Candlestick Point in San Francisco and Golden Gate Fields on the Berkeley and Albany border

 
14 in the East Bay.

  15 Dredging

16     Dredging may be associated with modifications necessary for ferry service (new ferry terminal
17 and retrofitted piers). Dredging also may be necessary for maintenance of the marina under all
18    alternatives and expansion of the marina under Alternatives 1 and 2. The exact location and
19    amount of potential dredging is not known at present and therefore, this EIS can necessarily
20 evaluate potential impacts from dredging in only a general way. All dredging activities would
21 require permits and approvals from Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC),
22 San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and the COE, which would
23 require measures to minimize potential environmental impacts. (Disposal of dredge material is
24      discussed in section 4.10, Water Resources.)

25 2.4.2 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

26  Alternative 1 features a combination of publicly oriented development open space and
27   recreation, and extensive residential development at full buildout suah as envisioned in the
28 Draft Reuse Plan. Under this alternative, the NS'Il project acreage would be occupied in the
29 following manner: publicly oriented land uses, approximately 35 percent; residential, 30
30   percent; open space and recreation, 26 percent and institutional and community services, 9
31     percent (see Figure 2-1 and Table 2-2).  The four land use alternatives initially considered by the
32     LRA (see section 2.3) were used to develop and further refine a "preferred reuse concept" that
33   formed the basis of the Draft Reuse Plan, represented by Alternative 1. Figure 2-3 shows
34     proposed land uses for Alternative 1. Table E-2 in Appendix E provides detailed assumptions

  35 for this alternative.

36 Seismic upgrades would include dike improvements to the entire Treasure Island perimeter,
37     using soil cement columns in areas subject to rotational dike failure and stone columns in the
38 other areas (see Figure 2-2).  A new underground utility corridor would run along the perimeter
39    of the island, carrying storm and sanitary sewer mains, water mains, reclaimed water mains,
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2.0 Proposed Action and Alternatives

1   and electricity, gas, and telecommunications lines. The utility corridor also would cross
2 Treasure Island along 9th Street.

3 Publicly Oriented Uses

4   Alternative 1 proposes 155 acres (63 ha) of publicly oriented uses. Unlike the preliminary
5 alternative, Harbor-oriented Themed Attraction, Alternative 1 has a broader diversification of
6 uses, while still proposing a Disneyland-like attraction. The major publicly oriented
7    development on Treasure Island would be a themed attraction with the potential to attract an

8  average of approximately 13,700 daily visitors and to employ up to approximately 3,500
9   seasonal and permanent workers (1,750 full-time equivalent jobs). This themed attraction

10    would be similar to Disneyland, with lighting displays, some tall structures, such as a roller
11     coaster, and at least one landmark structure assumed to be up to 100 feet (305 meters [m]) tall.
12 Maximum building density at the themed attraction would be similar to existing conditions.
13     Development also would include a 300-room and a 1,000-room hotel with three restaurants and
14 offices. Existing film production uses would be expanded by an additional 100,000 square feet
15            (9,290   m2). The total number  of jobs expected   to be generated by publicly oriented   uses   on
16 Treasure Island is 4,482.

17 Publicly oriented uses on Yerba Buena Island would include a 150-room hotel, conference
18  facilities, and a restaurant and would generate approximately 168 new jobs.  The
19 approximately 100-slip Clipper Cove Marina would be expanded to 300 slips and 100 tie-up
20    buoys, and a new 20,000 square-foot (1,858 square-meter [m21) yacht club would be developed.
21 Existing structures also would be reused for publicly oriented activities, such as a conference
22 and reception center, and these buildings would be seismically upgraded.

23     Residential Uses

24   Alternative 1 proposes 137 acres (55 ha) of residential uses. Unlike the rejected Residential
25 Neighborhood Alternative, this alternative has mixed uses including the themed attraction
26 discussed above. On Treasure Island, about 200 of the approximately 900 existing housing units
27     would be reused, and about 2,300 units would be built. 12n-Yer a Buena Island, approximately
28 100 units of existing housing would remain in use, and 250 units would be built. The Torpedo
29 building Qhlilding-2§@MQMld.ke. used- _lixe= ork-lwits. The total number of housing units
30     associated with this reuse alternative would be about 2,850. TIHDI initially would manage the
31   leasing of 375 units from the existing housing stock on the two islands, with promise of
32       additional land for TIHDI housing if new housing is developed.

33 Institutional

34     Alternative 1 proposes 40 acres (16 ha) of institutional and community uses on Treasure Island,
35      generating an estimated 200 jobs.  A new wastewater treatment plant would be built to replace
36 the existing plant.  A new police station and a new fire station also would replace those existing
37     on Treasure Island; these facilities and an existing fire station on Yerba Buena Island would be
38    staffed with fire, paramedic, and police personnel. The elementary school, child development
39     center, fire training school, and brig would be retained and reused, for their original uses, with
40 some modifications.

41
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2.0 ProposedAction andAlternatives

1 Open Space and Recreation Uses

2   Alternative 1 proposes 118 acres (48 ha) of open space and recreation uses on NSTI.  The
3 existing Treasure Island shoreline open space would be widened from 25 to 50 feet (7.5 to 15 m)
4   to approximately 100 feet (30 m) and would feature a bikeway and pedestrian path.  The
5 proposed perimeter band would surround Treasure Island and would be linked to a series of
6 parks, plazas, greens, and overlooks. The existing fitness center and gym would be retained,
7    and there would be new spectator and competitive sports facilities. The majority of this area
8 would consist of open playing fields for soccer, basketball courts, and tennis courts expected to
9      generate 7 new jobs. Beach areas and picnic grounds at the foot of the cove would be retained,

10 and existing mudflats would remain for shorebird forage and habitat. The hillside open space

 
11 extending to the water on Yerba Buena Island's steep side, including interspersed native
12 habitat would remain as open space.

13 2.4.3 Alternative 2

14 Redevelopment under Alternative 2 is similar to Alternative 1, but less extensive.  This
15 alternative emphasizes open space and recreation and publicly oriented uses but on a smaller
16 scale. Figure 2-4 identifies proposed land uses for Alternative 2. Table E-3 in Appendix E
17 provides detailed assumptions for this alternative.

  18 Under Alternative 2, open space and recreation land uses would occupy 58 percent of NSTI
19 acreage, publicly oriented 33 percent residential 5 percent and institutional and community
20   services 4 percent (see Figure 2-1 and Table 2-2). The existing housing would be reused
21    initially.  No new housing would be built on Treasure Island. An 18-hole golf course would
22       occupy the present housing area on the northern part of the island.

23 Regarding seismic upgrade, except for the golf course area, full-scale perimeter dike
24 improvements would be implemented around Treasure Island (see Figure 2-2). Extending a
25 stone column dike reinforcement on the east to beyond Building 461 and on the west to 9th
26 Street would reduce damage to structures, such as the brig and fire training center, in the event
27    of an earthquake. Where dike improvements would end, an approximately 500-foot (152-m)
28 soil cement column would be extended into the island (see Figure 2-2). The utility corridor
29     would be constructed around the perimeter of Treasure Island, but it would not extend along
30 the perimeter adjacent to the proposed golf course.

. 3rt Publicly Oriented Uses

32     Alternative 2 proposes 152 acres (62 ha) of publicly oriented uses. A themed attraction would
33      draw up to approximately 5,500 daily visitors and would employ approximately 1,400 seasonal
34 and permanent employees (700 full-time equivalent jobs).   As with Alternative 1, this themed
35 attraction would be similar to Disneyland, with lighting displays, some tall structures, such as a
36 roller coaster, and at least one landmark structure assumed to be up to 100 feet (305 m) tall.
37 However, maximum building density at the themed attraction would be less dense and would
38    include more open space and landscaping. Development would include a 700-room and 500-
39 room hotel, a 5,000-seat amphitheater, and an entertainment and retail center. The total number
40        of jobs expected to be generated by publicly oriented uses on Treasure Island is 2,513.

Disposal and Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island FEIS 2-19
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2.0  Proposed Action and Alternatives

1   The Clipper Cove Marina would be expanded to have 500 to 675 slips and tie-up buoys.
2 Existing facilities (e.g., Senior Officers Quarters 1 through 7) would be reused for publicly
3    oriented uses, such as a 100,000 square-foot (9,290 m2) conference and reception center or bed
4    and breakfast facilities. The Torpedo building (Building 262) would be reused as a restaurant.
5       The number of jobs expected to be generated by publicly oriented uses on Yerba Buena Island is
6   180.

7     Residential Uses

8   Alternative 2 proposes 21 acres (8 ha) of residential uses. On Treasure Island, all housing
9 would eventually be demolished. There may be replacement homeless housing for TIHDI to

10 manage and lease elsewhere off-island. On Yerba Buena Island, approximately 50 existing
11 housing units would remain and approximately 200 new units would be added, for a total of
12      about 250 units.

13      Institutional and Community Uses

14     Alternative 2 proposes 18 acres (7 ha) of institutional and community uses on Treasure Island,
5      generating an estimated 103 jobs.  A new wastewater treatment plant would be built to replace
6   the existing plant. Wetlands also could be constructed for treating stormwater runoff (see
7 description below under Open Space and Recreation  Uses). The elementary school  and  the

. 4 child development center would ultimately be removed.  A new fire station and police station
1     would be built; these facilities and an existing fire station on Yerba Buena Island would be
2      staffed with fire, paramedic, and police personnel.  The brig and the fire training school would
2       remain and be reused, for their original uses, with some modifications.  The fire training school
26       would be modified to include passenger aircraft fire-fighting training.

23 Open Space and Recreation Uses

24   Alternative 2 proposes 259 acres (104 ha) of open space and recreation uses. Similar to
25     Alternative 1, the shoreline open space would be widened to approximately 100 feet (30 m) and
26 would feature a bikeway and pedestrian path. An 18-hole golf course would be developed on
27 the northern half of Treasure Island. An approximately 20-acre (8-ha) area near the proposed
28 golf course would be set aside for wildlife habitat, for wildlife observation, and possibly for
29 wetlands. There are no wetlands on NSTI. If wetlands were proposed, the type of wetlands
30    would need to be defined and further studies conducted as part of site-specific environmental
31 documentation. Wetlands could be introduced and analyzed as part of proposed infrastructure
32    (e.g., stormwater system) improvements. The hillside open space extending to the water on
33 Yerba Buena Island's steep side, including interspersed native habitat, would remain as open
34 :pace.

35 .4.4 Alternative 3

36    1 itemative 3 represents the scenario where little new development would occur, and existing
37   k zilities would be reused. The wastewater treatment facility would be retained, and the
38   e isting housing and other structures would be reused. Building upgrades would include
39       renabilitation   to   meet life safety requirements recommended   by the Federal Emergency
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2.0 ProposedAction and Alternatives

1 Management Agency (FEMA)-178 evaluations and other code requirements. Minimal
2 development would occur.

3    Figure 2-5 identifies proposed land uses for Alternative 3. Table E-4 in Appendix E provides
4 detailed assumptions for this alternative. Under Alternative 3, open space and recreation land
5 uses would occupy 31 percent of NSTI acreage, residential 32 percent publicly oriented 27
6    percent and institutional and community services 10 percent (see Figure 2-1 and Table 2-2).
7 Reuse under this alternative could include uses similar to those under existing leasing actions,
8   such as film production, the conference center, fire-fighting school, marina, and elementary
9 school. These uses would continue through 2015 under this alternative.

I
10 Seismic upgrade dike improvements would occur along those areas of Treasure Island subject
11      to rotational dike failure (Figure 2-2).

 
12 Publicly Oriented Uses

13     Alternative 3 proposes 122 acres (49 ha) of publicly oriented uses. A themed attraction would
14 reuse existing facilities and draw up to an average of approximately 2,740 daily visitors and
15   employ up to approximately 700 seasonal and permanent workers (350 full-time equivalent
16 jobs). Compared to Alternatives 1 and 2, the themed attraction would be much smaller in size
17     with less extensive development. It would include at least one landmark structure assumed to
18    be up to 100 feet (305 m) tall, and other new buildings would be similar in height to existing
19 conditions.

  20 On Yerba Buena Island, the Nimitz Conference Center (Building 140) would be reused, and the
21 Torpedo building (Building 262) would be reused as a restaurant (building numbers are shown
22    on Figure E-1 in Appendix E). On Treasure Island, the Fogwatch Restaurant (Building 227)
23 would continue to be a restaurant and the existing film production uses would be expanded.
24    Building 450 would be reused either for film production or for other publicly oriented uses,
25    such as mixed use or office space. The existing marina would be retained but would not be
26   expanded, and a new 20,000 square-foot (1,858 m2) yacht club would be developed.  The
27        number of jobs expected to be generated by publicly oriented uses on Treasure Island is 1,736.

  28 On Yerba Buena Island, Quarters 1-7 would be reused for conference and reception and
29    lodging. The number of jobs expected to be generated by publicly oriented uses on Yerba

 
30 Buena Island is 180.

31      Residential Uses

  32 Alternative 3 proposes 143 acres (58 ha) of residential uses. On Treasure Island, approximately
33 900 existing housing units (as well as approximately 75 beds in barracks) would be reused, but
34    no new units would be constructed. Approximately 200 units of the existing housing units
35       would be made available to TIHDI for leasing. On Yerba Buena Island, approximately 100 units
36    would be reused, and about 70 housing units would be constructed by 2015. The number of

 

37 housing units associated with this alternative would be approximately 1,100.
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2.0  Proposed Action and Alternatives

1      Institutional and Community Uses

2     Alternative 3 proposes 43 acres (17 ha) of institutional and community uses on Treasure Island,
3   generating an estimated 276 jobs.  Some of the same institutional and community facilities
4 identified under Alternative 1 would be retained under this alternative, such as the school, the
5   brig, the fire-fighting training school, and the fire station.  A new police station would be
6    constructed on Treasure Island.  The fire and police facilities, including an existing fire station
7   on Yerba Buena Island, would be staffed with fire, paramedic, and police personnel.  The
8 existing wastewater treatment plant would continue to be used. This alternative would include
9           4  acres  (1.5  ha) of warehouse  use.

10 Open Space and Recreation Uses

11  Alternative 3 proposes 142 acres (57 ha) of open space and recreation uses. Similar to
12     Alternative 1, the shoreline open space would be widened to approximately 100 feet (30 m) and
13 would feature a bikeway and pedestrian path. Existing indoor recreation facilities, such as the
14     gym and fitness center, would become part of a larger sports facility. A series of open spaces
15       would be created north of Building 1. The hillside open space extending to the water on Yerba
16 Buena Island's steep side, including interspersed native habitat, would remain as open space.

17 2.4.5 No Action Alternative

18    No action may be defined as the continuation of an existing plan, policy, or procedure or as
19    failure to implement an action.  The No Action Alternative provides a benchmark to compare
20 the magnitude of the environmental effects of the various alternatives.

21    Under the No Action Alternative, Navy would retain ownership of NSTI. Except for existing
22 building leases, all buildings would remain vacant, and all other facilities would remain but
23    would be unused. Existing interim uses on NSTI include film production facilities, residential
24    housing, a marina, a fire-fighting school, special events and meeting center, warehouses, and
25 multipurpose office space.  No new leases would be entered into under the No Action
26      Alternative, and existing leases would continue until they expire or are terminated.

27 The property would be held in an inactive or caretaker status, as discussed in Chapter 1.  Navy
28  and San Francisco executed a cooperative agreement in April 1997 and amended it in
29   September 1997. Under this agreement, San Francisco is responsible for providing those
30 caretaker services. Site environmental cleanup would continue until completed.  No
31 construction would occur under this alternative, except as allowed by existing lease
32 authorization. Approximately 50 persons are assigned to perform caretaker activities.

33 2.5 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

34    Navy has selected Alternative 1 as the preferred alternative because it best reflects the Draft
35      Reuse Plan, and would result in no significant unavoidable adverse effects.

36      NEPA also requires that an environmentally preferable alternative be identified.  The No Action
37 Alternative would have no significant impacts, and for NEPA purposes it would be the
38 environmentally preferable alternative. However, the No Action Alternative would not meet
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2.0 ProposedAction andAlternatives

1    the Navy's goals of property disposal and rapid economic recovery consistent with DBCRA
2   1990 and the Department of Defense Rule on Revitalizing Base Closure Communities-Base
3 Closure Community Assistance (DoD Rule) (32 C.F.R. Part 175 [1998]).  It also would not be
4  consistent with former President Clinton's Five-Part Plan for Revitalizing Base Closure
5 Communities, which emphasizes local economic redevelopment of closing military facilities
6   and creation of new jobs as the means to revitalize these communities (32 C.F.R. Part 174
7       [1998]).   The No Action Alternative would result in continued caretaker activities; therefore,
8 socioeconomic gains in terms of new jobs and increased revenue in the region would not be
9 realized.

     10

2.6 PERMIT REQUIREMENTS AND RELATED COORDINATION

11    Approvals and permits would be required for disposal and subsequent reuse of NSTI. Table
12     2-3 lists the federal, state, and local permits, policies, and actions that may be required and lists
13 the agencies that may use the information presented in the EIS to make decisions regarding
14       issuance of permits or approvals.

     15
2.7 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING IMPACTS AND

16                    MITIGATION

 
17 NEPA requires that the EIS include a presentation of the alternatives in comparative form, to
18     define the issues and to provide a clear basis for choice among options by the decision-makers
19   and the public. Table 2-4 lists potential significant impacts and corresponding mitigation

 
20 measures for each alternative. Impacts that are not significant are described in Chapter 4 but
21       are not included on this table.

22 Navy cannot control reuse after the property is conveyed from federal ownership; therefore,
23     implementation of mitigation measures for reuse-related environmental impacts would be the
24      responsibility of the LRA and not the responsibility of Navy.

25    Implementation of suggested mitigation measures would reduce all impacts to a level below
26 significant except for impacts on cultural resources under Alternative 2. Implementation of
27   Alternative 2 would require demolition of Building 2 and Building 3 on Treasure Island,
28 buildings eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). This would
29      result in the loss of significant historic resources. This adverse effect can be lessened or reduced
30   by recording the affected resources to the standards of Historic American Buildings Survey
31 (HABS)/Historic American Engineering Record (HAER), but recordation would not eliminate
32 the adverse effect caused by the demolition of NRHP-eligible resources.
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2.0  Proposed Action and Alternatiues

1

Table 2-3. Permits or Actions Potentially Required

Issuing Agency Permit or Action Requirement
Permits Required Prior to Disposal
U.S. Environmental Protection CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601-9675 Requires deed that contains
Agency; California Department hazardous substance information
of Toxic Substances Control and covenant warranting

necessary remedial action has
been taken or, in an early
transfer, deferral with governor's
approval.

San Francisco Bay Regional Porter-Cologne Water Quality Compliance with remedial action
Water Quality Control Board Control Act (Cal. Water Code §§ plans relative to groundwater.
(SFBRWQCB) 13000-13999.19)

State Historic Preservation National Historic Preservation Act, Requires a memorandum of
Officer/Advisory Council on Section 106 Compliance, 16 U.S.C. § agreement to mitigate impacts to
History Preservation 47Of (West 1985 & Supp. 1998) NSTI historic buildings.
Permits Related to Reuse/Responsibility of Local Reuse Authority
San Francisco Bay Conservation McAteer-Petris Act, Cal. Gov't Code Permit for fill, dredging, and
and Development Commission §§ 66600-66682 (West 1997 & Supp. construction in shoreline band.

1999) and San Francisco Bay Plan
U.S. Environmental Protection Clean Water Act, Section 404,33 Permit required for discharging
Agency; U.S. Army Corps of U.S.C. § 1344 dredged material, placing fill and
Engineers River and Harbors Act, Sections 9 and pilings in waters of the U.S.

10, 33 U.S.C. §§ 401, 403 Permit required for construction
in navigable waters of the U.S.

Bay Area Air Quality Permit to Construct and Permit to Depends on specific future
Management District Operate construction/operation activities
U.S. Environmental Protection National Pollutant Discharge Required for discharge of
Agency; San Francisco Bay Elimination System (NPDES) Permit pollutants from any point source
Regional Water Quality Control under Clean Water Act Section 402, in waters of the U.S. and for
Board 33 U.S.C. § 1342 stormwater discharges

associated with industrial
activity and from large and
medium municipal storm sewer
systems. US EPA must endorse
NPDES permits issued by the
RWQCB.

US Coast Guard Aid to Navigation Permit Permit required for navigational
hazards.

City and County of San Francisco EIR certification Various permits and approvals
Adopt mitigation monitoring required to accommodate
program proposed reuse development.
General plan amendments
Consistency with Priority Policies
Building and demolition permits
Redevelopment Plan adoption

2
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Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

-                                                                                                         
              (Page lof 16)

# -C
Resource Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Action AlternativeNO

ER Land Use impact:  1.and use policy. The zone Impact:  Land use policy. Impact:  Land use policy.
No impacts are expected.w i.                                 classifications that would be Similar to that described Similar to that described for4

,                                    required for Alternative 1 would for Alternative 1. Alternative 1.
m                                    San Francisco General Plan

be inconsistent with the existing
.A
4                                 designation and zoning
R                               classification.E
-

2                                 Mitigation: To achieve Mitigation. Mitigation Mitigation. Mitigationg· consistency between the selected measures would be the measures would be the same0
reuse alternative and city policies,    same as described for as described for Alternative 1.

                                     it will be necessary to amend the Alternative 1.
-                                  San Francisco General Plan to
m                                  include land use designations fore

surplus property on Treasure
C                                 Island and Yerba Buena Island

                                  prior
to approving future land

use actions.

Visual No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No significant impactsResources expected.
expected. expected. are expected.

Socioeconomics No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No significant impacts
N

expected. expected. expected. are expected.                         V
0

8Cultural No significant impacts are Impact:  Alteration or No significant impacts are No impacts are expected.Resources expected. demolition of historic expected.

resotirces.  Alternative 2                                                                                                      involves the demolition of                                                                                                E.
=Building 2 and Building 3                                                                                                         m

on Treasure Island, both of                                                                                                                 2.which are eligible for                                                                                                                it
listing on the NRHP.

N

9 2.

 



Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
t..) (Page 2 of 16)
22 Rt'sotirct' A im Alterizatir,t' 1 Alti'i·natwe 2 Altertiative 3 No Acti011 /1/ter,latiz't'           b

IJ

(-'ll|tltral Mitigation: The irreversible                                                                             3
.0

1<esoil rees loss of significant historic                                                                                                  2(continued) resources cannot be fully                                                                                      A'.5

mitigated. 1 CARS/1 IAEI·                                                    A
recordation wotild reduce                                                                               Sbut wozild not eliminate
significant impacts caused
by demolition.                                                                                                          2

Er

Tratisportation Impact: Increased volitmes a,id No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No inipacts are expected.        8..queuing on SFOBB/1-80 Yerba expected for increased expected for increased                                                    '3Bite,ia /slaild westboittid on-i'timp volitmes mid qtlellillg mi volumes and qi,euing on                                                    Q
(west side). Alternative 1 would SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena SFOBB/1-80 Yerba Buena
result in peak-hour traffic Island westbound on-ramp Island westbound on-rampvolumes on the SFOBB/1-80 (west side). (west side).Yerba Buena Island westbound

P.
=                               on-ramp on the west side of

Yerba Buena Island that would
- exceed the current ramp capacity=

                                    of 330 \·ph. The projected
demand would result in a qzieue

                                ranging from 7 vehicles (during
0                              the AM peak hotir) to 239

vehicles (during the weekend

2
midday peak hour). This queue

- would constrain Iehicular

                             circulation on the island.

 

1                            Mitigatioli. SFOBB/1-80 Yerba
Buena Island on-ramps are

e substandard by current Caltrans
R
*                            standards, primarih in

 El acceleration/deceleration lengths,--
F E ramp radii, and sight distances.10 h.1
  In
W ./3



Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
(Page 3 of 16)-0   0·      Resource Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Action Alternatiuem g

W2
0 9 Transportation Upgrading the on-ramps wouldW-0 (continued) increase ramp capacity and level4
X of operation and decrease
H queuing impacts. However,
m                                    upgrades to the on-ramps may be

constrained by the geology of the

 
site (elevation change and
bedrock) and structural

C') limitations due to the viaduct.
iI 

Implement measures, including*iR                                 signage and notices to residents,
0                                    to encourage residents andR                                    visitors to use the second
K westbound on-ramp east of the
i                              Yerba Buena Island tunnel.

0 Redirecting traffic during the
weekend midday peak hour to
the second on-ramp east of the
Yerba Buena Island tunnel would
reduce the queue at the first
westbound on-ramp.

*4
8

 
44
k

it

1
>-
R'

al

M                                                                                                                                                                                  i

=
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Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
\

(Page 4 of 16)
12
kg              Ri,sot irce  A ren Alter,iatiz,e 1 Alternative 2 Alternatiz,e 3 No Action Altet,intiz,c,           b

14

Transportation Implement a Travel Demand
3'

(contintied) Management (TDM)program too
further reduce traffic generation                                                                                                                                   i
during peak hours, especially                                                                                                                                                 4during the weekend.

Implement additional or                                                                                                                                    i
=

enhanced TDM measures, such as                                                                                                                                 kdiscounted ferry passes, flex-
time, public relations campaigns,                                                                                                                                  2and giving employees working                                                                                                                                               2-
on Treasure Island or Yerba                                                                                                                                         Q
Buena Island preferential access
to housing on NSTI, to encourage
ferry use or to encourage vehicle-

C trips during the nonpeak period
0·                               to reduce queues on both
73

westbound on-ramps to tolerable
- levels.
=
2.

F                              Monitor NSTI ramp traffic

95

volumes to enszire that the

·A
transportation goals and

 : objectives established by the
2                             Draft Reuse Plan are successfully
-

implemented....)

E
g·                            Monitor NSTI bus transit demand=

on an annual basis (or at each
= phase of development) atid
EG                               ensure that planned services areR                                 implemented to meet or exceed..-2

= i demand. Implement a similar--
E E. monitoring program for ferry10  11
ib demand.
t,0 t-/3



Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
(Page 5 of 16)TE Resotirce Art'n Alter,intive 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Action Alternative

E 6
NO
8  E- Transportation Restripe the portion of TreasureW

(continued) Island Road between the Main4
F                                 on the west side of the Yerba

Gate and the westbound on-ramp
R                               Buena Island tunnel from two

'                                  lanes
to accommodate three

K
traffic lanes.

(')

 ·                                       queuing on SFOBB/1-80 Yerba expected for increased expected for increased

Impact: Increased volumes and No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No impacts are expected.
-

Buena Island eastbotind of'-ramp volumes and queuing on volumes and queuing onR                                    (west side). Alternative 1 would SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena.                                  result in a substantial increase in Island eastbound off-ramp Island eastbound off-rampm traffic volumes on the eastbound (west side). (west side).%.

 L                                   off-ramp on the west side ofYerba Buena Island that would

                                     exceed
the practical capacity of

the off-ramp (500 vph), resulting
in a maximum queue of 36
vehicles, or about 700 feet (219 m)
on the SFOBB.

Mitigation. Use traffic control                                                                                                                                                 b
u

measures, such as signage, to                                                                                                                                                Vencourage eastbound motorists to                                                                                                                                          8
use the second Yerba Buena off-
ramp (the off-ramp on the east                                                                                                                                              4

*
side of Yerba Buena

Island).                                                                                                                                                                              
Implement TDM and monitoring 2.

measures to reduce
traffic                                                                                                                                                     2.volumes on this off-ramp.                                                                                                                                                     h

R.

M                                                                                                                                                                                  2

2

a



Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
(Page 6 of 16)

Alter,Tatiz'i' 2w      Ri'suitrci' An'a Altentatiz,2 1 Alter,latiz,e 3 No Action Alte,natipe C
N

4-

Transportation Impact: Increased volumes on
No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No impacts are expected.       -SFOBB/1-80 Yerba Biteiia Island F(continued) expected for increased expected for increased                                                        eastbound 0,1-ra,Tip (east side). volumes on SFOBB/1-80 volumes on SFOBB/1-80                                                4Alternative 1 would result in Yerba Buena Island Yerba Buena Island                                                   osubstantial increases in traffic eastbound on-ramp (east eastbound on-ramp (east                                             avolumes during the weekend
side). side).midday peak hotir on the                                                                                                                                                      ==eastbound on-ramp on the east                                                                                                                                    A

el

side of Yerba Buena Island.                                                                                                                                                    4*
-

While the increased volumes                                                                                                                              2would be accommodated by the                                                                                                                                   5upgrade of this ramp as part of                                                                                                                                    Qthe SFOBB East Span project, it
may create a secondary impact on
potential traffic delays on SFOBB.

9                              Mitigation: Caltrans should
consider the installation of a

  ramp metering devise in the
;                               fii ture if the added traffic onto

tliis on-ramp woilld causeF                               significant traffic delay on SFOBB
Q                           maitiline.
'A

I                                    Impact: increased peak spreaditig on Impact: Increased peak Inipact: Increased peak No impacts are expected.
;                                 SIOBB//-80.  Under Alternative 1,    spreading on S FOBB//-80. spreadittg on SFOBBB-8().
%                                    increased traffic onto and off of Under Alternative 2, Under Alternative 3,
&                                 the SFOBB during the .AAi peak increased traffic onto and increased traffic onto and off
2                                  period (6:30 to 9:30) and PM peak off of the SFOBB during of the SFOBB during the A411                                 period (3:30 to 6:30) rvould cause the AM peak period (6:30 to peak period (6:30 to 9:30) and

westboutid traffic on certain 9:30) and PM peak period PM peak period (3:30 to 6:30)                                   segments of the SFOBB to (3:30 to 6:30) would cause would cause westbound
2                               deteriorate from LOS D to LOS F westbound traffic on traffic on certain segme,its of-5-== dliring the last hour of the ,\11 certain segments of the the SFOBB to deteriorateft =1.

N ."1 peak period (8:30 to 9:30) and to SFOBB to deteriorate from
from LOS l) to LOS F ditriiig1% deteriorate from LOS B to LOS E LOS D to LOS E or LOS F the last hotir of the A11 peakd w



........
Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 7 of 16)-0
=  s;·      Resource Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Action Alternative. IC
NO or LOS F during the first hour of during the last hour of the period (8:30 to 9:30) and to§     Transportation the PM peak period (3:30 to 4:30). AM peak period (8:30 to deteriorate from LOS B tom (continued)

4                                                                                            9:30) and to deteriorate LOS E or LOS F during the
                                                                                                     from LOS B to LOS E or first hour of the PM peak

LOS F during the first hour period (3:30 to 4:30).
'·St                                                                                                              of the PM peak period (3:30
                                                                                             to 4.30).
i
Q                              Mitigation. Monitor traffic Mitigation. Mitigation Mitigation. Mitigation

                                       volumes at
each phase of measures would be the measures would be the same

development and if it is same as described for as described for Alternative  1.
 1                                determined that traffic from NSTI Alternative  1.

is constraining the capacity of the
SFOBB, either more aggressive

r                                      TDM and transit improvementsr
<                                          must be implemented or

additional developments should
be delayed until such
improvements are implemented.

Impact: Transit operations - bus Impact: Transit operations - Impact. Transit operations - No impacts are expected.
service to East Bay.  Lack of direct bus service to East Bay. The bits service to East Bau. The
bus service between NSTI and the impact would be similar to impact would be less than
East Bay is a significant and that described under that described under                                                              0
mitigable impact. Alternative 1. Alternative 1 but would                                                              1remain significant but

mitigable.                                                ma.

K
@

:4
>

i'

12                                                                                                                                                                                  3.

81                                                                                                                                 3



Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
(Page 8 of 16)1.0

         Resolin'e Area Alteniative 1 Alteniative 2 Altertiatizle 3 No Action Alternatiue          b
10

Transportation Alitigation: Establishing direct Mitigation: Mitigation Mitigatioil: Mitigation                              
(co11 tinued) transit service between NSTI and meastires would be the measures wotild be the same                                                the East Bay would mitigate this same as described for as described for Alternative 1.                                                          4

impact to a not significant level.

Alternative 1.  1-lowever, at     However, at build-out, bus                                                                
Bus service would need to be at build-out, bits service service would need to be at
10-minute headways (the interval would need to be at 15- 20-minute headways                                                          mbetween the trips of 2 sticcessive minute headways througholit the day during                                                  E.
vehicles) throughout the day throughout the day during weekdays and 15-minute                                                    h
during the weekday and at 15- both weekdays and headways throughout the                                             2
munite headways throughout the weekends. day during weekends.
day during the weekend.                                                                                                                                                        8.

m
r.

Monitor NSTI blts transit demand
oil an annual basis (or at each
phase of development) and
ensure that planned services are9                                implemented to meet or exceed

               demand.
-

;
                                    Implement TDM measures to

  encourage transit rather than auto

                                  Use.

.2'

      Air Quality No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No impacts are expected.
9 expected. expected. expected.Z
-

  Noise No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No impacts are expected.
g· expected. expected. expected.=

ar
tri

 

...E
= 05 4
N h-12 
W(-r)



Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
(Page 9 of 16)t00 % Resolirce Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternatiue 3rb -0 No Action AlternativeNO

0 12 Biological Impact: Mud.flat Habitat Impact: Disturbance to Impact: Mitdflat Habitat No impacts are expected.
0-
w   Resources Disturbance. Significant impacts to sensitive mudnat habitat. Disturbance. The impacts onE. mudflat habitat, including The impacts on mudflat mudflat habitat associated

                                eelgrass beds, may occur as a habitat associated with with pedestrians and boatingR                                result of increased pedestrian and pedestrians and boating activity would be reduced
··S, boating activity around Clipper activity would be similar, from that described for

                                   Cove.  Expanding
the marina or but reduced, from that Alternative l but would

constructing a yacht harbor, new described for Alternative 1. remain significant butdocks, or other structures that Pedestrian impacts would mitigable.
g. would cover the surface of the be approximately half of
i                                  the United States but would traffic impacts would be

water would impact Waters of Alternative 1 while boating

0                                require a permit from the BCDC approximately 20 percentR                                and the COE. higher than Alternative 1.r
E                                Mitigation: Minimize disturbance Mitigation. Mitigation Mitigation: Mitigation4                                to sensitive habitats during measures would be the measures would be the same
- construction. Prepare and same as described for as described for Alternative 1.

implement a plan to minimize Alternative 1.
disturbance of sensitive habitats
due to recreational activity.
Permittee could be required to
post signs along the shore
adjacent to the mudflats and at                                                                                                                                               b

O

the marina to inform pedestrians                                                                                                                                             and recreational boaters that the                                                                                                                                  · mudflats are a protected sensitive                                                                                                                                           4area and that trespassing is not 4
permitted. Buoys could be placed                                                                                                                                           k
in the bay to identify the                                                                                                                                                        0
restricted

mudflat area. A 5-mph                                                                                                                                             (8 kph) zone could be established                                                                                                                                            4
in Clipper Cove to minimize                                                                                                                                                               F

:1*

shoreline and mudflat

W                                                                                                                                                                                  i



Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Signi ficant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 10 of 16)
t.

5     Resolirce An'a Alteritatizle 1 Alteniatire 2 Alterizatire 3 No Actio,1 Alti'ritatii,i,           b
.0

Biological erosion. Any impacts related to                                                                                                                                     8
Resoiirces construction or fill would be                                                                                                                               -2
(continued) addressed during the COE                                                                                                                                                      4

Section 404 permitting process. S
--.0

Impact: Pedestrian and Boati,ig hnpact: Pedestria,1 and impact: Pedestrian and Boatiiig No impacts are expected.        2
Impacts on Migratory Birds. Boating Impacts on Wading Impacts on Wading Shorebirds.                                               i
Increased pedestrian and boating Shorebirds. Increased Increased pedestrian and                                              h
activity arozind Clipper Cove pedestrian and boating boating activity around                                                      T
could have a significant impact activity arolind Clipper Clipper Cove coilld have a                                                  ;

j

on shorebirds by affecting Cove could have a significant impact on                                                      .
f.bmudflats and eelgrass beds where significant impact on shorebirds by affecting                                                       w

shorebirds forage. shorebirds by affecting mudflats and eelgrass beds
mudflats and eelgrass beds where shorebirds forage
where shorebirds forage. These impacts are likely to be
Pedestrian impacts would reduced linder Alternative 3
be approximately half of as there would be less of an

                                                                           Alternative 1 while boating increase in boatitig traffic
2.                                                                         traffic impacts would be compared with Alternative 1.=
-                                                                              approximately 20 percent
Al

higher than Alternative 1.

M

..a,
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-
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Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
(Page 11 of 16)-0

,  G·      Resource Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternatiue 3 No Action Alternative% 9
NO 

5/ Biological Mitigation. In conjunction with Mitigation. Mitigation Mitigation. MitigationW 6- Resources permitting by COE and BCDC, measures would be the measures would be the same-

  (continued) permittee could be required to same as described for as described for Alternative 1.3 post signs along the shore Alternative 1.
m                                 adjacent to the mudflats and at4                                the marina, informingZ
m                                pedestrians and boaters that the

mudflats are a protected and
G                                      sensitive area. Placing buoys ing·                                the bay, identifying the mudflat-                              area as restricted, and
m,                                establishing a five-mph (8 kph)
                                    zone in Clipper Cove could also
fb

                                 reduce impacts.

1                              Impact: Pedestrian and Boating Impact: Pedestrian and Impact: Pedestrian and Boating No impacts are expected.
-                                Impacts on EFH.  Increased boat Boating Impacts on EFH. Impacts on EFH. Increased

and pedestrian activity around Increased pedestrian and pedestrian and boating
Clipper Cove could have an boating activity around activity around Clipper Coveindirect significant impact on Clipper Cove and along and along the perimeter ofEFH by degrading eelgrass the perimeter of the islands the islands could have a
vegetated areas and shallow could have a significant Significant impact on EFH, as
water and mudflat areas that impact on EFH, as described under N

0provide important fish spawning, described under Alternative 1.                                                               t,rearing, and foraging habitat. Alternative 1.                                                                                                                                                                                            8

1Mitigation. Proposed mitigation Mitigation. Mitigation Mitigation. Mitigation                                               4
measures are the same as those measures would be the measures would be the same                                                       *
discussed under impacts to same as described for as described for Alternative 1.
mudflat habitat above.

Alternative 1.                                                                                                                                                       
-

I

M                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             &

6,



Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
(Page 12 of 16)FJ

4-     Regoit,27' An'il Alteriiative 1 Altertiative 2 Alterizative 3 No Actio,i Alte,natir„           b
IJ

-

Geology and impact: Expositre of individitals mid inipact: Expostin' Of Impact: Expostire of i,tdividitals     No impacts are expected.             
:

Soils propertv to liquefactioil. i,idiz,idittils mid propt'rty to mid property to litiliefactioit.                                                   2
Seismically induced liquefaction liqttefactio,1. Seismically Seismically induced                                                       2could result in ground induced liquefaction could    liquefaction could result in
disturbances associated with result in ground

ground disturbances                                                    lateral spreading and differential disturbances associated associated with lateral
settlement. with lateral spreading and spreading and differential                                                    

=

differential settlement. settlement.                                                          A
-

Mitigatioit. A zone of "improved Mitigation: Mitigation Mitigatio„: Alitigation                              6
1

grotind" would be created measures wozild be the measures would be the same                                               8.around the perimeter of the same as described for as described for Alternative 1.                                               
island to reduce lateral spreading. Alternative 1.
Interior island areas shall be
similarly improved to reduce

                               sensitive structures (e.g.,

large differential settlement. All

  buildings greater than three
=
- stories, buildings intended for
=
-                              public occupancy, structitres

                                 supporting essential services, and
Q buildings housing schools,

'2.,
medical, police, and fire facilities)
shall be supported on pile

-                              systems or other speciallv=
- designed folindations. Detailed

J                            geotechnical stzidies shall be
o.                              completed in accordance with
-

San Francisco requirements for

                              individual development sites.

 

.-/E= 2
4i
ge
W  '.'1
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Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 13 of 16)-9=  ,;    Resolirce Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Action Alternativee -C
N O0.
8 0 Water Inipact: Expositre ofindividitals and No significant impacts are Impact: Exposure of individuals No impacts are expected.Resources propertil to ponding from liigh tides. expected from exposure of tind property to ponding Rom4

.m                                development in low-lying areas to ponding from high be similar to that described

The installation of residential individuals and property high tides. The impact would

on Treasure Island would result tides. for Alternative 1.4                                in increased exposure ofZ

 
occupants, visitors, and property
to ponding hazards due to
seepage through the dike during

o                                some high tide events.

<                                Mitigation: Filling low-lying Mitigation: Mitigation('1

 
portions of the residential area to measures would be the same
at least 9 feet (3 m) National as described for Alternative 1.E                                  Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD)

i                                  prior to development would
                              mitigate this impact. In addition,

other low-lying areas within 500
feet (152 m) of the Treasure Island
perimeter should be similarly
filled before development is
allowed.

N
b
/1

8

-2

44
t
it
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A
4,

20                                                                                               5.
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Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 14 of 16)
r.0

AJ1    Resolli ie Area Alternative 1 A /ternatiz,e 2 Alteniative 3 No Actioit Alternative         01..)

..0Water 1,11 i,act.  Exposure of indiz,iditals a,id     /,npact:  Expostire of Impact:  Expositre of i,idiz,iditals No inipacts are expected.        Resources property to flooding. Developing i,idividuals and property to aizd property to,flooding.                                                    0
tr'

(continued) and reusing Treasure Island flooding, This alternatir e Alternatir-e 3 could subject                                               2,
under Alternative 1 Colild expose would subject residents occupants, visitors, and                                                   occupants, visitors, and property and daily visitors on the property to stibstantial 0

=to flooding hazards caused by northern half of Treasure flooding hazards throughout =dike overtopping during storms. Island, where a golf course    Treasure Island.                                                                     i
is proposed, to existing

=flood hazards. Flood                                                                                     3hazards on the southern                                                                                              portion of the site wotild                                                                                             .3
be similar to those                                                                                                     Q
described for Alternative 1.

Mitigcitioii: Set back development Mitigation: Mitigation Mitigation·. Mitigation
inboard of the perimeter dike to measures would be the measures wozild be the same0

w·                              allow room for periodic dike same as described for as described for Alternative 1.
                               raising without substantially Alternative 1.
- increasing Bay fill. Raise the dike
-                                   as necessary to account for site4

settlement, changes in maximum
2                                               tidal heights, and rises in sea4                                 levels. In addition, inspect the

dike after each major storm to
identify repair needs, and repair=

- the dike promptly.
-r)

E

 '
Utilities No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No impacts are expected.

 1
expected. expected. expected.

51.     Public Services No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No significant impacts are No impacts are expected.R
expected. expected. expected.-t

& A
J=.
N h.1
Eb
4 7,



Table 2-4. Summary of Potential Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

(Page 15 of 16)
  9i 1. Resoitrce Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Action Alternative
*4 0

8/ Hazardous Impact: installation Restoration Impact: Installation Impact: Installation Restoration No impacts are expected.
W 6-    Materials and ProStram (IRP). Construction Restoration Program (IRP). Program (IRP). If subsequenti Waste activities at NSTI associated with Development of a golf redevelopment of the

P                                   future development of the course in the northern part housing area involving
                                     housing unit area, including of the island would demolition of existing
4                                      demolition of existing structures, involve demolition of structures and the grading
Z                                may interfere with remedial existing structures and the and reconfiguring of the soil
i actions under CERCLA. grading and reconfiguring     were to occur, it may
Se                                                                                     of the soil, which may interfere with remedial

 ,                                                                                                                                                             interfere
with remed ial actions conducted under

actions under CERCLA. CERCLA.
51

  Mitigation. The Navy is in the Mitigation. Mitigation Mitigation. Mitigation
M                                    process of implementing various measures would be the measures would be the same
Z remedial actions at NSTI same as described for as described for Alternative 1.
E                                                                                                                                          Alternative 1.1                                pursuant to and in accordance

                                 with the requirements ofCERCLA and the NCP that will
remove, manage, or isolate any
potentially hazardous substances
present on the property prior to
conveyance. These remedial
actions will ensure that human                                                                                                                                                          2health and the environment will

9be protected based on the land                                                                                                                                               8
uses specified in the Draft Reuse                                                                                                                                                       40
Plan.  If the CERCLA remedy for                                                                                                                                                       4

4
a particular site includes land use
controls, the acquiring entity or                                                                                                                                                          entities will be required to
comply with the land use controls                                                                                                                                                     R4during construction or operations                                                                                                                                                       
to ensure continued protection of                                                                                                                                           E
human health and the                                                                                                                                                           2
environment.5                                                                                      i
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

1      Chapter 3 sets forth the affected environment of the proposed action. The affected environment
2    describes the present physical conditions within the area of the proposed action.  The area, or
3   region of influence, is defined for each environmental issue based upon the aerial extent of
4 physical resources that may be affected directly or indirectly by the proposed action and
5 appropriate guidelines of regulatory agencies or common professional practice. Table 3.1-1
6   summarizes the environmental issues and associated region of influence described in the
7 affected environment sections of this EIS.

Table 3.14. Environmental Issues and Region of Influence

Environmental Issue Region  of Influence

Land Use Reuse plan area

Visual Resources Reuse plan area and viewshed
Socioeconomics San Francisco and Alameda Counties
Cultural Resources Reuse plan area
Transportation Reuse plan area, SFOBB/I-80 freeway system, and areas

adjacent to ferry terminals in San Francisco and Oakland
Air Quality San Francisco Bay Area air basin

Noise Reuse plan area
Biological Resources Reuse plan area and surrounding aquatic habitat within

2-mile radius

Geology and Soils Geology: San Francisco Bay Area
Soils: Reuse plan area

Water Resources Reuse plan area and receiving waters of Central San

Francisco Bay
Utilities San Francisco and regional utility service areas

Public Services San Francisco

Hazardous Materials and Waste Reuse plan area

8 This section of the EIS describes the baseline conditions for each environmental resource against

  10 used for the analysis of environmental impacts under NEPA reflects the conditions present at or

9     which the potential impacts of the proposed action will be compared. Generally, the baseline

11      about the time the EIS is initiated. However, in the case of closures of military installations, EIS
12 documents often are initiated in the trough between full-scale military operations at the former

 
13 military installation and commencement of the civilian redevelopment project being studied.
14 The trough is temporary, constantly changing, and a wholly artificial situation that cannot
15    provide a stable and meaningful basis for measuring the environmental impact of subsequent

 
16 redevelopment.  It is more appropriate to use the pre-closure conditions during full operations
17     as a baseline to realistically reflect the environmental impact of reuse. The State of California
18 also specifically has recognized that the last operating year of military bases is the most  19 appropriate baseline for EIRs prepared pursuant to the CEQA (Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.1.8,
20      Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15229).
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3.1  Land Use

1     The environmental baseline year for the EIS is 1993, which reflects conditions before NSTI was
2     designated for closure. This follows Navy BRAC policy, which recommends using the last year
3   the installation was in full operational use as the baseline year instead of a baseline year
4    portrayed as the property under caretaker status. Since data from 1993 was not available for
5 some resource areas, the baseline for those resources relies on data from the closest year that is
6    representative of 1993 conditions. The analysis of hazardous materials and waste is unique in
7 that, because hazardous materials remediation is ongoing, it is based on current conditions at
8     NSTI. The physical conditions present in 1993 are the same as the physical conditions present
9    in later years; the entire infrastructure for NSTI is still physically present on the property and

10      has not been significantly altered since 1993.

11 3.1 LAND USE                                                                                                          

12 This section describes regulatory considerations (section 3.1.1) and land uses in the reuse plan
13 area (section 3.1.2) and in the surrounding community (section 3.1.3).  Land uses in the reuse
14      plan area reflect baseline (1993) conditions.

15 3.1.1 Regulatory Considerations

16 The following subsections discuss the public plans, policies, and regulatory agencies that affect
17    disposal and reuse of NSTI. Planning and regulatory control over NSTI will be exercised by
18 many government agencies, including the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state,
19 and federal agencies. Agencies that will have jurisdiction over NSTI and a description of the
20     responsibilities of each agency with respect to approval and implementation of the alternatives
21 are discussed below.

22      City and County of San Francisco

23   NSTI is within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City and County of San Francisco.  As
24 discussed below, upon transfer NSTI will be controlled primarily by San Francisco policies,
25  plans, and regulations, while portions of the islands also will be subject to additional
26       regulations and policies of other agencies.  The San Francisco Planning Commission and/or San
27 Francisco Planning Department and TIDA will determine future reuse conformance with city
28  policies and plans.  The San Francisco Board of Supervisors must adopt General Plan
29    amendments and approve zoning ordinances incorporating the selected development plan for
30 the islands.

31 San Francisco General Plan

32    The San Francisco General Plan is relevant to the reuse of NSTI, which is located within San
33     Francisco.  The San Francisco General Plan is the comprehensive, long-term plan that contains
34     the land use policies for San Francisco. Elements of the General Plan that provide broad policy
35     guidance to reuse planning include Recreation and Open Space, Urban Design, Transportation,
36 Environmental Protection, Community Safety, Community Facilities, Commerce and Industry,
37      and the Residence Element.

38 Following conveyance of NST[ to San Francisco or other non-federal entities, future
39     development of most portions of the islands would be under city jurisdiction. San Francisco's
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3.1 Land Use

1 existing General Plan land use designation for NSTI (Military) does not encompass all the
2 proposed reuse land uses and does not define development opportunities and constraints for
3      the land use designations.

4     To achieve consistency between the selected reuse alternative and San Francisco policies, it will
5   be necessary to amend the San Francisco General Plan to include land use designations for
6 surplus property on Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island prior to approving future land use
7    actions. The amendments would need to be based on the goals and policies of the selected
8 reuse alternative while maintaining consistency with the goals, policies, and land use
9       designations in the General Plan.

10   The San Francisco Planning Department is preparing an Area Plan and amendments to the
11    General Plan to ensure consistency with the final reuse plan. Following certification of San
12  Francisco's EIR for reuse, the city would amend its General Plan and would adopt a
13     Redevelopment Plan to provide land use designations consistent with the reuse plan for NSTI
14 lands conveyed out of federal control. These plans would incorporate policies from the Draft
15       Reuse Plan and would guide future development on NSTI.

  16 Planning Code

17    The San Francisco Planning Code (ordinances enacted through Ordinance 241-01, Approved
18   December 7, 2001) sets forth specific objective standards that define the range of allowable
19 physical characteristics of proposed development, such as the floor area ratio, the height and
20   bulk of buildings, and the land uses permitted within zoning districts.  The San Francisco
21 agency responsible for implementing the Planning Code is the Planning Department. NS'IT is
22 currently zoned "P" (Public) and would not be rezoned until the reuse plan is adopted, at which
23  time the San Francisco Planning Code would be amended. Upon receiving a zoning
24   designation, the area would be subject to the land use and height and bulk regulations
25     established by the zoning designation. These controls would be subject to the Redevelopment

  26 Plan and its design for development standards.

27 The Sustainability Planfor the City OfSan Francisco

 
28 The Sustainability Plan for the City of San Francisco (San Francisco 1997) was endorsed by the
29     Board of Supervisors on July 21, 1997 (Resolution No. 692-97), as a non-binding guideline for
30       policy and practice in San Francisco.  The goal of the Sustainability Plan is to enable the city and

  31 its people to meet their present needs without sacrificing the ability of future generations to
32 meet their own needs.

 
33 Treasure Island Development Authority

34   TIDA is a nonprofit public benefit corporation established by the City and County of San
35    Francisco and the State of California.  It has redevelopment authority to implement the final
36    reuse plan, related General Plan amendments, and any other adopted plans, such as an Area
37  Plan or Redevelopment Plan, via appropriate implementing ordinances subject to final

 
38 approvals by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.
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3.1  Land Use

1       San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission

2   The federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1465), as
3 amended, grants coastal states with the authority to evaluate projects that could affect the
4  coastline.  The Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), created by the
5     McAteer-Petris Act (Cal. Gov't. Code § 66600 et seq.), functions as the state coastal management
6      agency for the San Francisco Bay, having jurisdiction over all areas subject to tidal action up to
7     the mean high tide line and including all sloughs, tidelands, submerged lands, and marshlands
8 lying between the mean high tide and 5 feet (1.5 Ill) above mean sea level for the nine Bay Area
9    counties with Bay frontage (BCDC 1969). Its jurisdiction in shoreline areas includes a band

10      measured 100 feet (30.5 m) landward of and parallel to the shoreline of the Bay.

11      In accordance with its role in implementing CZMA, BCDC reviews federal projects affecting the
12    coastal zone to ensure that they are, to the maximum extent practicable, consistent with the
13      provisions of the approved coastal plans.  The Bay Area Seaport Plan and the San Francisco Bay
14 Plan, discussed below, are the approved local coastal plans in the portion of San Francisco Bay
15  around NSTI and, in conjunction with other BCDC laws, Special Area Plans, and other
16     guidance, form BCDC's management program for complying with CZMA. Federal property is
17   considered to be outside the state coastal zone, as defined under the CZMA. Under the
18   provisions of 15 C.F.R Part 930, Federal Consistency with Approved Coastal Management
19    Programs, the Navy has determined that neither a consistency determination, nor a negative
20    determination is required for the proposed disposal action. The proposed disposal of surplus
21 federal property at NSTI for subsequent reuse is not an action that has been identified by a State
22    agency as an action likely to directly affect the coastal zone, is not an action similar to other
23   actions for which consistency determinations have been prepared in the past, and is not an
24   action for which the Navy developed initial findings on any effects on the coastal zone.
25 Consequently, Navy has determined that no state notification (or negative determination) is
26 required. (Consistency of reuse with the approved coastal plans is discussed further in the
27      sections on the Bay Plan and the Seaport Plan.)

28 BCDC activities also include the following:

29             •    Regulating all filling, dredging, and changes in use in San Francisco Bay;

30           •    Regulating new development within the first 100 feet (30.5 m) inland from the shoreline
31                  of the Bay to ensure that maximum feasible public access to the Bay is provided;

32        •   Ensuring that the limited amount of available shoreline property suitable for regional
33 high priority water-oriented uses is reserved for these purposes. Priority use areas
34 include ports, water-related industry, water-oriented recreation, airports, and wildlife
35           areas;

36            •    Pursuing an active planning program to study all aspects of the Bay; and

37       •  Participating in the region-wide state and federal program to prepare the Long-term
38 Management Strategy (L'IMS), as discussed in section 3.10 Water Resources, for
39                   dredging and disposing of material dredged from the Bay.
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3.1  Land Use

1      San Francisco Bay Plan

2    The San Francisco Bay Plan, adopted by BCDC in January 1969 and amended through 2002,
3 includes policies that protect the Bay's economic and natural resources, including the
4    designation of shoreline regional priority use areas. BCDC priority designated areas include
5 ports, airports, waterfront parks and beaches, wildlife areas, tidal areas, marinas, fishing piers,
6 recreational ferries, boat-launching ramps, commercial recreation, and vista points. Areas
7 without priority designation in the Bay Plan are subject to the plan's policies detailed under
8      "Other Uses of the Bay and Shoreline"; these policies call for areas without priority designation
9    to be used for any purpose that uses the bay as an asset and that in no way affects the bay

10 adversely.

/ 11 Although Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island are federal property and outside the defined

12    coastal zone addressed in the Bay Plan, the Bay Plan does state that if and when Navy no
13 longer needs Treasure Island, it should be redeveloped for public use and continuous access to
14 San Francisco Bay should be provided.  The Bay Plan also states that if and when Navy or US
15 Coast Guard no longer needs Yerba Buena Island, it should be redeveloped for recreational use
16   (BCDC 1996, revised 1997). After property is conveyed out of federal ownership, reuse
17 activities undertaken by nonfederal entities would be subject to BCDC permitting authority and
18     review as to the final determination of proposed reuse consistency with the Bay Plan. Where
19    proposed land uses are not consistent the Bay Plan could be amended to be consistent with
20    proposed land uses, or these uses could not be developed.  BCDC has indicated preliminary
21     support of reuse planning efforts at NSTI because the reuse plan "denotes a perimeter public
22 promenade around Treasure Island, including a small park at the proposed ferry dock, and
23   considerable open space on Yerba Buena Island at the connection to the Treasure Island
24      causeway" (BCDC 1996, revised 199D.

  25 BCDC would also require a permit for any fill materials extraction, or substantial changes in
26   use of any water, land, or structure in the bay. Permits for priority use and water-related
27 industry areas within the 100-foot (30.5-m) shoreline would be granted or denied based on the
28   appropriate Bay Plan policies for ports, water-related industry, water-oriented recreation,
29      airports, and wildlife areas.

  30 San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan

31       The San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan was jointly developed by BCDC and the Metropolitan
32 Transportation Commission (MTC) in response to a state law that requires the addition of a
33 maritime element to MTC's regional transportation plan and BCDC's Bay Plan. The Seaport
34    Plan was adopted in 1982, was revised in 1988, and was comprehensively updated in April
35    1996. The Seaport Plan designates sites for port priority uses, such as marine terminals and
36 water-related industry.  The port priority use designation is intended to reserve adequate
37 waterfront areas for future port and water-related development and to prevent unnecessary
38   filling of the Bay. Other shoreline uses, such as public access and public and commercial
39 recreational development may be permitted as long as they do not substantia]ly impair the
40 efficient utilization of the port areas. Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island, as federal
41   property, are not addressed in the Seaport Plan. Furthermore, these islands do not offer
42 adequate terminal backland or rail and road access and therefore are geographically unsuitable

 

43 for port development.
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3.1  Land Use

1 State Lands Commission and Public Trust

2 California received title to tide and submerged lands and the beds of navigable waters within
3     its boundaries upon its admission to the Union in 1850. Under the state constitution, such land
4   is held in trust for the people of California for particular uses of public benefit; these lands
5     commonly are referred to as tidelands trust or public trust lands. In general, if the public trust
6   applies, land subject to it must be used for commerce, navigation, fisheries, water-oriented
7 recreation, preserved in its natural condition for wildlife habitat and study, or other recognized
8 public trust uses. The purpose of the trust is to assure that trust land remains committed to
9   water-oriented uses benefiting the greatest number of people. The public trust generally

10      applies to land that is or was submerged or that is subject to tidal action, including land created
11      by filling tidelands or submerged lands.

12     Portions of NSTI were constructed on submerged land and tideland located within the City and
13 County of San Francisco.  In 1933, the State of California granted to the City and County of San
14    Francisco a parcel of land in San Francisco Bay for construction of a public airport, wharfage
15      and dock facilities, and for use as an airfield. The parcel of land to be filled by dredged material
16     was a rectangular area measuring 4,500 feet by 8,000 feet (1,370 m by 2,438 m) located adjacent
17    to Yerba Buena Island.  The City was authorized to reclaim fill and raise the submerged land.
18    The City of San Francisco also received the right to construct a toll free bridge or causeway
19    between the lands to be filled and Yerba Buena Island. The grant contained a restriction that
20    prevented the City of San Francisco from selling the property to private parties.  In 1935, the
21 State granted to the City and County of San Francisco the right to use Treasure Island for
22   exposition and fair purposes.  The City and County of San Francisco then created Treasure
23      Island by dredging adjacent submerged land.

24  Subsequent to the Naval Appropriations Act of 1942 (Pub. L. 441) in which Congress
25 appropriated funds for the acquisition of Treasure Island, the government pursued the
26 condemnation process for the property now known as NSTI in the US District Court of San
27    Francisco. The declaration of taking was filed on April 17, 1942. The parties reached a joint
28   settlement of the condemnation case on April 3, 1944. As compensation for the taking, the
29 Government completed construction of $10 million of permanent improvements at San
30 Francisco Airport. Chapter 3 of the California Statutes of 1942 authorized the transfer of
31 Treasure Island to the government including all tide and submerged lands and further stated
32      that the transfer "shall be free and clear of all conditions and reservations respecting the title to
33    or use of said lands..." The State made no provisions for the reservation of a tideland trust or
34 public trust easement over tidelands or submerged land nor was there any reversion rights
35    contained in the statute. Therefore, the Navy's position is that the United States acquired full
36 fee simple absolute title to all the property, including the tidelands and submerged lands, and
37      that the property would not be subject to the public trust upon disposal by the Navy.

38 The State of California believes, however, that all former and existing tide and submerged lands
39 on Treasure Island would be subject to the public trust in the event of a transfer of the property
40      from the Navy.  In 1997, the Treasure Island Conversion Act (TICA) (1997 Cal. Stat. 898, AB 699)
41   authorized the City and County of San Francisco to establish TIDA as the redevelopment
42 agency responsible for redeveloping NSTI.  The Act also granted TIDA power to administer and
43 control property aLNSTI, which was identified by the State of California as land that will be
44         subject  to the public trust upon its release fromfederal -ownership.   Thus,  the City and County
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3.1  Land Use

1      of San Francisco's reuse planning process assumes the public trust applies, despite the Navy's
2      contention that it does not.

3.1.2 Reuse Plan Area

4     Former Navy land use at NS'IT consists of residential facilities, recreation and open space areas,
5    institutional and community facilities, commissary and office facilities, industrial and support
6      facilities, and parking and roads. Figure 3-1 illustrates these land uses at NSIT.

7 Treasure Island

8     Table 3.1-2 identifies former Navy land uses at Treasure Island. In 1993, residential, recreation
9     and open space, and institutional and community uses made up the largest percentage of land

10    uses at NSTI; parking and roadways accounted for almost a quarter of the island. Retail and

/ 11 office and industrial and support land comprised the remaining uses.

12                                            Table 3.14. Treasure Island 1993 Navy Land Uses

Land Use Area (approximate acres)

Residential 110

Recreation and Open Space                                               90

Institutional and Community                                        30
Retail and Office                                                           20
Industrial and Support                                                  20

Parking and Roads                                                        95

Total 365

Source: DON 1988b.
Note:  Does not include approximately 36-acre (14-ha) parcel transferred to the

1          Job CorpE

13 Residential

  14 Housing is a prominent land use at Treasure Island, occupying approximately 110 acres (44.5
15   ha). The housing area includes family housing and bachelor enlisted quarters (barracks).
16 Family housing occupies the northwest corner of the island, with the barracks located in the
17       center-west part of,the island. Approximately 900 family units in 8-unit, 6-unit and 4-unit
18     buildings are arranged around curving streets and cul-de-sacs with large driveways and lawns.
19     Uses and other features surrounding the family housing area include the Bay to the north and
20     west and open space, institutional, and industrial uses to the south and east. The barracks are
21 star-shaped structures constructed in the late 1960s.

22     Recreation and Open Space

23     Recreation and open space uses at Treasure Island include water-related recreation and boating
24 facilities, indoor and outdoor recreation facilities, and a variety of walking and bike trails and
25 picnic areas.
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3.1 Land Use

1 Outdoor marine facilities include an approximate 100-slip recreation marina in Clipper Cove
2 between Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island. There also are two piers (Piers 11 and 12) on
3     the southern edge of Treasure Island used for small military craft and a fishing pier (Pier 23) on
4     the west side of Treasure Island.  Pier 1, on the southeastern side of Treasure Island, was used
5      to moor large military ships.

6 Indoor recreation facilities include the Shipshape Fitness Center, a gymnasium, a skating rink, a
7 1,000-seat movie theater, and a 12-lane bowling alley, all on the eastern side of Treasure Island.
8      A youth center and pizzeria are also on the east side of Treasure Island.

9 Outdoor recreation facilities include baseball fields, a pitching green, a miniature golf course,
10 two tennis courts, basketball courts, and two playgrounds. The outdoor recreation facilities are
11      concentrated in the interior of Treasure Island. Open space areas include four parks and picnic
12    areas and walking and bike trails.  The dike around Treasure Island also is used as a jogging
13      trail (San Francisco 1994a; San Francisco 1995a).

14      Institutional and Community

15     Institutional uses at Treasure Island include public service, educational, public works facilities,
16    and a chapel. Navy headquarters occupied Building 1, a historic structure built originally for
17 the Exposition. This building presently is occupied by city offices, including a San Francisco
18 Police Department substation, and Navy caretaker site office.

19 Public service and government facilities include a fire station, a police station, the former brig,
20    the new brig built in 1991, and a post office. Educational facilities include an auto and hobby
21   shop, an elementary school, and a child development center. These facilities are all in the
22   interior of the island in the northwestern quadrant. Public services include the emergency
23 power generator, wastewater treatment plant, steam plant substations, reservoirs, and other
24 utilities.

25     Retail and 00ice

26   Retail and administrative uses comprise a relatively small portion of land use on Treasure
27    Island and include administrative, commissary, conference facilities, food service facilities, and
28     a medical and dental facility.

29     Industrial and Support

30    Industrial uses are distributed in buildings in the northeastern and southeastern quadrants of
31 Treasure Island. These include a former tear gas training building, a government printing
32   office, fuel storage facilities, a storm lift station, two hangars, warehouses, a maintenance
33      building, and training facilities.

34      Parking and Roads

35 The Treasure Island road system is laid out in a grid with parking areas located throughout the
36 island (Figure 3-1).  The only vehicle access to the island is from the on- and off-ramps from the
37      SFOBB. The main access road to Treasure Island is Avenue of Palms. There are a number of on-
38 and off-street parking areas.
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3.1  Land Use

1 Yerba Buena Island

2      Former Navy land uses at Yerba Buena Island are identified in Table 3.1-3. Yerba Buena Island
3    primarily is comprised of open space, utilities facilities and military housing, as well as about
4  ten buildings used by Navy in 1993 for storage, communications, fire safety, and
5    administration. The SFOBB crosses the island. Non-Navy land uses on Yerba Buena Island
6       include the US Coast Guard Station.

  7 Table 3.1-3. Yerba Buena Island 1993 Navy Land Uses

Land Use Area (approximate dry acres)

Open Space and Utilities                                                    75
Residential                                                                30
SFOBB                                                                     10
Total                       115
Source: DON 1988b.
Note: Total acreage includes approximately 11-acres (4-ha) that was

transferred to US Coast Guard in 1998 and approximately 20-acres (8-
ha), inclusive of previous 10 acres (4 ha), that was transferred to FHWA
in 2000.

8 Open Space and Utilities

9   The steep slopes (up to 75 percent) at Yerba Buena Island preclude development along the
10     northeastern and southwestern edges of the island. These areas are predominantly open space
11       but also included ten acres to support SFOBB utilities.

  12 Residential

13    There are approximately 100 existing housing units at Yerba Buena Island, ten of which are
14 large single-family residences with the remainder being 2,4-, and 8-unit buildings, generally
15 single-story, although there are some 2-story buildings. Housing is concentrated in the interior
16   of the island, north of the SFOBB and southeast of Treasure Island Road. Historic officers
17 quarters (Quarters 1-D, including the Nimitz House (Quarters 1), are located on the northern
18       part of the island.

19 3.1.3 Surrounding Land Uses

20 San Francisco Bay waters surround NSTI. Alameda County is approximately 2 miles (3 km) to
 

21 the east and San Francisco is approximately 2 miles (3 km) to the west. NSIT is within the
22 municipal boundaries of San Francisco. A discussion of non-Navy land uses on NSTI and land

 
24 is presented below.
23      uses at the ferry terminals potentially affected by the proposed increase in ferry service at NSTI
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3.1  Land Use

1      Non-Navy Land Uses

2      US Department ofLabor

3    As a result of the DoD and federal agency screening process for NSTI, approximately 36 acres

4  (15 ha) of land on Treasure Island and approximately 12 buildings and structures were
5   provided to the US Department of Labor for developing a Job Corps facility. The parcel
6 includes former barracks for officers, constructed in 1958, barracks for Chief Petty Officers,
7     constructed in 1975, a medical and dental clinic on the southern end of the island, and a dining
8     facility.  The Job Corps facility trains underprivileged youth to serve local communities.  It will
9 provide resident employment training to approximately 850 persons, approximately 750 of

10 which would reside on Treasure Island.

11      US Coast Guard

12     An active US Coast Guard Station occupies approximately 30 acres (12 ha) of dry, upland area
13   on the southeast side of Yerba Buena Island.  The US Coast Guard is responsible for water
14 vessel traffic in and out of the Bay using the vehicle tracking system (VTS) facility on the
15 northwest hillside of the island.  The US Coast Guard Station includes Coast Guard Group San
16 Francisco facilities, including housing, administrative, open storage and docks, and buoy
17 maintenance facilities. The station also includes a lighthouse built by the US Lighthouse Service
18     in 1872 on the southeastern side of Yerba Buena Island. Following the DoD and federal agency
19 screening process, approximately 11 acres (5 ha) in the central portion of Yerba Buena Island
20 were granted   to   the US Coast Guard   in  1998, and another 11, acres of submerged   land   were
21      transferred in 2002.

22  SFOBB

23      The FHWA conveyed 98 ages (40 ha) on Yerba Buena Island held by Navy to Caltrans for right-
24 of-way purposes in connection with the construction, operation, and maintenance of the SFOBB
25 east spans retrofit project. Approximately 20 acres (8 ha) of dry land were permanently
26     conveyed in fee and are not part of the disposal action evaluated in this EIS. The remaining 78
27   acres (32 ha) comprises TCE or permanent aerial easements of dry and submerged land on
28 Yerba Buena Island. Land within the TCEs and aerial easements are available for disposal and
29      are part of the proposed disposal action evaluated in this EIS.

30 Existing O#-island Ferry Terminal Land Uses

31 Future transportation to NSTI may be provided through increased ferry service at the existing
32 San Francisco Ferry Building, Main Street terminal in Alameda, Jack London Square in
33         Oakland,  and  at two proposed new terminals- Candlestick Point  in San Francisco and Golden
34 Gate Fields on the Berkeley and Albany border. A general land use description of existing ferry
35  terminals is provided here. Ferry service from these terminals is described in section 3.5,
36 Transportation.

37 San Francisco Ferry Building

38   The San Francisco Ferry Building, including its ferry terminals, is located at the terminus of
39 Market Street at The Embarcadero. The Ferry Building is used mostly for offices, including the
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3.1  Land Use

1    Port of San Francisco administrative headquarters (San Francisco 1996d).  It is one of the few
2 remaining water-dependent land uses in the immediate area. The Ferry Building, a San
3 Francisco landmark listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), is being
4     expanded and renovated by the Port of San Francisco. A waterfront promenade parallels The
5      Embarcadero and adjoins the Ferry Building.

6   The Ferry Building is adjoined by commercial and institutional facilities and parking areas.
7   None of the parking areas include spaces designated for ferry users.  The San Francisco
8  downtown core is across The Embarcadero to the west and comprises offices, hotels,
9    restaurants, and other retail and commercial uses. The Ferry Building is a transit hub, with

10    service from Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), and

 
11 several ferry lines nearby. An Amtrak bus connection is provided at the Ferry Building to and
12 from Amtrak's Emeryville and Jack London Square stations.

 
13 Alameda Main Street

14 The Alameda ferry terminal is in the City of Alameda in Alameda County. The ferry pier is at
15     the foot of Main Street adjacent to the former Alameda Naval Air Station. Adjacent land uses
16     include a parking lot winemaking and storage facilities, warehouses, a commercial self-storage
17 facility, offices, and ship repair facilities.

  18 Jack London Square

19      The Jack London Square ferry terminal is in the City of Oakland in Alameda County. The ferry
20   pier is in the Alameda Harbor at the terminus of Clay Street. Jack London Square is a
21      destination for entertainment retail, and waterfront recreation.

22   Adjacent land uses include a recreational marina with a parking lot and lawn area to the
23     southeast the Waterfront Plaza Hotel south of the parking lot a multi-story mixed-use facility
24  to the northeast and the Franklin D. Roosevelt Pier to the north.  The pier provides
25       opportunities for fishing and scenic viewing.

26
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1 3.2 VISUAL RESOURCES

2 Visual resources address the appearance of the landscape and the factors influencing how the
3     landscape is perceived by the viewing public. Landscape includes both natural and engineered
4 features. Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island are two of the Bay Area's prominent scenic
5     resources, seen by millions of residents, commuters, and visitors every year. Prominent visual
6      features and viewpoints of and from NSTI are shown on Figure 3-2.

7 3.2.1 Visual Character of Reuse Plan Area

8    The visual character of NST[, including features and visual characteristics of Treasure Island
9      and Yerba Buena Island, is discussed below.

10 Treasure Island

11 Treasure Island has a geometric form with straight edges along its shores that produces a seven-
12 sided shape in plan view. Topographic relief is low and flat. Existing Treasure Island
13  development is characterized by various military support facilities, including housing
14 institutional, commissary, administrative, and industrial facilities of a generally functional
15 appearance without a strong design theme. Buildings are generally two to four stories high
16       (Photos 1 and 3 in Appendix F). Approximately 25 percent of the island is in open space, much of
17     which is dedicated to recreation uses. The extent and distribution of this open space, along with
18 wide streets and generous building setbacks, give the island a feeling of spaciousness.

/ 19 Treasure Island's approximately 3 miles (5 km) of shoreline is protected by a rock-filled seawall.

20 The seawall height limits ground-based views of the surrounding bay from many Treasure
21 Island locations.  Pier 23, a public-access fishing and sightseeing pier, is on the west side of the
22 island across from the northern San Francisco waterfront. Public access is restricted at Piers 1,
23     11, and 12 on the island's southeast corner, where mooring and maintenance for former Navy
24     vessels was provided.  Pier 2 is a floating structure at the Clipper Cove marina and is used by
25 recreational watercraft.

26    Entering NSTI from the Treasure Island causeway, views include the bay and San Francisco
27    skyline to the left, Building 1 to the right and Avenue of Palms ahead. Building 1 is a large,
28   striking, Art Deco building with a curved facade that was constructed as the headquarters
29     building for the 1939-1940 Exposition. Painted with light pastel colors, it is visible from points
30      along the San Francisco waterfront.

31       The west side of Treasure Island is distinguished by the regularly spaced row of palm trees with
32 landscape shrubs and ground cover along the bay side of Avenue of Palms, originally
33      developed as part of the Exposition. Spectacular panoramic views of the bay, the San Francisco
34     waterfront and skyline, the west span of the SFOBB, and the Golden Gate Bridge are available
35      here.  East of Building 1, the two largest buildings on Treasure Island, originally constructed as
36 aircraft hangars, dominate the landscape (Photo 5, Appendix F). The similar style and color of
37      Building 1 and the hangars ties the three buildings together visually.

38     Clipper Cove is in a protected area of the San Francisco Bay on the east side of the causeway
39 connecting Treasure Island with Yerba Buena Island (Photos 1 and 6, Appendix F). Densely
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3.2 Visual Resources

1 wooded Yerba Buena Island slopes rise steeply on the cove's south side, with a steep wooden
2 staircase leading down to a narrow sandy beach. From Treasure Island looking toward Yerba
3 Buena Island, the scene appears mostly natural except for glimpses of buildings on the upper
4   slopes of Yerba Buena Island, Building 262, an historic torpedo assembly building on the
5    eastern tip of this island, and the high span of the SFOBB to the east.  On the Treasure Island
6      side of the cove are Pier 2 and the marina, where about 100 pleasure craft are moored.

7      Yerba Buena Island

8   In contrast to Treasure Island, Yerba Buena Island is a natural island with high topographic
9      relief.  Most of the island is steeply sloped with a few low-lying fill areas along the eastern side.

10 Dense vegetation covers much of the island. Considerable soil erosion and disturbance is
11   visible as strong color contrasts in the vicinity of the ramps and causeway on the steep
12 west-facing slopes of the island.

13      Light and Glare

14 Light sources in the reuse plan area include street lights, building lighting for safety and
15    security, and parking lot lighting. Glare is reflective light that can be visually unpleasant or
16 possibly unsafe due to the potential for temporary "blindness." Glare is created by light
17     (usually from the sun) reflecting off smooth surfaces such as glass, metal, or polished stone.  As
18  a military facility, the buildings and structures at NSTI were primarily designed and
19    constructed for utility rather than aesthetics. There is generally a lack of decorative surfaces,
20 including those that could cause glare. The majority of buildings have nonreflective surfaces.

21 3.2.2 Visual Characteristics of Surrounding Area

22 Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island lie near the center of San Francisco Bay between
23      downtown San Francisco and Oakland.  The bay is about 50 miles (80 km) long and from 3 to 12
24      miles (5 to 19 km) wide. The topography around the bay features prominent hills, such as those
25     to the northwest in Marin County and to the east in Alameda County. These ridges and other
26      hills in the area afford distinctive panoramic views that often include Treasure Island and Yerba
27 Buena Island. The surrounding region features a mixture of dense urban development and
28 relatively extensive natural open space area, dominated by San Francisco Bay. Bay waterfront
29 uses include industrial, commercial, and recreation and open space.

30 3.2.3 Key Views and Visibility of NSTI

31 Available views onto a site are affected by distance, viewing angle, and the number or type of
32 visual obstacles, both natural and manmade. Views can be from stationary sources, such as
33   homes and businesses, or from mobile sources, predominantly from motor vehicles.  The
34         visibility  of an object depends,  to a great extent  on the distance from the observer - the further
35 the building is from the viewer, the less distinct the building becomes, and there is a greater
36   possibility of intervening objects blocking some or all of the view of that building.  With
37    distance, more objects enter into the viewing panorama and specific features become visually
38 "lost."

39
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3.2 Visual Resources

1      For this analysis, viewing distances have been characterized as foreground views (0 to 0.5 miles [0
2       to 0.8 km]), middleground views (0.5 to 3 miles [0.8 to 5 km]), and background views (greater than
3   3 miles [5 km]). Foreground viewing distances permit perception of detail on individual
4 small-scale landscape features. Middleground viewing distances permit relationships between
5   large and moderately sized objects to be perceived, with some perception of colors, textures,
6 individual forms, and details visible. Background viewing distances generally permit only the
7 broad perception of large features, such as land masses and large-scale landscape patterns, with
8 little distinction of color, texture, and detail.

9 Foreground Viezvs

10  The only available close range views of NSTI are from the SFOBB (I-80) and from the
11 immediately surrounding waters. Yerba Buena Island is clearly visible from both the eastbound
12 and westbound directions, but Treasure Island is much less so. The bridge guardrails block

 
13 views of Treasure Island from most passenger cars. From taller vehicles, such as buses, vans, or
14 trucks, Treasure Island is visible, especially to westbound traffic in the right-hand lane (Photo

 
16 mile (1.5 km). Boaters also experience close up foreground views of I\ISTI.
15       11, Appendix F). Several passenger ferry routes provide views of NSTI, and some pass within a

17 Middleground Views

  18 Public middleground views of NSTI are available from many San Francisco locations, most

19      notably from The Embarcadero and from the Northern and Central Waterfront areas of the city
20     (from the SFOBB to the Pier 39 area). Other viewing locations include waterfront restaurants,
21 recreational piers (Photo 7, Appendix F), ferry terminals, the San Francisco Ferry Plaza, and the
22 future Rincon Point Park at The Embarcadero near Folsom Street. Coit Tower is a well-known
23 landmark, which provides a panoramic view of NSTI and Yerba Buena Island at a distance of
24       over 2 miles (3 km) (Photo 8, Appendix F).

25 Public scenic views of Treasure Island from Alcatraz Island, at a distance of just over 2 miles (3
26     km), are some of the closest ground-based views available. Angel Island, a state park, provides
27 middleground views of NSTI from the north. The distinctive buildings on Treasure Island,

 
28 which are found on its south side, are not clearly seen from this viewing point.

29 Background Views

  30 The Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA), including the Presidio of San Francisco,

31 and Golden Gate Bridge represent intensively used viewing points. However, NSTI is in the
32      background of these views (over 5 miles [8 km] from Fort Point), which are dominated by more
33 noticeable landscape features, such as the bridge, Alcatraz Island, the Presidio, and the
34 Transamerica Pyramid.

  35 The East Bay shore, extending from the City of Richmond on the north to the City of Oakland
36      on the south, contains a series of parks and open space areas with views to NSTI from distances
37      of approximately 3 to 6 miles (5 to 9.5 km). Under certain lighting conditions, such as morning
38      sunshine, the larger NSTI buildings become quite conspicuous, most notably the former hangar
39 buildings (similar to conditions shown in Photo 9, Appendix F).  NSTI is also a prominent

  40 landmark in background views from the East Bay hills.
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3.2 Visual Resources

1    The Emeryville waterfront about 3 miles (5 km) from NSTI, represents one of the closer East
2    Bay views (Photo 10, Appendix F). The northern half of Treasure Island is seen against the
3      horizon of the Golden Gate.

4 Background views of NSTI also are available from several major Bay Area highways, including
5   I-80, I-580, I-280, and US 101.  In most cases, Yerba Buena Island is readily visible, while
6 Treasure Island, with its low flat profile, is less visible.

7     A variety of viewers obtain background views of NSTI from urban areas around the bay.  The
8 most notable views are obtained from high-rise buildings in San Francisco and Emeryville and
9 from streets within San Francisco that provide view corridors towards the bay (Photo 12,

10      Appendix F). These view corridors, some of which focus viewer attention toward Yerba Buena
11    Island or Treasure Island, are recognized and addressed in the San Francisco General Plan's
12 goals, objectives, and policies.

13 3.2.4 Views from NSTI

14 Treasure Island

15 Public scenic views within NSTI are found at the entrance to Treasure Island (from the
16 northbound direction on Treasure Island Road when leaving Yerba Buena Island), along
17      Avenue of Palms, in the vicinity of the Convention Center and the former hangar buildings, and
18    in the Clipper Cove area.  The most scenic views from the site are of the surrounding waters
19    and Bay Area. From Treasure Island these occur from perimeter areas, although at the north
20      end of the island the height of the seawall blocks views of the water.  The most distinctive views
21   occur from Avenue of Palms towards the Golden Gate and San Francisco waterfront and
22 skyline. These viewing points are unique within the Bay Area for their panoramic aspect (Photo
23      13, Appendix F) and proximity to San Francisco. Distinctive views toward the east occur from
24     Avenue N.

25 Yerba Buena Island

26    On Yerba Buena Island, public scenic views include views of the steep hillsides and beach at
27    Clipper Cove, and the view of Treasure Island from Macalla Road. From several locations at
28 the higher elevations on Yerba Buena Island, there are sweeping panoramas of the Bay Area.

29 3.2.5 Viewer Group/Sensitivity

30 Visual sensitivity is dependent upon viewer attitudes, the types of activities in which people are
31    engaged when viewing the site, and the distance from which the site will be seen. Overall,
32 higher degrees of visual sensitivity are correlated with areas where people live, are engaged in
33 recreational outdoor pursuits, or participate in scenic or pleasure driving. Conversely, visual
34    sensitivity is considered low to moderate in industrial or commercial areas where the scenic
35      quality of the environment does not affect the value of the activity.

36 There are a number of viewing opportunities onto the site from the surrounding area. These

37   opportunities are available from the SFOBB, from bay waterfront uses, including industrial,
38  commercial, and recreation and open space, from intensively used regional public areas,
39 including Alcatraz Island, the GGNRA, and Angel Island, and from boats on the bay.  The
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3.2 Visual Resources

1 waterfront views toward NSTI are important both to tourists and to area residents. Given the
2   unique and distinct character of NSTI and its central location in San Francisco Bay, viewer
3       sensitivity from all of these areas is considered high.
4
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1 3.3 SOCIOECONOMICS

2 This section describes the regional socioeconomic setting. Socioeconomics includes
3 employment population, housing, and schools.  Data are presented for San Francisco and
4 Alameda counties, as well as for NSTI.  It is expected that most future workers at NST[ would
5       commute from these two counties, which are connected to the site by the SFOBB.

6 3.3.1 Plans and Policies

7 Socioeconomic considerations that are applicable to NST[ closure and reuse are addressed in
8 Section 2903(c) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 (Pub. L. 103-160),
9   and amendments, and in the Report of the California Military Base Reuse Task Force to

10    Governor Pete Wilson: A Strategic Response to Base Reuse Opportunities (Task Force Report)
11 (California Military Base Reuse Task Force January 1994). Generally, the intent is to provide

 
12 economic stimulus and consider local areas in base disposal. These two aspects are discussed

- 13 briefly below.

14         National D€fense Authorization Act (Pub. L. 103-160)

15      Consideration of Economic Needs with Respect to Revitalization and Redevelopment of Closed
16 Military Installations (Pub. L. 103-160 § 2903[c], Nov. 30, 1993, 107 Stat. 1547, 1915) states that
17 economic needs must be considered with regard to reutilization and redevelopment of closed

18 military installations.  It goes on to state:

/ 19 In order to maximize the local and regional benefit from the reutilization and

20               redevelopment of military installations that are closed, or approved for closure,
21             pursuant to the operation of a base closure law, the Secretary of Defense shall
22 consider locally and regionally delineated economic development needs and
23               priorities into the process by which the Secretary disposes of real property and
24 personal property as part of the closure of a military installation under a base
25                   closure law.

 
26 California Military Base Reuse Task Force

27      In the Task Force Report the task force developed six principles to be considered in the closure

 
28 and reuse of military bases in the state. These include the following:

29                 • Treat closing military bases as economic engines for job creation.

30      • The state should assist local officials in the process of base reuse and evaluating
31                     potential uses that may have overriding state or regional importance.
32              •     Provide a variety of financing for base reuse.

33           • Streamline regulatory processes so that the state is not in danger of stifling local efforts
34                   to devise workable reuse plans.

  35 •  The federal government must clean up closed bases as soon as possible to a level
36                     appropriate to the reuse and consistent with long-term protection goals.
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3.3 Socioeconomics

1        •  The federal government must assume responsibility for a smooth transfer of military
2 base property to local control.

3 3.3.2 Economic Trends and Conditions

4 Economic growth trends and projections for the nine-county Bay Area, and for San Francisco
5     and Alameda counties in particular, provide a context for understanding changes in jobs and
6   employment at NSTI from implementing any of the reuse alternatives under consideration.
7 Economic trend information, provided for 1980 and 1990, is based primarily on U.S. census
8     data.  The year 1990 is the closest to the 1993 baseline for which comprehensive socioeconomic
9      data are available that are comparable on a local, regional, and national basis. NSTI census data

10 is from Census Tract 179.02, which encompasses both Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island.
11    Although this data captures both NSTI and US Coast Guard operations, it is representative of
12 Navy baseline conditions in 1993. Projections, by geographic area, for the number of jobs by
13 sector and the number of employed residents in 2015 are from the Association of Bay Area
14    Governments (ABAG) Projections 2002 (ABAG 2001).  The 1990 annual average unemployment
15    rate by area was obtained from the California Employment Development Department (EDD)
16      and is indicated for each area.

17       Bay Area

18   The nine Bay Area counties share a diversified and interconnected regional economy.  In
19    general, San Francisco has served as the major financial and commercial center, and East Bay
20     counties have become the industrial and manufacturing center. Silicon Valley in the South Bay
21 has emerged as a world center for computer and electronic technology.

22      In the context of the past several decades, regional economic growth rates were substantial until
23 the mid-197Os, but have been slower since. Through the 197Os, the regional economy was
24   strong and robust. Since that time, growth has been moderated, at times, by recessions.
25 Regional economic recessions or slowdowns occurred in 1975-1976, 1982-1983, and during the
26    first half of the 1990s. While the recession of the early 1990s was no deeper than the previous
27    ones, its duration was longer and its effect broader in terms of weaknesses across economic
28 sectors. Regional job loss during this recent recession was greater than during the recession of
29 the early 1980s.

30 Regional economic recovery began in the mid-1990s.  The next decade was one of economic
31 growth, fueled principally by the technological innovation of the Internet particularly in the
32  Bay Area. The limits on the value of this technology, along with the terrorist attacks of
33     September 11, 2001, caused an economic downturn in late 2001 and 2002. Although short-term
34      (2000 to 2005) job growth in the region is expected to be limited, long-term economic prospects
35   in the Bay Area continue to grow due to existing technological infrastructure and economic
36 diversity. Between 1990 and 2015, the total number of Bay Area jobs is projected to increase
37 from approximately 3.2 million to approximately 4.5 million, an increase of 39.9 percent over
38 the 25-year period (ABAG 2001).
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1     Jobs by Sector

2       Between 1980 and 1990, the number of jobs in the Bay Area increased by 23 percent which was
3      less than half the job growth experienced during the prior decade.  In 1990, there were 3,073,000
4        jobs in the region. Approximately 33 percent of all jobs in 1990 were in services. Manufacturing
5      and wholesale trade represented 22 percent of all jobs, and retail trade accounted for 17 percent
6    of all jobs.  Jobs in other sectors represented 27 percent of all Bay Area jobs. Agriculture,
7 forestry, mining, and fisheries accounted for only one percent of Bay Area jobs (ABAG 1995b).
8       Table 3.3-1 presents census data on the breakdown of Bay Area jobs by sector.

Table 3.3-1. Jobs by Sector, 1990

Agriculture,
Forestry, Manufacturing
Mining, 6 Wholesale Retail

:
Location Fisheries Trade Trade Seruices Other* Total

Bay Area 35,220 (1%) 678,800 (22%) 514,920 (17%) 1,019,190 (33%) 824,870 (27%) 3,073,000

San Francisco 2,250 (<1%)    68, 820 (12%) 78,380 (14%)    224, 510 (40%) 192,680 (34%) 566,640

Alameda County    3,760 (1%) 127,080 (21%) 107,560 (17%) 207,650 (33%) 174,930 (28%) 620,980
* Other includes construction, transportation, communications, public utilities, finance, insurance, real estate, and

                                       gove-ment jobs.
Source: ABAG 1995b.

9    Between 1980 and 1990, the percentage of regional jobs in the services, wholesale, and retail
10 trade sectors increased, while the percentage of jobs in manufacturing and government
11 decreased. During the 25-year forecast period, only the proportion of jobs in the services sector
12     is expected to increase substantially.  By 2015, approximately 39 percent of all Bay Area jobs
13     will be in the services sector, compared to 33 percent in 1990. The percentages of jobs in the
14  retail and wholesale sectors are projected to remain relatively constant over the forecast
15         period- approximately  15.5  and 5.0 percent respectively. The proportions of manufacturing
16 and government jobs are expected to decline slightly between 1990 and 2015 (ABAG 2001).

17 Employed Residents

18     Table 3.3-2 presents information on the total numbers of employed Bay Area residents in 1980
19   and 1990, as well as employment projections for 2015. The number of employed residents
20     increased from 2,553,002 in 1980 to 3,151,942 in 1990, an increase of 23 percent. In comparison,
21    according to ABAG projections, during the 25-year forecast period, the number of employed
22    residents in the region is expected to increase from 3,151,942 in 1990 to 4,258,200 in 2015, an
23   increase of 35 percent. According to ABAG projections, the rate of growth in employed
24 residents during the 25-year forecast period is projected to be 12 percent higher than the growth

 
25 rate (23 percent) that took place during the decade between 1980 and 1990 (ABAG 2001).

26 Unemployment

27 The civilian unemployment rate in the nine Bay Area counties in 1990 ranged from 2.7 percent
28    in Marin County to 5.6 percent in Solano County. The statewide unemployment rate in 1990
29     was 5.6 percent.
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Table 3.3-2. Region of Influence Employment Trends and Projections,
1980,1990, and 2015

Percent Percent
Change Change

Location 1980 1990 1980-1990 2015 1990-2015

Bay Area 2,553,002 3,151,942 23% 4,258,200 35%

San Francisco 347,091 391,292 13% 468,500 20%
Alameda County 522,069 648,461 24% 833,800 29%

NSTI 2,202 2,482 13% N/A N/A
Note:  1980 and 1990 figures are actual; 2015 figure is projected.
N/A = not applicable
Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce 1980; 1990; ABAG 2001.

1 Jobs-Housing Balance

2       When the number of jobs and the number of available housing units are roughly equal within a
3 certain subregion, people will have an opportunity to live close to where they work. Given
4 proximity, people would not have to commute as far and accordingly, traffic and congestion
5      would be reduced, and air quality would be improved.

6      To measure the jobs-housing balance, a simple ratio has been formulated, where the number of
7     jobs in a region is divided by the number of households in a region. The result of this process is
8     a number called the jobs-housing ratio.  For the entire nine-county Bay Area region, the ratio
9      was 1.36 in 1990 (ABAG 19951)) and was projected to increase to 1.60 by 2015 (ABAG 2001).

10 San Francisco

11 The regional economic trends described above also are reflected in San Francisco's economy.
12 San Francisco's economy was affected by the recession of the early 1990s but was recovering
13 steadily during that decade. Employment increased by roughly 1,000 jobs per year between
14    1993 and 1995, and revenues from retail sales also began to grow by roughly six percent per
15 year during this same period. Construction activity also increased, although as of August 1996,
16      it had not reached pre-recession levels (San Francisco 1996f).

17 ABAG Projections 2002 states that long-term economic growth in the future is unlikely to match
18 the economic pace of the mid- to late 199Os, and the economy is more likely to grow at the pace
19      of one to two percent per year. The cost of living in the Bay Area, the changing demographics of
20 the population, and the continued growth in worker productivity are factors expected to limit
21    growth. The limited space for development in the city and local policies were thought to be
22 limiting factors for population growth in San Francisco; however, Projections 2002 anticipates
23 sustained moderate population growth for the city due to recent housing construction and a
24 renewed interest in urban living. The Mission Bay redevelopment project will provide
25 substantial residential and commercial property. Santa Clara and Alameda counties are
26       expected to generate the greatest job increases; and among the Bay Area cities, San Jose and San
27     Francisco will experience the greatest job increases (200,190 and 140,630, respectively) by 2015
28     (ABAG 2001).
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1     San Francisco recently developed a 2015 Cumulative Update to the ABAG Projections '96 land
2     use database.  Such data is useful when a project is broadly physically integrated into the larger
3     region.  NSTI is connected to the region by one route-the SFOBB/I-80. Since the SFOBB/I-80
4   is already operating at capacity, the new data would not change the conclusions in this
5 socioeconomics analysis.

6     Jobs by Sector

7      Table 3.3-1 presents data on the number of jobs by sector in San Francisco in 1990. The largest
8    sector at that time was services, with approximately 40 percent of all jobs. An additional 34
9       percent of jobs were in the category "other," which includes 63,490 government jobs (11 percent

10      of all jobs). Manufacturing and wholesale trade represented 12 percent of all jobs, and less than
11 one percent of San Francisco's jobs were in agriculture, forestry, mining, and fisheries.  ABAG
12      projects that retail, services, and "other jobs" will experience growth in San Francisco over the
13   next two decades.  By 2015, jobs in the services sector are expected to make up almost 45
14       percent of all jobs in San Francisco (ABAG 2001).

15     Between 1990 and 2015, San Francisco's overall share of the region's jobs is expected to decline
16     from 18.4 percent to 16.0 percent. Major development projects, such as Mission Bay, and reuse
17       of former military facilities could slow the flow of jobs away from San Francisco, but a reversal
18     of the trend toward job decentralization is not anticipated, given regional economic and policy
19     trends (ABAG 2001).

 
20 Employed Residents

21      Table 3.3-2 presents data on trends and projections of the number of employed residents in San
22   Francisco. The number of employed residents increased 13 percent between 1980 and 1990.
23      Between 1990 and 2015, the number of employed residents is projected to increase by 20 percent
24      (ABAG 2001).

  25 San Francisco shares the regional imbalance between the number of jobs and employed
26 residents; however, the imbalance between jobs and employed residents is greater in San

28    throughout the 25-year forecast period. Between 1990 and 2015, approximately 140,630 new
27   Francisco than in any other county in the region. This imbalance is expected to continue

29    jobs are expected to be created in San Francisco. During this same period, however, ABAG
30   projects an increase of only 77,208 employed residents, indicating that San Francisco will
31        continue to be an important job center for the region (ABAG 2001).

32 Unemployment

33 The civilian unemployment rate for San Francisco was 4.2 percent in 1990, compared with a rate
34   of 5.6 percent statewide. Unemployment is particularly a problem among San Francisco's
35 homeless population, which is the second largest homeless population of any city in the nation
36      (TIHDI 1995).

37     Jobs-Housing Balance

38    Similar to the regional ratio, a jobs-housing ratio for a subregion also can be formulated.  A

. 39 subregional ratio greater than the regional ratio would indicate that a subregion is, in relative
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1     terms, "jobs rich," which is typical of employment centers, such as traditional business districts.
2   Anything less than the regional ratio would indicate that a subregion is relatively "housing
3 rich," which is typical of more suburban bedroom communities.

4       San Francisco is an important job center in the regional economy. The jobs-housing ratio for the
5     City and County of San Francisco in 1990 was 1.85 and is projected to increase to 2.08 by 2015
6     (ABAG 2001).

7       Job growth in San Francisco is supplied by the labor force of the regional labor market.  In 1990,
8     considering only those San Francisco jobs held by people living in the Bay Area, San Francisco
9     residents held 55 percent of the jobs and people living in other parts of the Bay Area held the

10 remaining 45 percent of the jobs (MTC undated in San Francisco 1998b; Keyser Marston
11    Associates and Gabriel Roche 1997 in San Francisco 1998b).  ABAG and the MTC project that
12 the percentage of San Francisco employed residents working in San Francisco will stay at about
13       the 1990 level (MTC undated in San Francisco 1998b).

14 Alameda County

15  In recent years, Alameda County has experienced a period of continued economic
16   diversification, as well as job growth. The southern portion of the county has attracted
17    numerous high technology industries, while the eastern section has become a center for office
18 employment, communications-related industries, and high technology industries.  In the
19 northern portion of the county, the economy has shifted from one dominated by manufacturing
20    industries to a mixture of office employment, government service centers, transportation, and
21 biotechnology.

22     Jobs by
Sector                                                                                                                                         

23    Table 3.3-1 shows the breakdown of jobs by sector in Alameda County in 1990.  As with San
24 Francisco, Alameda County's services sector was strongest, representing about 33 percent of all
25   jobs at that time. Another 21 percent of the county's jobs were in the manufacturing and
26 wholesale trade sectors, and 28 percent were in other sectors, including 66,280 government jobs
27    (11 percent of all jobs in the county). Between 1990 and 1995, Alameda County experienced
28      negative job growth, due in part to the statewide economic slowdown in California and also to
29     military base closures. The greatest job losses occurred in the cities of Oakland and Alameda
30 (ABAG 1995b).

31 Job growth in Alameda County between 1990 and 2015 is expected to exceed the regional
32   average, with an addition of 270,690 jobs (an increase of 42 percent). ABAG projects that
33    between 1990 and 2015, the economic sectors experiencing growth in Alameda County will be
34 services (increasing from 33 percent to 37 percent of all jobs) and manufacturing and wholesale
35      (increasing from 20 percent to 21 percent) (ABAG 1995b, 2001).

36 Employed Residents

37    Table 3.3-2 summarizes trends and projections for employment in Alameda County. Between
38    1980 and 1990, the number of employed Alameda County residents increased by 24 percent.
39 Employment growth for residents is expected to slow considerably between 1990 and 2015,
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1       however, with a projected increase of 29 percent over the 25-year period (ABAG 2001). Cities in
2 Alameda County that are expected to experience the greatest increase of employed residents
3 during these two decades are Oakland, Livermore, Dublin, and Pleasanton (ABAG 1995b).

4 Unemployment

5 Alameda County's unemployment rate in 1990 was 4.2 percent compared with a 5.6 percent
6 rate statewide.

7 Jobs-Housing Balance

8      According to ABAG Projections '96, the jobs-housing ratio for Alameda County in 1990 was 1.31
9 (ABAG 1995b). This number is expected to increase to 1.58 by 2015 (ABAG 2001).  The jobs-

10 housing ratio is slightly lower in Alameda County than the region as a whole.

  11 NSTI

12      During the 198Os, NSTI remained relatively isolated from the rest of San Francisco-not only
13   physically, but also economically and socially. Virtually all employment on the islands was
14    military-related in 1990. Workers were employed either by various branches of DoD or by a

16    school, and the post office.  In 1990, the largest nonmilitary employer at NSTI was the San
15 small number of nonmilitary organizations providing services to residents, such as banks, the

17 Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD).

 
18 Jobs by Sector

19     The U.S. census only provides data for civilian (nonmilitary) jobs.  The 1988 NST[ Master Plan

 
20 Update indicates that the following military personnel were employed: 200 officers, 1,215
21   enlisted, 495 transient and 975 reserve shipmen, for a total of 2,885 persons (DON 1988b).
22  There were approximately 750 nonmilitary jobs at NSTI in 1990, of which 19 were in
23     manufacturing and wholesale trade, 150 were in retail trade, 31 were in services, and 550 were
24  in various other sectors, including construction, transportation, communications, public
25 utilities, finance, insurance, real estate, and government jobs. The total Navy civilian and

 
26 military personnel at NSTI was about 3,635 employees.

27 Employed Residents

  28 Military personnel employed at NST[ did not all necessarily live at NSTI in 1990, as military
29 housing there was available to military personnel from other Bay Area facilities. Census data
30    indicate that in 1990, 40 percent of the workers with jobs at NSTI lived on-site. Another 11
31 percent lived in other parts of San Francisco and 14 percent lived in Alameda County.
32 Seventeen percent lived in the seven other Bay Area counties, while 18 percent lived outside the
33      Bay Area (San Francisco 1995a). There were 2,202 NSIT employed residents in 1980 and 2,482 in
34      1990, an increase of 13 percent over the decade.

  35 Unemployment

36 Census Tract 179.02, which encompasses both Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island, had a
37 civilian unemployment rate of 7.4 percent in 1990.  This rate is based on 56 persons reported to
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1     be unemployed out of a civilian labor force of 750. Using a denominator that includes military
2       personnel and civilians, the unemployment rate would have been 1.5 percent, compared with 4
3 percent citywide and 5.6 percent statewide (U.S. Department of Commerce 1990).

4 3.3.3 Population Trends and Projections

5 This subsection describes population growth trends and projections for the nine-county Bay
6    Area, San Francisco, Alameda County, and NSTI. The information provided below includes
7    population size and distribution, age, household size, and income. Demographic data are not
8     available for 1993. For consistency with other sections of this report Population estimates and
9   projections are provided for each geographic area for the years 1980, 1990, and 2015.  Two

10 summary tables are referenced throughout this section. Table 3.3-3 presents data on regional
11 population trends and projections and Table 3.3-4 presents information on regional household
12    characteristics.  The main sources used to obtain the information presented in this section are
13   census data (U.S. Department of Commerce 1980, 1990) and ABAG Projections 2002 (ABAG
14 2001). Racial composition and poverty are discussed in section 6.4, Environmental Justice.

15        Bay Area                                                                                                                                                                                                      16 Population Growth

17     Table 3.3-3 presents data on regional population trends and projections. The population of the
18 nine-county region increased from 5,179,759 in 1980 to 6,020,147 in 1990, an increase of 16
19 percent.

20     Over the 25-year forecast period (1990 to 2015), ABAG projects that regional population growth
21   will slow slightly, with 1,752,053 people added by 2015. This would represent a 29 percent
22  increase over the 25-year period. Population distribution within the Bay Area also has
23 undergone substantial change over the past decades, reflecting the decentralization of both
24      population and employment that has occurred within the region.

25 Household Characteristics

26     Table 3.3-4 presents information on household characteristics in the region. The total number of
27     households in the region increased 14 percent between 1980 and 1990. The average household
28        size  in the region increased slightly between  1980  and  1990 - from  2.57  to 2.61 persons.    The
29 median household income in the region increased by 102 percent during the decade, from
30      $20,607 in 1980 to $41,595 in 1990.

Table 3.3-3. Region of Influence Population Trends and Projections,
1980, 1990, and 2015

Percent Percent

Change 1980- Change
Location 1980 1990 1990 2015 1990-2015

Bay Area 5,179,759 6,020,147 16% 7,772,200 29%

San Francisco 678,974 723,959 7% 810,500 12%
Alameda County 1,105,379 1,276,702 15% 1,628,800 28%
NSTI 3,935 4,500 14% N/A N/A
Notes:  1980 and 1990 figures are actual; 2015 figure is projected.
N/A = not applicable.
Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce 1980, 1990; ABAG 1995b.

3.3-8 Disposal and Reuse OfNava/ Station Treasure Island FEIS

lune 2003



3.3 Socioeconomics

I ,
Table 3.3-4. Region of Influence Household Characteristics, 1980 and 1990

Number of Auerage Median
Location Households Household Size Household Income

Percent Percent

1980 1990 Change 1980 1990 1980 1990 Change

Bay Area 1,970,551 2,246,242 14% 2.57 2.61 $20,607 $41,595 102%

San Francisco 298,956 305,584 2% 2.19 2.29 $15,866 $33,414 111%

Alameda County 426,093 479,518 13% 2.53 2.59 $18,700 $37,544 101 %

NSTI 801 962 20% 3.76 3.71 $14,712 $27,909 90%

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce 1980, 1990.

2       San Francisco

3 Population Growth

4   San Francisco's population increased by about seven percent between 1980 and 1990, from
5       678,974 to 723,959 persons (Table 3.3-3).    This was the second slowest rate of growth of any
6      county in the Bay Area and only a fraction of California's growth rate of 26 percent (EDD 1994).
7 ABAG projects that San Francisco's population growth will be sustained and moderate over the
8       next 25 years, increasing by only 12 percent during the forecast period (ABAG 2001).

9 Household Characteristics

10 The number of San Francisco households increased by only two percent between 1980 and 1990

 

11 (Table 3.3-4). Although the average household size in San Francisco rose from 2.19 to 2.29
12      during this decade, the citywide average was still substantially smaller in 1990 than the regional
13   average of 2.61. The median household income in San Francisco increased by 111 percent

  14 between 1980 and 1990, from $15,866 in 1980 to $33,414 in 1990.

15 Alameda County

16 Population Growth

17   In 1990, Alameda County had a total population of 1,276,702, making it the most populous
18     county in the Bay Area after Santa Clara County. Alameda County was the only county in the
19 nine-county region  to  have four cities  with 1990 populations  of  more than 100,000 residents -
20 Oakland, Fremont Hayward, and Berkeley.

/ 21 Alameda County's population grew 15 percent between 1980 and 1990, and it is projected to

22      increase by an additional 28 percent between 1990 and 2015 (Table 3.3-3).  Most of this growth is
  ·    23    expected in the eastern portion of the county, especially in the communities of Dublin,
  24 Livermore, and Pleasanton. Growth in the western portion of the county, with the exception of

25   Emeryville, is expected to be slow during this period, as the communities bordering San
  26 Francisco Bay approach full buildout (ABAG 2001).

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS 3.3-9

                    
          June 2003



3.3 Socioeconomics

1 Household Characteristics

2     The number of households in Alameda County increased by 13 percent between 1980 and 1990
3      (Table 3.3-4). The average household size in Alameda County was 2.59 persons in 1990, slightly
4      higher than the 1980 average of 2.53 persons but still below the regional average of 2.61 persons.
5    Similar to the region and to San Francisco, the median household income in Alameda County
6      increased by 101 percent between 1980 and 1990, from $18,700 to $37,544.

7 NSTI

8 While still an active military base, the resident population at NSTI was approximately 3,935 in
9      1980.  By 1990, the resident population at NSTI had increased to approximately 4,500 (Table 3.3-

10    3).  Between 1980 and 1990, the number of NSTI households increased 20 percent, while the
11 median household income increased by approximately 90 percent during this same period
12      (compared with more than 100 percent in most of the rest of the region) (Table 3.3-4).

13 3.3.4 Housing Characteristics

14 This subsection presents information about the housing stock in the Bay Area, San Francisco,
15 and Alameda County. Because housing affordability is a critical issue in the region and because
16 reuse could affect the local supply of (and demand for) affordable housing, housing supply and
17 housing costs are described for each geographic location.  The data source used is the U.S.
18   Department of Commerce census data. Table 3.3-5 summarizes housing information that is
19 referenced throughout this section.

20     Bay Area

21     Census data indicate that the region's housing stock increased by 15 percent between 1980 and
22    1990. The housing vacancy rate in the region was five percent in 1990. The region's housing
23    stock in 1990 included single-family units (61 percent), multi-family units (35 percent), mobile
24       homes (3 percent), and other types of residences,  such as houseboats  (1  percent).     Of  the
25 occupied housing units in the region in 1990, 56 percent were owner-occupied, and 44 percent
26 were renter-occupied.

Table 3.3-5. Region of Influence Housing Characteristics, 1980 and 1990

percentage of
Location Number OfHousing Units Single-family Units Vacancy Rate

Percent Percent

1980 1990 Change 1980 1990 Change 1980 1990

Bay Area 2,061,343 2,365,323 15%  56 61 9% 4.2 5.0

San Francisco 316,608 328,471  4%  46  32 -30% 5.7 7.0

Alameda County 444,607 504,109 13%  51  59 16% 4.1 4.9

NSTI 809 1,045 29% N/A N/A N/A 0.9 7.9
Note:  N/A = not applicable.
Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce 1980; 1990.
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1    At the time of the 1990 census, housing costs in the Bay Area were among the highest in the
2     nation.  In 1990, the median value for an owner-occupied unit in the Bay Area was $255,476.
3 Housing prices in the region increased by more than 160 percent from 1980, when the median
4       value for an owner-occupied unit was $98,100.

5       San Francisco

6    San Francisco had 328,471 housing units in 1990 (Table 3.3-5), or approximately 14 percent of
7    the region's housing supply. San Francisco's housing stock increased by approximately four
8 percent between 1980 and 1990. The vacancy rate in San Francisco in 1990 was 7.0 percent up
9       from 5.7 percent in 1980.

  10 In  1990, 32 percent  of San Francisco's housing stock was single-family units- about  half  the
11     percentage of single-family units in the region. Single-family units are relatively scarce in San
12    Francisco due to the relatively high cost and limited supply of land available for residential
13 development. Two-thirds of San Francisco's housing stock in 1990 was composed of multi-
14 family units.  Less than one percent of all units were mobile homes, and two percent were other

 
15 types of housing units.

16         In 1990, approximately 35 percent  of the housing units were owner-occupied -considerably
17       lower than the regional figure of 56 percent. The median value for an owner-occupied dwelling
18     in San Francisco was $298,900 in 1990, which was 17 percent higher than the regional median
19      value.  This is consistent with information published by the San Francisco Planning Department
20 that states the median value for a three-bedroom home in San Francisco in 1990 was $290,250
21 (San Francisco 1995c). While the median household income increased by 111 percent between
22      1980 and 1990, the median housing price increased by 188 percent exacerbating San Francisco's

. 23 housing affordability problems.

24    Alameda County

  25 Alameda County had 504,109 housing units in 1990 (Table 3.3-5), approximately 21 percent of
26     the Bay Area's housing supply. The county's housing stock had increased by 13 percent since
27    1980, when there were 444,607 housing units.  In 1990, 4.9 percent of the housing units were
28 vacant similar to the regional vacancy rate of 5.0 percent.

29 The composition of Alameda County's housing stock is similar to that of the region as a whole.

 
30 In 1990, 59 percent of the housing units in Alameda County were single-family units, 38 percent
31 were multi-family units, and the remainder were mobile homes and other types of housing
32    units, such as houseboats.  The rate of owner-occupancy in Alameda County in 1990 was 53

 
33 percent similar to the regionwide rate. The median home value in Alameda County was
34 $225,300, which was also similar to the regional median value. Home values in Alameda
35 County increased by more than 165 percent from 1980, when the median home value was

 
36 $84,900.
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1 NSTl

2     In 1990, while still an active military base, there were 1,045 housing units at NSTI (Table 3.3-5).
3    The 1990 housing vacancy rate was 7.9 percent, a substantial increase from the vacancy rate of
4      0.9 percent reported in 1980.

5 3.3.5 Schools                                                   

6      The information presented in this section is based on interviews with SFUSD personnel.

7       San Francisco

8    NSTI is within the boundaries of the SFUSD, where enrollment has remained constant since
9 1990, averaging approximately 63,000 to 64,000 students. Enrollment at elementary schools

10    throughout the school district is at or near capacity (SFUSD 1996b).  At the middle school and
11 high school levels, some schools are at capacity or are experiencing overcrowding, while others
12 are underenrolled. Overcrowding at the middle school and high school level is primarily a
13      problem in schools in the western portion of San Francisco.

14    The San Francisco school system receives annual funding from the federal government under
15 the provisions of Public Law 101-874. The amount of funding is determined annually by the
16  U.S. Department of Education, then appropriated by the Senate for allocation to schools
17     attended by the children of military personnel who reside on federal property. Receipt of such
18    funds does not alter the per capita funding contributed by California to the school district.  In
19 the 1990-1991 school year, money was allocated for the 1,470 eligible students who attended San
20 Francisco public schools and resided either at NSTI or the Presidio. (Roughly two-thirds of the
21 eligible students were from NSTI and one-third were from the Presidio.)

22 NSTI

23 Elementary school-aged children that lived at NSTI attended the Treasure Island Elementary
24    School. The school property was leased from Navy by the school district, and the school was
25     staffed by district employees. While most Treasure Island Elementary School students lived at
26   NSTI, some other San Francisco children were taken by bus to the school to achieve court-
27 mandated racial balance.

28    In 1990, there were 1,134 school-aged children (5 to 19 years of age) at NSTI, representing 25
29     percent of the NST[ population, about double the citywide ratio. Enrollment projections for the
30 elementary school were not available because the school district's annual enrollment projections
31 are district-wide only. Individual school enrollments are not projected (SFUSD 1996c).

32     Enrollment at Treasure Island Elementary School was 852 in October 1990. Approximately two-
33 thirds of the enrolled students were children from military families living at NSTI, and one-
34   third were students who were bussed from other parts of San Francisco (Treasure Island
35 Elementary School 1996). Since there is no middle school or high school at NSTI, these students
36 were bussed to schools in San Francisco. Most middle school-aged children at NSTI were
37     bussed to the Potrero Hill Middle School.  Most high school students from NSTI were bussed to
38     Galileo High School.  Many of the middle school students at NSTI elected to attend the Everett
39 Middle School, as well as the Horace Mann and Martin Luther King Alternative Middle
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1    Schools.  Some high school students chose to attend the Thurgood Marshall Academic High
2      School or the Phillip and Sala Burton High School (SFUSD 1996(1). The school district continues
3    to lease and operate the Treasure Island Elementary School, which serves students bussed in
4 from other parts of San Francisco (DON 1998f).

8 ,
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1 3.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES

2 "Cultural resources" is a broad term that describes archaeological, architectural and historical
3 objects, sites, buildings, structures, or districts.  Some of these are listed in or eligible for listing
4   in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). To qualify as an eligible property, the
5   resource must meet specific criteria established in the National Historic Preservation Act
6 (NHPA). Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their
7   actions on properties listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP. The Section 106 process
8 requires federal agency consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Native
9 American tribes, and other appropriate agencies and parties and input from the Advisory

I

10 Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP).

11 Cultural resources can be divided into three broad categories: prehistoric, Native American, and
12 historic. Prehistoric resources consist of the physical evidence (often buried) resulting from

 
13 human activities that occurred before the time of written records. Native American resources
14 are sites, areas, or materials important to living Native Americans for religious, spiritual,
15  ancestral, or traditional reasons. Historic resources can consist of physical properties,

 
16 archaeological sites, structures, or built items resulting from human activities since the time of
17 written records. Cultural resources that are under water are called maritime or submerged
18 cultural resources, and they can be prehistoric, Native American, or historic. Maritime sites can

  19 include inundated cities, harbors, shore installations, shipwrecks, or sunken aircraft.

20     In addition to the NHPA, cultural resources and Native American resources are protected by:

 
21 the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 U.S.C. §§ 469-469c), the American

-    22 Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (42 U.S.C. §§ 1996-1996a), and the Native American
23 Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (NAGPRA) (25 U.S.C. §§ 3001-3013). NAGPRA
24   provides for the return of human remains and burial items to identified Native American
25 descendants.

26 Cultural resources at NSTI have been identified through a number of previous investigations.
27 These investigations identified cultural resources throughout NSTI, including some resources in
28     areas that have since been transferred to other federal agencies and are no longer under Navy

. 29 control.

30       In 1998, land on Yerba Buena Island, including two historic buildings, was transferred to the US
31 Coast Guard. Some resources within this area are not part of the evaluation in this EIS.  In 2000,
32 FHWA conveyed 98 acres (40 ha) on Yerba Buena Island held by Navy to Caltrans for
33    construction of the east span of the SFOBB. Approximately 20 acres (8 ha) of dry land were
34 permanently conveyed in fee; the remaining 78 acres (32 ha) comprises five separate easements:
35       51 acre (21 ha) and 18 acre (7 ha) TCEs over submerged land, an 8 acre (3 ha) TCE over dry land,
36     and two 0.3 acre (0.1 ha) permanent aerial easements over dry land. Resources that lie within
37 lands permanently conveyed in fee and were previously transferred are not included in this EIS;
38 however, resources that are within the TCEs or aerial easements are evaluated.

39 Cultural Background of NSTI

40 The cultural background for NST[ consists of an overview of the history of the area from
  41 prehistoric times to the present. Summarized here, cultural backgrounds are used as contexts

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS 3.4-1
June 2003



3.4 Cultural Resources

1    for developing significance criteria to help determine if specific properties are eligible for the
2 NRHP. Specific contexts have been developed for NSTI's prehistoric, Native American, and
3 historic resources (DON 19970.

4 Prehistoric

5     Not much is known about the region's first human inhabitants or when the area became home
6      to the ancestors of modern Native Americans. Several recent discoveries in South America have
7 seriously questioned the theory that the first people on the continent crossed the Bering Straight
8 only 10,000 years ago.  Some of the earliest sites recorded in the vicinity, south of the project
9     area in San Jose and Scotts Valley, are dated to as early as 8,000 BC (Moratto 1984). Based on

10 dates and material gathered from extensive archaeological excavations conducted at several
'

11 large prehistoric shellmounds (i.e., sites where marine resources were consumed), it appears
12 that human occupation of the San Francisco Bay Area also goes back many thousands of years.
13 Evidence suggests that between 5,000 and 2,000 BC, the bay was used by groups of hunters and
14    gatherers who subsisted on a wide variety of land, bayshore, and marsh resources.  As time
15 progressed, later groups who occupied the region are believed to have relied primarily on
16 shellfish (Breschini and Haversat 1980; Moratto 1984). Although the aboriginal populations
17   may have been affected by fluctuating sea levels, use of the region appears to have been
18 continual until the historic period.

19 Native American (Ethnography)

20      At the time of Euro-American contact (around 1769), Native American groups of the Costanoan
21 language family occupied the area, from San Francisco Bay to southern Monterey. The large
22     area that the Costanoans occupied was subdivided among several individual groups occupying
23 specific territories. Shells, pine nuts, and obsidian for making stone tools were likely traded
24 between coastal and inland groups, as evidence from excavated sites indicates. Costanoans
25 used several semi-permanent camp areas, depending on where food was available during each
26 season, moving locations to take advantage of both marine and land resources. The Ohlone, a
27 Costanoan group that lived along the ocean shore, once occupied the project area.  Like most
28 California aboriginal groups, the Ohlone practiced a transient lifestyle and relied heavily on
29   hunting and gathering.  With the onset of Euro-American immigration to the area, their
30      traditional way of life essentially disappeared by the mid-1800s (NPS 1976).

31 Historical Setting ofNSTI

32    Although Navy has managed Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island as a single facility since
33     1940, the islands have different histories. Yerba Buena is a natural island that has been used by
34 private parties and by the Army and Navy since the 1840s. Treasure Island is an entirely
35 engineered island, constructed in 1936 and 1937.

36 Yerba Buena Island. Various parties claimed ownership of Yerba Buena Island (also known as
37 Goat Island) through the Spanish-Mexican era of California history and through the early
38    decades of American control.  The Army asserted the right to occupy and use Yerba Buena
39   Island in 1866, and in 1867 it took possession of the island. Troops were stationed on the
40     southeastern part of the island, in a cove near the modern US Coast Guard station.  In 1879, the
41 Army reassigned artillery units to the Presidio of San Francisco and abandoned the Yerba
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1 Buena Island garrison.  In 1891, the Army Coast Artillery Corps took control of the island to
2      erect a torpedo (i.e., underwater mine) depot.

3      In 1898, the Navy established a Naval Training Station in the East Cove area, in the location of
4     the 1870s Army base, but the Army retained control of the eastern tip of the island until 1960.
5   The Naval Training Station was active from 1900 until 1923, when Navy relocated it to the
6 Naval Training Center in San Diego, and the Navy facility on Yerba Buena Island became a
7   receiving ship facility.  In the mid-1930s, the SFOBB was constructed. Yerba Buena Island
8    became the center anchorage for the SFOBB (anchoring the suspension spans on the west and
9       the cantilever spans on the east), and a tunnel traversed the central hill.

10 Treasure Island. Treasure Island is an entirely engineered island, consisting of rock and mud fill
11     placed over shallow areas at the northern shore of Yerba Buena Island.  The COE constructed
12 the approximately 400-acre (162-ha) island during 1936 and 1937 to provide a short-term site for
13 the Golden Gate International Exposition, with the intent of converting the site into a
14 permanent airport for San Francisco when the exposition closed. The exposition was conceived
15   to celebrate construction of the Golden Gate Bridge and the SFOBB.  Most of the buildings
16   constructed for the exposition were built to be temporary, with only three planned to be
17 permanent.

18     In February 1941, Navy took possession of Treasure Island from San Francisco in exchange for
19 land south of San Francisco on the peninsula. The peninsula property would become the site of
20    the San Francisco International Airport. Following the bombing of Pearl Harbor in December
21    1941, the Navy built several hundred new buildings on the island, between 1942 and 1945.
22 Most construction at Treasure Island during World War II was designed to function only for the
23      duration of the war. Following World War II, Navy transformed Treasure Island into a training
24    facility and unified various specialized technical schools from throughout the Bay Area into a
25 consolidated facility on the island. Navy demolished dozens of World War II-era temporary
26 structures during the 1960s and 197Os, making way for more modern residential and classroom

 
27 buildings suited to its instructional needs.

28 3.4.1 Summary of Previous Investigations

  29 In accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, Navy conducted cultural resource investigations
30       to determine the presence of cultural resources within the area of potential effect (APE).

  31 Previous studies of buildings and structures at NSTI fall into two categories-those conducted

32   before 1996 and those supporting a comprehensive inventory conducted by JRP Historical
33 Consulting Services in 1996 and 1997. Pre-1996 studies of buildings and structures at Yerba
34 Buena Island are restricted to studies of senior officers' quarters (DON 1982b) and a historical
35     investigation by staff from Mare Island Naval Shipyard conducted in 1995 (DON 1995a).  The
36   National Park Service (NPS) inspected and analyzed data from the exposition buildings at
37 Treasure Island in 1987 for potential National Historic Landmark (NHL) status, as part of a
38 thematic study of world's fair sites in the U.S. (NPS 198D. The intent of the NPS study was to
39 determine whether any exposition buildings would qualify for listing in the NRHP,
40      individually or as a historic district.
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3.4 Cultural Resources

1    In 1996-1997, JRP Historical Consulting Services conducted a comprehensive inventory of all
2   buildings and structures at NSTI (DON 1997a). That inventory effort included preparing a
3 historic context for evaluating historic significance, as well as an inspection of all buildings on
4 both islands.

5     Also in 1996, PAR Environmental Services, Inc., conducted archaeological investigations within
6   NSTI (DON 1997f). In addition to a field survey, personnel of the Northwest Information
7     Center (NWIC) of the Historical Resources File System, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park,
8           completed a prehistoric and historic site record and literature search  (NWIC File No. 96-22D.

9  The California State Lands Commission Shipwreck database was reviewed for reported
10    shipwrecks in the vicinity of NSTI. The SFOBB retrofit project also has been investigated to
11 identify eligible and potentially eligible sites within the APE.

12 Background studies conducted at both Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island identified
13 significant archaeological properties and historic buildings and structures that are within the
14     areas that Navy transferred to the US Coast Guard and the FHWA. While not formally part of
15 this analysis, discussions of some transferred resources are included to assist the reader in
16      understanding the project.

17 3.4.2 Summary of Known
Resources                                                                                                              

18        Status Of Cultural Resources at Yerba Buena Island

19   The 1996 cultural resource investigations identified archaeological and historic resources on
20 Yerba Buena Island. Four areas, or zones, of subsurface archaeological sensitivity on Yerba
21 Buena Island were defined and are discussed further below (Figure 3-3).  Due to the transfer of
22 Navy property to the US Coast Guard and FHWA, portions of Zone 1, Zone 2, and Zone 3, and
23    much of Zone 4 are no longer Navy property and are not part of the proposed disposal and
24 reuse action considered in this EIS.

25     Zone 1

26       Zone  1  contains a prehistoric  site  with a historic component  (CA-SFr-4/H) and early private
27 and military development. The prehistoric component  of site CA-SFr-4/H contained burials
28 reportedly removed from the site in 1934 (DON 1997f). The remains are housed at the Phoebe
29 Hearst Museum in Berkeley, California. Following the FHWA transfer, Caltrans conducted
30    additional work at the prehistoric site, including Native American consultation, additional site
31    testing, and development of treatment plans to comply with the NHPA (Caltrans and FHWA
32 2001). Caltrans determined the historical component   of site CA-SFr-4/H   to   be   a

33 noncontributing element for eligibility to the NRHP (Caltrans and FHWA 2001). Caltrans
34 developed treatment plans for the resources, as part of the SFOBB retrofit project (Caltrans and
35      FHWA 2001).

36 There appear to be no remnant buildings or structures associated with pre-1867 occupation of
37 the island, even though it had been occupied since the 1840s (DON 1996p). One building
38    remaining from the early military period of occupation is the lighthouse, built in 1872 and still
39 used by the US Coast Guard. The lighthouse is not on Navy property and
40
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3.4 Cultural Resources

1    would not be affected by the disposal action. The other remaining structure on Yerba Buena
2   Island from this early period is the reinforced concrete Building 262, the torpedo building
3    constructed in 1891 as the mine assembly building.  It is north of and almost directly beneath
4    the SFOBB, at the eastern water's edge and is unoccupied. There is an aerial easement over
5    Building 262, although the structure itself was not transferred to FHWA. Also within Zone 1
6      are the foundation remnants of the Naval Training Station's original administration complex, its
7 associated outbuildings, and seven unmodified Senior Officers Quarters (Quarters 1 through D.
8 Other buildings remaining from this period include Quarters 8 and 9, which were constructed
9   between 1900 and 1905. Quarters 8 and 9 were within an area transferred to the US Coast

10     Guard. One historic district and three individual buildings that meet the criteria for listing in
 

11 the NRHP were identified as part of the comprehensive 1996 investigation.

12 This Senior Officers Quarters Historic District includes seven senior officers quarters, Quarters 1
13   through 7, all built between 1900 and 1905 (Figure 3-4). The district also includes three
14 associated garages, Buildings 83, 205, and 230, and formal landscaping elements.  In 1997, the
15 SHPO agreed in concept on the proposed historic district. One building within the group,

 
16 Quarters 1, the Nimitz House, was individually listed on the NRHP in 1991.

17      Zone 2

 
18 Zone 2 is broken into two areas, one that contains prehistoric burials, and the site of the original

- 19 historic cemetery site dated to 1849 (DON 1997f).

20 The first part of Zone 2 is an area of reported prehistoric and historic archaeological deposits,
21 including Native American remains removed in the 1930s from the top of the island where the
22 signal tower now stands (DON 1997f).  Most of the area where the reported human remains
23 were found is within the area transferred to FWHA.

24 The second part of Zone 2 is reported as the early cemetery of the island, dated to 1849.
25      Although all known burials were relocated to San Francisco in the 193Os, the zone is considered
26 sensitive because of the possibility of additional unmarked graves 9ON 19970.

 
27 Zone 3

28   Zone 3 contains potential historic maritime resources from before 1835 through 1923 (DON
29 1997f). Maritime traffic both in prehistoric and historic times seems likely, due to the strategic
30   location of the island. A review of reported shipwrecks using the California State Lands
31 Commission Shipwreck database did not reveal any shipwrecks in the waters surrounding
32 Yerba Buena Island; however, four shipwrecks were reported in the vicinity (Caltrans and
33     FHWA 2001). In investigations conducted for the SFOBB retrofit project EIS, Caltrans included
34    a maritime archaeological survey that extended 1,200 feet on either side of the bridge, within
35     Clipper Cove, and in an area east of Building 262 (Caltrans and FHWA 2001). This survey did
36 not reveal the presence of any shipwrecks. The Utica, a boat that burned and sank in 1850, is
37 plotted (using latitude and longitude provided by the shipwreck database) on what would have
38      been the shoals to the north of Yerba Buena.  This area has since been filled and is now Treasure
39 Island.

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS 3.4-7
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1      Zone 3 also contains areas where historic wharves were constructed, as shown on archival maps
2    from 1871 that depict a wharf within the East Cove off Yerba Buena (DON 1997f).  The Navy
3      transferred some property within Zone 3 to FWHA as part of the SFOBB retrofit project.

4      Zone 4

5    Zone 4 is an area along East Cove that includes the site of a historic dump dated to the 19205
6    through the 1930s associated with the Yerba Buena Naval Training School (DON 1997f).  The
7 Navy transferred nearly all property within Zone 4 to FHWA as part of the SFOBB retrofit
8     project. In addition to those resources identified for each of the zones on Yerba Buena Island,
9     the SFOBB also plays a part of the historic record of Yerba Buena Island. The State Historical

10 Resources Commission nominated the SFOBB for listing in the NRHP on September 6, 1999
11     (Caltrans and FHWA 2001). Completed in 1937, the SFOBB was first determined as eligible for
12 NRHP listing in 1983. The bridge held numerous records when it opened, and it remains a Bay
13 Area centerpiece.  (The Navy transferred the land supporting and immediately adjacent to the
14       SFOBB to FWHA, and it is not part of the NSTI disposal and reuse action.)

15 Yerba Buena Consultation and A#ected Properties

16      The SHPO concurred with the Navy that the Senior Officers Quarters Historic District, Quarters
17     8 and 9, and Building 262 were eligible for listing in the NRHP and that zones 1 through 4 may
18 have properties that qualify for listing (SHPO letter October 15, 199D.  The SHPO also
19  commented that further information was needed on several historic features before
20     determinations of eligibility were possible. In response, Navy provided additional information
21 (Navy letter dated March 2, 1998) supporting the argument that the features would not qualify
22 under eligibility criteria.  Navy and the SHPO have completed a memorandum of agreement
23   (MC)A) in which it is determined that the eligible properties that would be affected by the
24    undertaking are limited to Quarters 1, which is individually listed on the NRHP, Quarters 2
25     through 7 and their garages (Building 83, Building 205, Building 230), the formal landscaping
26   elements of the area, and any potential undiscovered prehistoric and historic sites on Yerba
27 Buena Island (the MOA is discussed further in section 4.4 and a copy is included as Appendix
28             H).

29        Status of Cultural Resources at Treasure Island

30     Because most of Treasure Island consists of fill material, the potential for buried prehistoric or
31 historic archaeological resources related to pre-Navy occupation is considered to be extremely
32     low. The potential for paleontological resources also is considered to be low, based on the soil
33     composition and geological formation of the Treasure Island project area lands. Any marine or
34 submerged cultural resources, such as shipwrecks, also would have been covered by the
35      dredge-and-fill used to create the island.

36 Treasure Island itself is an engineered island and is over 50 years old.  In a letter, the SHPO
37  asked the Navy to consider the potential eligibility of the entire island, specifically the
38 engineering achievements of the San Francisco Army Corps of Engineers in 1936 (SHPO letter
39   October 15,1993. In response, JRP Historical Consulting Services and Navy evaluated the
40     significance of Treasure Island in the field of engineering and concluded that it did not appear
41    to be a significant example of the dredge-and-fill techniques of the Corps of Engineers, which

3.4-8 Disposal and Reuse of Naual Station Treasure Island FEIS

June 2003                  



--

San Francisco Boy

Building 262
Pier 1

Yerba Buena
Island

Pier  12
Building 3 --1,zil Pier  1 1 Quarters 1                ) Quarters 2Building 11--{ 

- t=3 --

-1--  Bullting 2-  11111111»1411-1- 111,- -       -

--

--7
.'

::111,1-:7 -  11     ItBuilding 230                                   /
- Quarters 10

,              i ,            Building  267

0      '' 1..    Clipper  Cove

Pier 23 Building 1 1                                                                                                                            -

Treasure Island                                                                                                                                   t
./

9*0
Son Froncisco Bay                                                                    O

't

*\                                                                     03
g = -6 0 0= 00               

Scalein Feet

Legend National Register Listed Build
ings

and Eligible Properties on NSTI
Ill National Register Listed and Eligible
I  Buildings and Structures Naval Station Treasure Island, California

i Areas Excluded from
2 Proposed Navy Disposal

Figure 3-4



3.4 Cultural Resources

1     had been doing similar work throughout the Bay Area, California, and the U.S. decades before
2       the island was built (Navy letter to SHPO dated March 2, 1998).

3 Three historic features containing a number of structural foundations built during World War II
4 were encountered on Treasure Island during the 1996 survey. These foundations are clustered
5       on the north end of the island and, except for the Brig Overflow that was constructed in 1943, all
6    date to 1944. They include Buildings 207 (barracks), 222 (brigade guard house), 228 (bachelor
7 officers quarters), 236 (administration and classrooms), 237 (oil tank), 238 (boiler house and
8    shop), 239 (oil separating pit), 240 (forecastle mock-up), 241 (boiler room), 242 (engine room),
9      243 (flight deck), 244 (diving tank), and 245 through 257 (oil and gas tanks and pits). Though 50

11 The historic remains are limited to surface foundations that are documented on maps and do
10    years old, these foundations are from a well-documented phase of Treasure Island's history.

12 not contribute significant information for interpreting the island's history.  It was recommended

  13 that the foundations do not qualify for inclusion in the NRHP.

14       Of the Golden Gate Exposition buildings that the Navy used during World War II (DON 1995a),
15 five still exist (in whole or in part), with only Building 1 (the Administration Building), Building

 
16 2 (the Hall of Transportation), and Building 3 (the former Palace of Fine and Decorative Arts)
17      remaining in relatively unaltered condition.  In 1982, a cultural resources inventory of buildings
18 and structures on Treasure Island (DON 19821)) concluded that these three remaining buildings  19 individually meet the criteria for the NRHP. Building 111 also was considered eligible as a
20 structural component of Building 3. The National Park Service analysis in 1987 concluded that
21 insufficient resources from the exposition existed at Treasure Island to warrant additional
22 eligibility recommendations.

          23        Treasure Island Consultation and
A#ected Properties

  24 In 1984, the SHPO concurred with the Navy's finding that Building 1 was eligible for the NRHP

25 (California Office of Historic Preservation 1984), and in 1992 the SHPO made this same
26       determination for Building 2 and Building 3 (California Office of Historic Preservation 1992).
27      Building 111 also qualifies for the NRHP as a structural element of Building 3 (California Office
28      of Historic Preservation 1992).  The SHPO and Navy in their MOA determined that the eligible
29     properties that would be affected by the undertaking are limited to Buildings 1 and 2, Building
30     3 with its associated Building 111, and any potential undiscovered prehistoric and historic sites
31      on Treasure Island.

  32
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1 3.5 TRANSPORTATION

. 2 This section describes the existing roadway network, traffic volumes and level of service, public
3 transportation (including ferry service), pedestrian and bicycle circulation, parking, and goods
4      movement on and around NSTI.

5 3.5.1 Roadway Network

6 Regional Roadway System

7 Yerba Buena Island connections to and from the SFOBB/I-80 are provided by one off-ramp and
8      two on-ramps in the westbound direction and two off-ramps and one on-ramp in the eastbound
9      direction. The SFOBB/I-80 contains two traffic levels, each with five lanes, with the upper level

 
11 Island is from Yerba Buena Island via a causeway (Treasure Island Road). -1
10 carrying westbound traffic and the lower level carrying eastbound traffic. Access to Treasurel

12 The SFOBB/I-80 structure, completed in 1937, is owned by Caltrarts. The access ramps to and l31»
13 from Yerba Buena Island are owned by Navy. Figure 3-5 shows the locations of the six ramps rr--
14      and the Caltrans easement across Yerba Buena Island. --1

15     Southwest of the SFOBB/I-80, I-80 links NSTI to San Mateo and Santa Clara counties via U.S.
16    101 and I-280. Through downtown San Francisco, I-80 is generally three to four lanes, with
17 additional lanes added between on-ramps and off-ramps. I-80 connects with U.S. 101 south of
18    the 7th and 8th Street ramps, and U.S. 101 connects with I-280 south of Cesar Chavez Street
19 near Alemany Boulevard. Northeast of the SFOBB, I-80 connects NSIT to Alameda and Contra
20 Costa counties via I-80 and I-580 north of the toll plaza area. The Cypress structure freeway
21 connection between I-80 and I-880, demolished following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, was
22   reconstructed by Caltrans. A portion of this new freeway connecting I-880 and the SFOBB
23      opened in July 1997. The final link of this new freeway opened at the end of September 1998.
24       The new SFOBB east span is currently under construction.  It will include a new structure on the
25    north side of the existing structure.  This new structure will have improved on-ramp access
26 from Yerba Buena Island in the eastbound direction.

  27 NSIT Roadway System

 
28 The following describes existing roadways on Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island.

29 Treasure Island

  30 Roadways on Treasure Island are classified collector or local. Collector roads provide for traffic
31 movement between major streets and local streets.

  32 Local roads provide direct access for local traffic movements. As shown in Figure 3-6, the

33 collector system for Treasure Island is a basic grid. There are two main collector roads serving

  35 north-south direction-Avenues N, M, H, D, and Avenue of Palms. Avenue of the Palms is the
34 the east-west direction, California Avenue and 9th Street. Five collector roads carry traffic in the

36 only access road onto Treasure Island from the causeway (Treasure Island Road).  The
37 remaining roads on Treasure Island are considered local.
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3.5 Transportation

1 California Avenue is a four-lane two-way roadway.  The only traffic control devices on
2 California Avenue are stop signs controlling incoming traffic from the north-south collectors
3    and local roads onto California Avenue. Ninth Street runs from Avenue M to Avenue D as a
4 two-lane roadway and from Avenue D to Avenue of Palms as a four-lane roadway. Ninth
5    Street is controlled by four-way stop signs at its intersections with Avenue M and Avenue H
6   and by a two-way stop sign at its intersection with Avenue D.  All five of the north-south
7    collectors are two-lane, two-way roadways. Avenues N, M, H, and D have one curb lane for
8    parking in each direction. Intersections with these collector roads are either two-way or four-
9     way stop sign-controlled. Avenue of Palms does not contain any traffic control devices, except

10      for a stop sign at the Main Gate.

11 The basic speed limit on Treasure Island roads is 25 miles per hour (mph) (40 km/hour).  In the
12 housing areas and school zones the travel speed is 15 mph (24 km/hour). The four-lane
13     roadways have a 35 mph (56 km/hour) speed limit.

14 The widths of the major four-lane collector streets, such as California Avenue and 9th Street,
15     range from approximately 55 to 75 feet (17 to 23 m) (not including the road right-of-way).  The
16   widths of local roads providing access between residential, commercial, and industrial areas
17     range from approximately 25 to 40 feet (7.5 to 12 m).

18 Yerba Buena Island

19 The roadway network on Yerba Buena Island consists primarily of Treasure Island Road and
20           Macalla Road (Figure 3-D. Treasure Island  Road  is the primary access  road  for the SFOBB/ I-80
21 ramps. Macalla Road provides access to the former Navy housing area. Minor streets leading
22 from these two roads provide access to the US Coast Guard Station.

23 Treasure Island Road, a two-lane two-way roadway that links Treasure Island with Yerba
24 Buena Island, traverses the west and southeast sides of Yerba Buena Island. It provides access
25      for the SFOBB/I-80 ramps, except for the westbound on-ramp at the east side of the tunnel.  As
26    it crosses over the SFOBB/I-80 tunnel from west to east it has a grade of approximately 17
27       percent. The speed limit on Treasure Island Road varies from 25 to 35 mph (40 to 56 km/hour).

28   Macalla Road is a narrow two-lane two-way roadway that provides access to the former
29 military housing on Yerba Buena Island and to the US Coast Guard Station. It connects with
30 Treasure Island Road, at which point its grade is approximately 20 percent. Macalla Road
31 provides access to the westbound on-ramp on the east side of Yerba Buena Island at an
32     approximate 12 percent grade. It continues downhill toward former Navy housing and the US
33 Coast Guard Station; access to the US Coast Guard Station is restricted. The speed limit ranges
34      from 10 to 25 mph (16 to 40 km/hour).

35 Other roadways include Yerba Buena Road, a narrow two-lane two-way roadway; Signal Road,
36    a two-lane two-way roadway; and Forest Road, a narrow one-lane one-way roadway circling
37     the top of the island. Speeds on these roadways are from 10 to 25 mph (16 to 40 km/hour), and
38    there are a number of sharp turns. Roadway grades on portions of these roadways approach
39     approximately 15 percent. Roadways range from approximately 19 to 32 feet (6 to 10 m) wide,
40      and have no or very narrow (1 to 2 feet [0.3 to 0.6 m] wide) shoulders.
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3.5 Transportation

1 Emergency Access

2 Emergency access to NSTI in the event of a bridge or causeway failure could be provided by
3   boat or ferry.  The San Francisco Fire Department can access the perimeter of Yerba Buena
4      Island and Treasure Island by fireboat.

5 Treasure Island has a designated helipad in the vicinity of Pier 1. Air transportation via
6     helicopter is also available to Yerba Buena Island in cases of emergency.  The US Coast Guard
7     maintains a designated emergency landing and takeoff area for helicopters on US Coast Guard
8      property (US Coast Guard 1995b).

9 3.5.2 Traffic Volumes and Level of Service

10 This analysis and description of existing traffic conditions has been based on traffic data for key
11 freeway access points from Caltrarts. The bridge and freeway analysis conducted as part of the
12   September 1996 Alternatives to Replacement of the Embarcadero Freeway and the Terminal
13 Separator Structure EIS/EIR (San Francisco 1996g)  has  been  used to describe existing travel

  14 conditions on the SFOBB/I-80.

15 Existing operating conditions on the SFOBB/I-80 were calculated using the FREQ11 software
16    program. This program evaluates the basic freeway segments, ramp junctions, and weaving
17   areas. The model for the SFOBB/I-80 and I-80/US 101 in downtown San Francisco was
18   developed as part of the Alternatives to Replacement of the Embarcadero Freeway and the
19 Terminal Separator Structure EIS/EIR (San Francisco 1996g). Caltrans 1993 and 1994 traffic
20    data were used for the mainline freeway sections, and 1993 and 1994 traffic data collected for
21 the Alternatives to Replacement of the Embarcadero Freeway EIS/EIR were used for the ramps.

22    FHWA and Caltrans have approved the proposal to construct a 11,526 foot (3,514 In) new east
23      span of the SFOBB.  The new span would be north of the existing east span and the old existing
24 structure would be dismantled (FHWA 2001). This alternative involves constructing a new
25     bridge with two side-by-side bridge decks, each consisting of five lanes. Approximately 1,968
26    feet (600 m) east of the tunnel on Yerba Buena Island the alignment would transition from a
27 double-deck viaduct structure to two parallel structures. The eastbound on-ramp to the SFOBB
28    would be replaced with a ramp that provides a standard acceleration lane as opposed to the
29 current stop-sign design, resulting in improved eastbound access to the bridge from Yerba
30 Buena Island. The replacement alternative would not increase the SFOBBs vehicular capacity.
31 Shoulders would be added and may improve traffic operations but congestion is unlikely to be
32 affected (Caltrans and FHWA 2001).

  33 Freeway Volumes

34        Level ofService

35 Operating characteristics of roadway facilities are described using the term level of service
36   (LOS). LOS designations are a qualitative description of a facility's performance, based on
37 travel speeds, delays, and density (number of cars per unit of lane). The designation for a
38 facility could range from LOS A, representing free-flow conditions, to LOS F, representing
39 severe traffic congestion (Transportation Research Board 1994). See Appendix F.3-B, SFOBB/I-
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3.5 Transportation

1  80 Analysis and Intersection Analysis, for a detailed description of the LOS operating
2      conditions for the various transportation facilities.

3     Weekday SFOBB/I-80 Tra ic Volumes

4 Westbound traffic on the SFOBB/I-80 is regulated by metering lights west of the toll plaza in
5 Oakland during the peak periods. Two inside and two outside high occupancy vehicle (HOV)
6 bypass lanes for carpools and vanpools with three or more passengers and buses are available
7      upstream of the metering lights on weekdays between 6:00 and 10:00 A.M. and between 3:00 and
8   6:00 P.M.  In the eastbound direction, buses approaching the bridge from San Francisco's
9 Transbay Terminal also receive priority treatment in the form of a dedicated lane that merges

10     downstream with the Essex Street on-ramp traffic, and the Sterling Street on-ramp is dedicated
11      to HOV vehicles only on weekdays between 3:30 and 7:00 P.M.

12    During the peak hour of the peak period between 6:00 A.M. and 9:00 A.M., the peak direction
13 (westbound) volume is approximately 10,800 vehicles per hour (vph), and the nonpeak
14 direction (eastbound) volume is approximately 8,400 vph (see Appendix F, Freeway Volumes,
15 for 24-hour volumes and average daily vehicle trips). During the peak period of 3:00 P.M. to
16     7:00 P.M., the peak traffic flow in the eastbound direction is approximately 10,300 vph. Similar
17    to the A.M. eastbound direction, the P.M. peak westbound volume is approximately 8,500 vph.
18 During the nonpeak period of 11:00 A.M. to 2:00 P.M., the traffic volumes drop to approximately
19    6,500 to 7,000 vph for both the eastbound and westbound directions, resulting in an available
20    capacity on the SFOBB/I-80 of approximately 3,500 to 4,000 vph (total SFOBB/I-80 capacity is
21      10,500 vph) (Caltrans 1993).

22     Weekend SFOBB/7-80 Trajfic Volumes

23    In the westbound direction of I-80, the Saturday (weekend) peak period of 10:00 A.M. to 1:00
24    P.M. has a volume of approximately 8,900 vph.  In the eastbound direction, the weekend peak
25      period of 5:00 P.M. to 7:00 P.M. has a volume of approximately 9,600 vph.  In both directions, the
26 peak period occurs later in the morning and afternoon than during the weekday peak periods,
27 and additional traffic volume can be accommodated during all times on the mainline because of
28 the lower traffic volumes during all weekend periods.

29 Congestion Management Network (Weekday SFOBB/I-80 Traj ic Volumes)

30 The segment of the SFOBB/I-80 between San Francisco's Fremont Street and NSTI is within the
31 San Francisco Congestion Management Network.  The LOS on this segment (1993 conditions)
32      during the A.M. peak period was LOS E in the westbound direction and LOS D in the eastbound
33 direction, while during the P.M. peak hour it was LOS F in the westbound direction and LOS E
34      in the eastbound direction (SFTA 1993). The segment of the SFOBB/I-80 between the toll plaza
35   and the Alameda and San Francisco county line is within the Alameda County Congestion
36 Management Program's network.  The LOS on this segment during the P.M. peak period (1993
37      conditions) was LOS E in both the westbound and eastbound directions.  In 1995, the eastbound
38 segment continued to operate at LOS E, while the westbound segment operated at LOS F
39      (County of Alameda, Congestion Management Agency 1995).
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3.5 Transportation

1 Ramp Volumes

2     The morning peak hour for traffic on the NSTI ramps is different from the mainline peak hour.
3   In both the westbound and eastbound direction, the morning peak hour for the ramps is
4    between 6:00 and 7:00 A.M. (with a volume of approximately 470 vph for the westbound off-
5     ramp and approximately 170 vph for the eastbound off-ramps), while the mainline peak period
6    is between 7:00 A.M. and 9:00 A.M. (see Appendix F, Ramp Volumes). Similarly, the evening
7      peak for the ramps is earlier than the mainline; the NSTI peak is between 3:00 P.M. and 4:00 P.M.,
8     while the mainline peak period is between 4:00 P.M. and ZOO P.M. The total volume during the
9      peak hour for the two westbound on-ramps is approximately 225 vph, while the volume for the

10 eastbound on-ramp is approximately 310 vph (Caltrans 1994).

  11 Ramp Operations

12 The SFOBB and NSTI ramps, built in 1937, and especially the westbound and eastbound on-
13  ramps, are substandard by todafs requirements. The on-ramp merging distance ranges
14 between approximately 30 and 200 feet (9 and 61 m), far below the Caltrans standard of
15  approximately 600 feet (183 m). The off-ramps are also substan-dist primarily in the
16 deceleration lengths provided between the exit point and the 1irstcurve (approximately 150 feet
17   [46 m] [existing] versus 300 feet [91.5 m] under today's standard). The radii of the rannEs,
18    ranging from approximately 30 feet (9 In) to 100 feet (30.5 In), are less thaje desirable 150-
19     foot (46 m) radius currently specified by Caltrans for freeway ramps (Caltrans 1995).  'the off-
20  ramps do not pose substantial constraints to auto traffic operations but could affect the

 
21 operation of trucks and buses.

22      Table 3.5-1 presents a summary of ramp information and identifies the radius of the curve at the
23 tightest point the approach grade to or from the ramp, and the number and primary causes of
24 accidents reported between January 1992 and April 1995, when use of NSIT by Navy was
25      ending, that is, when the base was not at full activity levels.

  26 Traffic volumes on the Macalla Road westbound on-ramp on the east side of Yerba Buena
27    Island are low, generally less than 50 vph. The westbound on-ramp on the west side of the
28 island carries approximately 140 vph at its peak between 3:00 P.M. and 4:00 P.M.  Due to the
29 lower demand in the westbound directiori, queues are not substantial during peak periods.
30 These volumes and queues were based on military (former Navy and US Coast Guard) use of

 
31 the island.

32 The mergi flistance for the eastbound on-ramp to Oakland cannot be fully utilized due to the'| 
33 bri ge piers that severely restrict sight distance for drivers trying to get onto the bridge.  This  
34 eastbound on-ramp to the SFOBB/I-80 has an effective merging distance of less than
35      approximately 50 feet (15 m).  This is substantially below the design standards (600 feet [183 m])

  37 observations during site visits, a queue of approximately 1,000 feet (305 m) was reported on
36 and severely reduces the number of vehicles that can access tge-SFOBB -80. Based on field

38 Yerba Buena Island during the peak period of 3:00 P.M. to 4:00 P.M.
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3.5 Transportation

Table 3.5-1. Summary of Ramp Information

No. ofAccidents
Ramp Radius Approach Grade 1/1997 to 12/2001

Westbound on-ramp 60 feet 6.0% 2 (no fatality and injury)
east side of tunnel

Westbound on-ramp 90 feet 6.6% 3 (no fatality and injury)
west side of tunnel

Westbound off-ramp 30 feet 10.0% 9 (2 injury)
east side of tunnel

Eastbound off-ramp 53 feet 7.6% 9 (no fatality and injury)
west side of tunnel

Eastbound off-ramp 65 feet 14% at steepest location 5 (1 injury)
east side of tunnel crossing over tunnel

Eastbound on-ramp 100 feet 14% at steepest location 5 (2 injury)
east side of tunnel crossing over tunnel

Note: Caltrans Design Manual indicates that the "ramp profile grades should not exceed 8 percent with the
exception of descending entrance ramps and ascending exit ramps, where a 1 percent steeper grade is
allowed. However, the 1 percent steeper grade should be avoided on descending loops to minimize

.
overdriving of the ramp.

Source: Caltrans 2002.

1     Freeway Operations

2      For the mainline section of I-80 between NSTI and San Francisco, travel speeds were used as the
3 evaluation criteria. During the A.M. peak hour, travel speeds are approximately 35 mph (56
4  km/hour) in the westbound direction approaching downtown San Francisco, indicating
5 congested travel conditions on the mainline section. Travel speeds in the eastbound direction
6 approaching Treasure Island are approximately 52 mph (84 km/hour).

7      During the P.M. peak hour, the average mainline travel speeds are somewhat lower than during
8    the A.M. peak hour. Travel speeds in the westbound direction are similar to A.M. peak hour
9 conditions (approximately 33 mph [53 km/hour]), reflecting the congestion on I-80/US 101 that

10 extends upstream onto the SFOBB/I-80.  In the eastbound direction, the travel speeds are
11  approximately 47 mph (75.5 km/hour), indicating congested operating conditions (San
12 Francisco 1994b).

13 Local Intersection Operations

14 Traffic volumes on NSTI are low throughout the day. Based on field observations, local
15      intersections on Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island operate with minimal or no delay (LOS
16       A) during both the A.M. and P.M. peak hours.
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3.5 Transportation

3.5.3 Public Transportation

2     San Francisco is a transit hub served by local and regional operators throughout the Bay Area.
3 Limited service is provided to Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island. The following describes
4   the service provided by Muni, the school bus service for students between NSTI and San
5      Francisco, and the regional ferry service.

6      Muni Line 108 Service

7 MUBLcurrently opgates the only public transit service to Treasure Island and Yerba Buena
8 E!9DcCTms service is clgiERSERrsKImZTBF igure 3-8). Muni assumed responsibility and
9    operation of the "T" Route in December 1996 from the Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District

10   (AC Transit), which formerly ran the T service between Alameda and San Francisco via
11 Treasure Island, and renamed it Line 108.  Line 108 now operates bidirectional service between
12 Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island and the Transbay Terminal in San Francisco only;
13 direct service is no longer provided between NSTI and the East Bay. Bus shelters are provided
14      at a number of stops on the islands.

  15 The Line 108 service operates every 20 minutes during weekday A.M. and P.M. peak periods and

16       evening.  The rest of the time and weekends, it runs every 60 minutes. Weekday daily ridership

 
17 is about 520 passengers (San Francisco MUNI 1999-2000).

18       School Bus Seruice

  19 The SFUSD provided transportation for students who lived in San Francisco and on Treasure
20    Island and attended the Treasure Island Elementary School and for students that lived on the
21    island and attended middle and high schools in San Francisco. Approximately 240 students
22 were transported to and from the elementary school on Treasure Island. Five buses were used
23     in this service. Five buses arrived on the island during the 7:00 A.M. hour, two during the noon
24      hour, and five during the 2:00 P.M. hour.

25   Approximately 228 middle and high school students were transported from the island to
26 various school locations in San Francisco. Six buses accessed the island between 7:00 A.M. and
27     8:00 A.M., and one accessed the island around 9:00 A.M. Five buses accessed the island in the
28    3:00 P.M. hour, three in the 4:00 P.M. hour, and two in the 5:00 P.M. hour. In addition, seven
29     elementary and three high school special education students were transported at various times
30      of the day on and off the island in vehicles equipped with wheelchair lifts.

31 Other Land-based Transit Services

  32 Airport shuttle services, taxis, and other private transportation services access the island on an

33 as-called basis. There are no schedules for these services or statistics outlining the frequency
34      they are used.

35     Ferry Seruice

36      None of the regional ferry carriers currently stop at Treasure Island or Yerba Buena Island.  The
37      Red and White Fleet provided service following the Loma Prieta Earthquake in 1989 when there

 
38 was no bridge access to the East Bay.  In late March 1995, Harbor Bay Maritime initiated a
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3.5 Transportation

1 shuttle service between Naval Air Station Alameda and Treasure Island. Within the first
2     2 weeks of service, approximately 40 passengers a day were carried on two A.M. peak and two
3      P.M. peak trips.

4    The US Coast Guard Station on the southeast side of Yerba Buena Island has both fixed piers
5   and floating docks. On Treasure Island, piers 11 and 12 consist of wooden decking at the
6    parking lot level, supported by deteriorating wood piles. A narrow gangway that does not
7     meet the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) access requirements connects the fixed piers to
8 anchored floating barges (no pilings), which are attached to the pier. The piers cannot be used
9    by vessels because they barely extend beyond the riprap shore. Vessels tie up to the floating
10   barges.

11    Pier 1 is a fixed concrete pier 930 feet (283 m) long by 125 feet (38 m) wide that is in good
12 condition. Large vessels can tie up to Pier 1. However, the vessels must have a long gangway
13     suitable of reaching the 10- to 13-foot (3- to 4-m) freeboard (height of the deck above the water)
14   of this pier at mean low tide.  None of the ferries presently operating in the Bay have this
15 capability, although several large excursion vessels might be able to use the facility during some
16 tidal conditions with a second deck gangway. The current service uses a float with a gangway
17     attached to Pier 1.

18   There are six active ferry routes in the Bay Area, all of them connecting the San Francisco
19   downtown to Sausalito, Tiburon, Larkspur, Vallejo, Alameda and Oakland, and Bay Farm
20 Island (Figure 3-9). Several of the routes operate to the Fisherman's Wharf/Pier 39 area during
21 off-peak hours. This includes the Sausalito and Tiburon service, and the Vallejo and Alameda
22 and Oakland services. Besides these routes, there is a recreation service providing trips to
23 Angel Island State Park from Tiburon and from San Francisco's Fisherman's Wharf and Pier 39.
24    A summary description of each of the routes and existing conditions at the ferry terminals is
25    included in Table 3.5-2 and Table 3.5-3. Of these existing six routes, only the Alameda and
26    Oakland to San Francisco route would be affected by the proposed action and is described in
27 more detail below.

28 San Francisco Ferry Building and Pier 1/2

29 This location is the primary ferry docking facility in San Francisco. The Golden Gate Bridge,
30   Highway, and Transportation District has a two-berth terminal behind the building with a
31 sheltered waiting room and hydraulic ramps. A small driveway on the south side of the Ferry
32 Building provides vehicular access for autos and shuttle vans; buses provide connecting service
33      along The Embarcadero in front of the building.

34 All other ferry services use the floating dock at Pier 1/2, between the north end of the Ferry
35     Building and Pier 1. The parking spaces north of the Ferry Building are reserved for long-term
36     users (Port of San Francisco parking permit required). Transit service is available at the foot of
37 Market Street approximately 800 feet (244 In) from the terminals, with access to many Muni
38     lines. Muni Metro and BART are available at the corner of Market and Drumm Streets, about
39 two blocks away. An Amtrak bus connection also is provided at the Ferry Building, providing
40      service to and from Amtrak's Emeryville and Jack London Square stations.

41
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3.5 Transportation

1

Table 3.5-2. Profile of Existing Bay Area Ferry Services

Daily Feny                           1994

Round-trips Annual
Route Operator (Weekday) Riders

Larkspur - San Francisco Ferry Golden Gate 13-15 940,000
Building Transit
Sausalito - San Francisco Ferry Golden Gate 9-11 465,000
Building Transit (seasonal)
Sausalito - San Francisco Ferry Red & White * 4 354,000
Fisherman's Wharf
Tiburon - San Francisco Ferry Red & White * 9 301,000
Ferry Building/Fisherman's Wharf
Vallejo - San Francisco Blue & Gold 4 209,000
Ferry Building/Fisherman's Wharf
Alameda/Oakland - San Francisco Blue & Gold 12 278,000
Ferry Building/Fisherman's Wharf
Alameda (Bay Farm) - San Francisco Harbor Bay 6 94,000
Ferry Building Maritime
* Operator changed to Blue and Gold in 1997
Source: San Francisco 1995a.

2     Alameda-Oakland to San Francisco

3      The Alameda terminal at the foot of Main Street has approximately 250 parking spaces for ferry
4    patrons, and the Jack London Square facilities have approximately 1,100 undedicated parking
5   spaces. Both Oakland and Alameda have floating docks with covered, accessible piers and
6 gangways.

7      The 5-mile (8-km) route connecting Jack London Square on the Oakland Estuary with the Ferry
8     Building and Pier 39 (off-peak) includes a stop at a terminal at the foot of Main Street adjacent
9     to the former Alameda Naval Air Station. Approximately 2 miles (3 km) of the route are in the

10    estuary, and 3 miles (5 km) are in open water. Travel time from Oakland to San Francisco is
11     approximately 22 to 25 minutes with the Alameda stop. Travel from the Alameda Terminal to
12 the Ferry Building is about 12 to 15 minutes. A 12-daily round-trip schedule is operated on
13 weekdays, hourly during peak periods, and every other hour during the off-peak. Weekend
14 service includes six to eight ferry round-trips, depending on the season.

15   Ridership has grown on this route, with 278,000 passenger trips in 1994 compared to about
16    202,000 in 1990. The introduction of a larger faster vessel, allowing more ferry and passenger
17   trips, led to a 24 percent increase in ridership. Weekday ridership averages 800 to 900
18     passengers per day, with most commuters traveling between Alameda and San Francisco.  Off-
19 peak travelers use the Oakland Terminal to a greater degree. Summer weekend patronage can
20     be upwards of 1,000 passengers a day, and both weekend and afternoon peak ferry trips from
21 San Francisco often approach or exceed the vessel capacity of 250 people.
22
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  1
Table 3.5-3

Traffic Conditions and Parking Supply at Existing Ferry Terminals

Trafic Conditionsi Parking Occupancy

WEEKDAY WEEKEND WEEKDAY WEEKEND
Location (PM) (MIDDAY) Parking Supply (PM) (MIDDAY)

Larkspur heavy medium dedicated supply of 1,150 spaces 85-90% 15%

park & ride: 20 spaces
8 bus bays

Sausalito heavy heavy around 265 spaces - not dedicated 50% 100% (not all
for ferry use ferry

passengers)
Tiburon medium medium limited private parking (about 220 50% 40-50%

spaces) located  300 to 500 feet from
dock  - not dedicated for ferry use

Vallejo light light dedicated supply of 500 spaces 50% 5-10%
Oakland - Jack medium medium Jack London Square area lot and 80-90%            10%
London Square garage total long-term supply of (15% ferry

1,100 spaces - not dedicated for passenger

Alameda -  Main St. medium light dedicated supply of 250 spaces 70-80%           10%
ferry use                                                       s)

Alameda - Bay light - dedicated supply of 250 spaces 30-40%              -
Farm Island
San Francisco - total supply of 1,525 spaces directly 50-60% 70-80%
Pier 39 / adjacent to the piers - not dedicated
Fisherman's Wharf light medium for ferry use
& Pier 43,2 /
Fisherman's Wharf
San Francisco - heavy heavy no ferry parking available N/A N/A
Pier '2/Fer„
Building
1Traffic conditions are defined as follows:
Light: low to moderate traffic volumes on roadway, with minimal delays at intersections. Medium: higher traffic
volumes on roadways, with some waiting at intersections. Heavy: roadways are crowded, with moderate to long
delays at intersections.
N/A = not applicable

Source: San Francisco 1995a; revised by Korve 1997.

2      In Alameda, AC Transit provides a dedicated shuttle (Route 325) between central Alameda and
3     the ferry terminal. The Oakland Terminal, at the foot of Clay Street uses the Port of Oakland
4     garage one block from the terminal. A number of AC Transit routes provide service within 2
5     blocks of the ferry terminal, including connections to the 12th Street City Center BART Station,
6      approximately 12 blocks from the terminal.  The City of Oakland also operates a midday shuttle
7    service on Broadway, connecting downtown Oakland, including the 19th and 12th street BART
8       stations, to Jack London Square during weekdays.
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3.5 Transportation

1 3.5.4 Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation

2 Treasure Island

3    There are no designated bicycle facilities on Treasure Island, but there is a sidewalk network
4   throughout the island. Sidewalks are provided on at least one side of all the roads on the
5      island, with some streets having sidewalks on both sides. Sidewalks and crosswalks meet ADA
6     standards in nonresidential areas but are not ADA-accessible in residential areas. In addition,
7     crosswalks are available at all intersections.  In most cases, landscaping separates the sidewalk
8    and the street curb. On several streets, the sidewalk is not aligned along the road, and the
9 sidewalk distance from the curbside varies from block to block.

10 Yerba Buena Island

11     Sidewalks are not provided except on one side of Macalla Road between Treasure Island Road
12    and the Macalla Court former Navy housing. Throughout Yerba Buena Island, concrete stairs
13 provide pedestrian access between facilities and roadways. There are no designated bicycle
14      facilities, but several of this island's narrow roadways are closed to vehicle traffic.

15 3.5.5 Parking

16 Treasure Island

17    Or, most of the major and minor collector roadways on Treasure Island, 90-degree parking is
18 available, except on the perimeter roads and California Avenue. Parking restrictions are in
19    effect at a number of industrial and retail locations on the island that have allocated parking
20 spaces. Other parking restrictions include painted red zones near bus shelters, most residential
21    areas, and collector streets, such as California and Avenue of Palms. Figure 3-10 presents the
22 locations where on-street parking is allowed.

23    In the residential areas, covered and uncovered off-street parking spaces are available.  Some
24 housing units have garages. The older apartments have parking stalls.  On the rest of the
25 island, off-street parking lots are available (Figure 3-10).

26    A public viewing area, with views of the downtown San Francisco skyline, is directly outside
27   the base entrance. There are approximately seven parking spaces, including one space for
28 disabled persons, and a yellow zone for bus parking.

29 Yerba Buena Island

30 On-street parking is not permitted on Yerba Buena Island roads. Residential areas include off-
31 street parking (Figure 3-10).

32 3.5.6 Goods Movement

33 Freight service deliveries to Treasure Island are primarily by truck. The eastbound off-ramp at
34      the east side of the tunnel has a 12-foot (3.5-m) height restriction.

35
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1 3.6 AIR QUALITY

2  Air pollutants are characterized as being " primary" or "secondary" pollutants. Primary
3      pollutants are those emitted directly into the atmosphere (e.g., carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide,
4 lead particles, and hydrogen sulfide). Secondary pollutants are those formed through chemical
5     reactions in the atmosphere (e.g., ozone and sulfate particles); these chemical reactions involve
6 primary pollutants, pollutants present in the atmosphere, and other secondary pollutants.

3.6.1 Climate and Meteorology

8    The San Francisco Bay Area experiences a Mediterranean-type climate, characterized by mild
9 temperature conditions. Weather conditions are monitored at major airports and various

10  locations in the Bay Area (WeatherDisc Associates 1990a, 199Ob, 1990c, 199Od). Daily
11 temperature variations are typically 44 to 58 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) during the winter and 54 to
12     66 °F during the summer. Annual precipitation averages about 20 inches (51 centimeters [cm])
13   at sea level locations, with most precipitation falling from October through April.  Poor
14 visibility, primarily due to heavy fog, is most likely during late fall and winter.

15 3.6.2 Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Policies

16 The federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 7401-7671% as amended in 1977 by Pub. L. 95-95, 91
17 Stat. 685-796 and Pub. L. 95-190, 91 Stat. 1399-1404) requires the adoption of national ambient
18 air quality standards (NAAQS) to protect the public health, safety, and welfare from known or
19 anticipated effects of air pollution. The NAAQS have been updated occasionally. Current
20   standards are set for sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone
21     (03), particulate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in size (PM10), fine particulate matter
22      equal to or less than 2.5 microns in size (PM2.5), and lead. These federal standards are shown in
23      Table 3.6-1.

24 The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (Pub. L. 101-549, 104 Stat. 2399 codified as amended at
25     42 U.S.C. §§ 7401-7671q) require the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to promulgate
26     rules to ensure that federal actions conform to the appropriate state implementation plan (SIP).
27 These rules, known together as the General Conformity Rule (40 C.F.R. §§ 51.850-51.860 and 40
28    C.F.R. Part 93), require any federal agency responsible for an action to determine if its action
29  conforms with pertinent guidelines and regulations. Certain actions are exempt from
30 conformity determination, including those actions associated with transfers of land or facilities
31     where the federal agency does not retain continuing authority to control emissions associated
32      with the properties. Federal actions also may be exempt if the projected emissions rates would

 
33 be less than specified emission rate thresholds, known as de minimis limits.

34 The Clean Air Act defines a group of pollutants called Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) or air
35 toxics. Exposure to these pollutants is a concern, as they can cause or contribute to cancer, birth
36 defects, genetic damage, and other adverse health effects. The source and effects are generally
37 local rather than regional. Evaluation is based on case studies, not standards for concentrations.
38     Examples of air toxics include benzene and asbestos. Title III of the Clean Air Act provides a
39  program for the control of 189 HAPs. The first stage of the program involves the
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Table 3.6-1
Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

Standard, as Standard,
parts per million (ppm) as micrograms per

by volume cubic meter (RK/m') Violation Criteria
Pollutant Symbol Averadng,Time National Nabonal Nabonal

Ozone                    03        1 Hour 0.12 235 I f exceeded on more than 3 days in 3 years
8 Hours 0.08 157 If exceeded by the mean of annual 4th highest daily

values for a 3-year period
Carbon Monoxide CO 8 Hours 9.0 10,000 If exceeded more than 1 day per year

1 Hour 35 40,000 If exceeded more than 1 day per year
Inhalable Particulate PMio Annual Geometric Mean'
Matter Annual Arithmetic Mean2                                     --                                                          50 If exceeded as a 3-year single station average

24 Hours                                          --- 150 If exceeded by the mean of annual 99th percentile values
over 3 years

Fine Particulate Matter PMa Annual .Arithmetic Mean                                      --                                                           15 If exceeded as a 3-year spatial average of data from
designated stations

24 Hours                                                          ---                                                   65 If exceeded by the mean of annual 98th percentile values
over 3 years

Nitrogen Dioxide NO: Annual Average 0.053 100 I f exceeded

1 Hour
Sulfur Dioxide S02 Annual Average 0.03                                                     80                                                                          I f exceeded

24 Hours 0.14 365 If exceeded more than 1 day per year
3 Hours 0.5 1,300 If exceeded more than  1  day per year

1 Hour
Lead Particles Pb Calendar Quarter                                                    ---                                                             1.5 If exceeded more than 1 day per year

30 Days
Sulfate Particles S 4 24 Hours

Hydrogen Sulfide H2S 1 Hour
Vinyl Chloride CzH3Cl 24 Hours
Notes: All standards except the national PMio and PM, 5 standards are based on measurements corrected to 25 degrees Celsius and 1 atmosphere pressure.

The national PMto and PM2.5 standards are based on direct flow volume data without correction to standard temperature and pressure.
Decimal places shown for standards reflect the rounding precision used for evaluating compliance.
Except for the 3-hour sulfur dioxide standard, the national standards shown are the primary (health effects) standards.
The national 3-hour sulfur dioxide standard is a secondary (welfare effects) standard.
EPA adopted new ozone and particulate matter standards on july 18, 1997; the new standards became effective on September 16,1997.
The national 1-hour ozone standard will be rescinded for an area when EPA determines that the stindard has been achieved in that area.
Previous national PMio standards (which had different violation criteria  than the September 1997 standards) will remain in effect for existing PMio nonattainment areas until EPA
takes actions required by Section 172(e) of the Clean Air Act or approves emission control programs for the relevant P.Nfio state implementation plan.
Violation criteria for all standards except the national annual standard for PM2.5 are applied to data from individual monitoring sites.
Violation criteria for the national annual standard for PM25 are applied to a spatial average of data from one or more community-oriented monitoring sites representative of exposures
at neighborhood or larger spatial scales, 40 C.F.R. Part 58.
The "10" in PM to and  the "2.5" in PMz s are not particle size limits; these numbers identify the particle size class  (aerodyn:lillie equivalent diameters in microns) collected with  50
percent miss efficiency by certified sampling equipment. The maximum particle size collected by PMi„ samplers is about 50 microns aerodmamic equivalent diameter; the maximum
particle size collected by PMz .5 samplers is about 6 microns aerodynamic  equivalent diameter, 40 C.F.R.  Part  53.

1 The annual geometric mean is defined as the "nth" root of the product of "n" observations.
: The annual arithmetic mean is defined as the sum of"n" observations divided by the number of observations.
Sourcer. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (ARB Fact Sheet 39); 40 C.F.R. Parts 50,53, and 58.



3.6 Air QuaUty

1      promulgation of National Emissions Standards for HAPs (NESHAPs) to reduce HAP emissions
2   from new and existing sources. Major sources will be required to implement Maximum
3 Available Control Technology. Area sources will be required to implement general achievable
4 control technology.  This will be followed by a second phase in which residual risks will be
5      evaluated, and further controls will be considered.

6     The California Clean Air Act of 1988, as amended in 1992 (CCAA), outlines a program to attain
7     the California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) for 03, N02, S02, and CO by the earliest
8    practical date. Since the CAAQS are more stringent than the NAAQS, emissions reductions
9      beyond what would be required to show attainment of the NAAQS are needed.

I
10 The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the regional authority that
11   enforces the state and federal Clean Air Act requirements by promulgating rules for the
12   purpose of regulating stationary emission sources. BAAQMD is also responsible for the
13     preparation of the planning documents that guide the efforts necessary to achieve the national
14 and state ambient air quality standards. The current planning document is the Bay Area 2001
15 Ozone Attainment Plan, which functions as that part of the SIP applicable to the BAAQMD

 
16 (BAACMI) et al 2001).  This plan also contains measures to show progress towards attainment
17      of the state 03 standard.

18 3.6.3 Regional and Local Air Quality

19        Bay Area

  20 With respect to federal ambient air quality standards, specific geographic areas are classified by
21    the EPA as either nonattainment attainment or unclassified for each pollutant.  For most air
22 pollutants, initial federal status designations are made as either nonattainment or unclassified.
23    In the federal usage, the unclassified designation includes attainment areas that comply with
24 federal standards and areas for which monitoring data are lacking. Unclassified areas are
25   treated as attainment areas for most regulatory purposes. Federal attainment designations
26   generally are used only for areas that change from a nonattainment status to an attainment
27    status.

  28 In June 1998, the San Francisco Bay Area was reclassified from an attainment/maintenance area
29     to an unclassified nonattainment area for the federal one-hour ozone standard. The urbanized
30    portions of the San Francisco Bay Area are categorized presently as attainment areas for the
31 federal carbon monoxide standards.  The Bay Area is currently designated as unclassified for
32 the federal PM10 standard (BAAQMD 1998).

  33 Ozone, CO, and PM10 are the major pollutants of concern in the Bay Area and are monitored at
34      a number of locations. The monitoring station at Arkansas Street in San Francisco (between US
35     101 and I-280, south of Sixteenth Street) is the major monitoring location for the city. Carbon
36 monoxide levels in San Francisco also are monitored at the BAAQMD office on Ellis Street.
37      Table 3.6-2 summarizes recent (1990-1999) monitoring data for 03, CO, and PM10.
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3.6 Air Quality

Table 3.6-2
Summary of Recent Air Quality Monitoring Data for San Francisco Monitoring Stations

Monitoring
Station Air Quality Indicator 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

OZONE

San  Francisco  - Peak 1-hour value (ppm) 0.06 0.05 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.08

Arkansas St.

Days above federal standard 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0

CARBON MONOXIDE

San  Francisco  - Peak 1-hour value (ppm)                      8.0     9.0        8.0      7.0        6.0        5.0          5.0 5.0 N/A N/A
Arkansas St.

Peak 8-hour value (ppm)                      5.6     6.5        6.4      5.1        4.5        4.4          3.9            3.5              4.0        3.7

Days above federal standard 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0

San  Francisco  - Peak 1-hour value (ppm) 12.0 14.0 10.0 10.0 8.0 9.0  9.0 8.0 N/A N/A
Ellis St.

Peak 8-hour value (ppm)                      6.9     8.4        7.4      6.9        5.4        5.5          5.6            5.8               5.7        3.8

Days above federal standard                  0        0          0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0

INHALABLE PARTICULATE MATTER, PM10
San Francisco -
Arkansas St. Peak 24-hour value (pg/my 165 109     81    69     93     50      71       81         52     78

Annual geometric mean 27.8 29.7 27.6 25.1 24.7 22.1 21.4 225 20.1       N/A

(lig/mp

Annual arithmetic mean 34.0 34.9 31.6 28.8 28.0 24.9 24.3 25.0 N/A N/A
(lig/mp

Number of 24-hour samples 61    60     61    61     61     61      61        61         61     61

% of samples above federal 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
standard

Notes:     ppm = parts per million by volume.
11%/m3

= micrograms per cubic meter.
N/A = Data not available.
Federal 1-hour ozone standard is 0.12 ppm.
Federal 1-hour carbon monoxide standard is 35 ppm.
Federal 8-hour carbon monoxide standard is 9 ppm.
Federal PMio standards: 50 ug/mt annual arithmetic mean; 150 Big/m; 24-hour average.

PMio samples are collected approximately once every six days. Other pollutants are monitored continuously (except for instrument
calibration and maintenance periods).

Source: CARB 1990-1997; CARB 2000.

1     The federal 1-hour 03 standard is 0.12 ppm. The federal 1-hour CO standard is 35 ppm, while
2    the federal 8-hour standard is 9.0 ppm. Federal standards for 03 and CO were not violated in
3    San Francisco from 1990 to 1999. Several violations of the federal ozone standard occurred in
4 other parts of the Bay Area during 1995, 1996, and 1998 (in Contra Costa, Alameda, and Santa
5 Clara counties) (CARB 1995, 1996; BAAQMD 1997; BAAQMD et al. 1999).
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3.6 Air QuaUty

1    The federal 24-hour average PM10 standard is 150 big/m3. The federal PMio standard has not
2 been exceeded in the project region since 1990.

  3 NSTI

4    Air emission sources at NSTI included stationary sources, where emissions from a source are
5  generated at a fixed point and mobile sources, where emissions from a source may be
6      generated at multiple locations.

7 Stationary Sources

8 Stationary emission sources at NSTI included boilers, fuel storage tanks, gasoline dispensing
9 islands, individual fuel dispensing facilities, a gasoline truck loading rack, an incinerator, a

10 paint spray booth, a sandblasting machine, miscellaneous welding and sheet metal equipment
/ 11 an electric heating oven, a fire fighter training facility, and a wastewater treatment system.

12     Approximately 82 percent of the stationary sources at NST[ operated under air quality permits
13     issued by the BAAQMD. Exempt sources are those not requiring permits because the sources
14 are indicated explicitly in relevant BAAQMD rules as exempt from permit requirements.  The
15 permit exemption can be based on equipment capacity, material usage, or emissions below
16 certain thresholds. At closure of NSTI, Navy had 32 permitted stationary sources and 7 exempt
17     sources pON 1997j). As shown in Table 3.6-3, some permitted and exempt sources have been
18     retained by Navy to meet DoD needs, some have been shut down, and some, based on Navy's

  19 preliminary allocation plan, may be transferred to the LRA.

Table 3.6-3. Stationary Emission Source Status at NSTI

Sources and Disposition Status Number of Sources
Number of stationary sources

With BAAQMD permits                                                                                            32
Exempt from permit requirements                                                                           7
Total                                                                       39

Permitted sources banked by Navy to meet DoD needs                                                    1
Permits or exempt sources that may be transferred to the LRA                                  13
Permitted sources shut down or transferred to other agencies                                   25
Source: DON 1997j.

20 The BAAQMD has an emissions banking program to credit facilities that close or reduce
21     emissions from permitted sources. The emissions reduced may be deposited into the banking
22      program as offsets to meet future permit requirements at DoD facilities.  NSTI had one banking
23       certificate as of February 1997.

  24 Mobile Sources

25 Mobile sources at NSTI included private and government vehicles, heavy trucks, lawn
26 maintenance equipment ships, and aircraft. The mobile source emission inventory for NSTI
27    documented 1992 emission levels from on-road vehicles and off-road mobile sources, such as
28 marine vessels and ground support equipment. These emissions are shown in Table 3.64.
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3.6 Air Quality

Table 3.6-4. NSTI Mobile Source Emissions Summary

Activity Type or Vehicle Class Tons per Year
ROG CO NOx PM10 SOX

Privately Owned Vehicles                            6.5             54.8             4.9              1.9             0.1
Government-owned Vehicles 0.9 7.6 1.6 0.2 0.0

Commercial Vehicles and Visitors 9.1 65.8 12.5 3.7 0.3

Off-road Equipment                                    1.7              6.6              0.5              0.0             0.0
Ship Operations 17.01 20.5 88.5 3.02 12.8

Totals 35.3 155.3 107.9 8.9 13.2
1 Emissions provided as hydrocarbons
2 Assumes all particulate emissions are equal to PMio
ROG= reactive organic gases
CO= carbon monoxide
NO.= nitrogen oxides
PMio= inhalable particulate matter
SO., sulfur oxides
Source: DON 1996s.

1
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1 3.7 NOISE

2 Most sound consists of a broad range of frequencies. Because the human ear is not equally
3    sensitive to sound at all frequencies, noise is measured using the "A-weighted" decibel scale

4      (dBA), which estimates the way the human ear responds to noise levels.

5 Average noise exposure over 24 hours often is presented as a day-night average sound level
6    (Ldn) or a community noise equivalent level (CNEL). Ldn values are calculated from hourly
7 equivalent noise level (Leq) values, with the Leq values for the nighttime period (10:00 PM to
8     7:00 AM) increased by 10 dB to reflect the greater disturbance potential from nighttime noises.

9      Leq values are used to develop single-value descriptions of average noise exposure over various
10      periods. CNEL values are very similar to Ldn values but include a 5 dB annoyance adjustment
11     for the evening period (7:00 PM to 10:00 PM) in addition to the 10 dB adjustment for nighttime
12 Leq values. Unless otherwise noted, Ldn and CNEL values are assumed to be based on dBA
13 measurements.

14 3.7.1 Noise Standards

15 Community noise consists of a wide variety of sounds, some near and some distant that vary
16     over a 24-hour day. Scientists and planners have found that humans respond generally to the

 
17 24-hour variation in noise based on the total energy content of the sound over the day, with a
18 greater sensitivity to noise in the evening and at night.

19           State ofCalifornia

20 The California Department of Housing and Community Development has adopted noise
21 insulation performance standards for new hotels, motels, and dwellings other than detached
22 single-family structures (Cal. Code Regs. Title 25, § 4370). These standards require that hotels,
23      motels, and multiple-unit dwellings be constructed so that outdoor noise sources will not cause
24 interior noise levels to exceed an annual average CNEL value of 45 dB with windows closed.

25       City and County Of San Francisco

26 The noise element for the San Francisco General Plan is in the Environmental Protection
27     Element. The noise element includes a land use compatibility chart (Table 3.7-1).  An Ldn of 60
28     dB is identified as the upper limit of satisfactory noise conditions for residential and transient
29      lodging land uses. L(in levels of 65 to 70 dB are generally satisfactory for most office and retail
30        commercial land uses.

31       In addition to general policy guidance provided by the General Plan, San Francisco has adopted
32     a noise ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code) to regulate noise from fixed sources, portable
33 equipment construction activities, and other sources of unnecessary, excessive, or offensive
34  noise. The ordinance contains general nuisance abatement provisions and specific noise
35       limitations that vary by zoning district time of day, and type of noise source. The general noise
36 limitations specified in the noise ordinance are summarized in Table 3.7-2. The ordinance
37 contains provisions for emergency work, emergency and safety signaling devices, and various
38    types of impact tools, pavement breakers, and jackhammers. The ordinance provides for a
39 variance process and a permit process for nighttime construction work.
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3.7 Noise

Table 3.7-1.  Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community Noise

Sound Levels and Land Use Consequences
IAND USE CA'IEGORY (see explanation below)

I*in Value in Decibels

5 5                  0                    6 5                  70                  7 5                  80

RIBIDENIIAL     -  All Dwellings, Group Quarte rs

TRAILIENT LODGING - Hotels, Motels ll1l1llllllllllli1
·:2::.:::.2::: -'.E:...I.. ::..::.:.::.1

SCHOOL CIASSROOMS, IIBRARIES, CHURCHES,
HOSPITALS AND NURSING HOMES

AUDITORrUMS, CONCERT HAILS,
AMPHrrHEATERS, MUSIC SHS.LS =
SPORTS ARENA, OUTDOOR SPECTATOR SPORTS                                                                                |        

                                                            

1 11
PIAYGROUNDS, PARKS

GOIF COURS5, RIDING STABLIF, WATER-BASED
1 1

RECREATION AREAS, CEMEIERIES

OFFICE BUILDINGS Personal, Business, and J_LIli .................Professional Services 84# 444*M4444$4444.'.'.'. .... ..., . .0...........'. .'.

COMMERCIAL      -  Re tail, Movie Theatres, Restaurants
2.2.t.X.X.'.'.'.'. .'.l
i.7.::::. :ARR::.:/::....

COMMERCIAL - Wholesale and Some Retail, Industrial/

Manufacturing, Transportation, Communications and 11111111111111
Utilitie s 14.****1+Aged

MANUFACTURING - Noise-Sensitive
IJIU UJ :A.w:19*COMMUNICIANON - Noise-Sensitive
3*8«*SS«««««*fi T:.T :. :.:4

Source: San Francisco 1974,1991

I .   . .1 Satisfactory, with no special noise insulation requirement:s.

Illlll1 New construc on or development should be undertaken only after a deta ed analysis ofthe noise reduction

requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design.

...I......'.1r.. ........··„9
f...........1 New construction or development should generally be discouraged.   lf new construction or development does proceed,

a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements  must be  made and needed noise insulation features included in

the

New construction or development should eenerallv not be undertaken.
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3.7 Noise

Table 3.7-2. Summary of Noise Limits Established in the San Francisco Noise Ordinance

Noise Source Applicable Zoning District Time Period Noise Limits

Construction Equipment All Zoning Districts 7 AM-8 PM 80 dBA at 100 feet limit
(Except Impact Tools) does not apply to

impact tools and
equipment

7»'-,pM 5 dBA above ambient at
property line without
special permit

Waste Collection Equipment All Zoning Districts Any time 75  dBA at 50 feet

Off-Highway Vehicle Use Public Zones Any time
- Off-Highway Vehicles 70  dBA at 50 feet
- Heavy-Duty Vehicles 82 dBA at 50 feet
- Motorcycles 77 dBA at 50 feet
- Other Highway Vehicles 74 dBA at 50 feet

Fixed Noise Sources Low- and Medium-Density 7 AM - 10 PM     55  dBA at property line
Residential Zones 10 PM - 7 AM      50  dBA at property line

High-Density Residential, 7 AM - 10 PM     60  dBA at property line
Neighborhood Commercial, and   10 PM - 7 PM      50  dBA at property line
Residential Commercial Zones

Commercial Zones 7 AM - 10 PM     70  dBA at property line
10 PM - 7 AM      60  dBA at property line

Light Industrial Zones Any time 70  dBA at property line
Heavy Industrial Zones Any time 75  dBA at property line

Engine-Powered Model Low- and Medium-Density 7 AM - 10 PM 55  dBA at 50 feet
Vehicle Use Residential Zones 1 0™ -7 A M 50  dBA at 50 feet

High-Density Residential 7 AM - 10 PM 60 dBA at 50 feet
Neighborhood Commercial and 10 PM - 7 AM 50 dBA at 50 feet
Residential Commercial Zones

Commercial Zones 7 AM - 10 PM 70  dBA at 50 feet

10 PM-7 AM 60  dBA at 50 feet

Light Industrial Zones Any time 70  dBA at 50 feet

Heavy Industrial Zones Any time 75  dBA at 50 feet

Note: The noise ordinance provides for certain exceptions and variances from these limits.
Public Zones Any time 80  dBA at 50 feet

Source: San Francisco Police Code, Article 29.
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3.7 Noise

1 3.7.2 Existing Treasure Island Noise Conditions

2    Most of Treasure Island is more than 0.5 mile (0.8 km) from the open portions of the SFOBB.
3    Consequently, wind, occasional aircraft fly-over, and local traffic are the primary noise sources
4 affecting Treasure Island.

5 Limited ambient noise monitoring conducted at NSTI during 1986 showed afternoon noise
6    levels of 55 to 58 dBA at each of four different locations on Treasure Island (DON 198D.  The
7 noise monitoring locations on Treasure Island included the east side of Building 257 at 9th
8   Avenue and Avenue E, the corner of 9th Avenue and Avenue B, in front of Building 369
9 (bachelor officer quarters), and the parking lot for Building 3.  The 1986 noise monitoring results

10    are a reasonable representation of conditions on Treasure Island at the time of closure (1993).
11 Present noise levels are likely to be similar or lower than conditions in 1986 since there is
12      currently far less activity on Treasure Island. The majority of Treasure Island is too far from the
13      SFOBB to be measurably affected by traffic noise.

14 Short-term (10-minute) noise measurements conducted in a film studio parking lot near piers 11
15    and 12 on Treasure Island in 1998 showed a measured noise level of 62 dBA. Noise modeling
16    performed to predict the highest noise period and level for existing SFOBB traffic conditions
17           indicated  a peak noise-hour level  of 67  dBA at this location (Caltrans  and  FHWA  1998).

18 3.7.3 Existing Yerba Buena Island Noise Conditions

19 SFOBB traffic is the dominant noise source affecting Yerba Buena Island. During 1986 noise

20    monitoring at NSTI, a noise level of 67 dBA was recorded at the north end of Yerba Buena
21    Island near Building 213 (Former Fire Station No. 2), about 300 feet (91 m) from the SFOBB

22     (DON 1987).

23 Noise monitoring also was conducted on Yerba Buena Island during January 1996 (DON
24      1996h). One location was monitored for a 24-hour period, and 12 locations were monitored for
25 15-minute periods. The 24-hour monitoring site was at the eastern end of Yerba Buena Island,
26    approximately 80 feet (24 m) below the SFOBB.  The Ldn measurement at this site was 76 dB,
27     with a peak 1-hour noise level of 74 dBA (3:00 PM to 4:00 PM) and a minimum 1-hour noise level
28   of 65 dBA (4:00 AM to 5:00 AM). A noticeable decrease in noise levels occurred during the
29      afternoon rush hour due to reduced vehicle speeds caused by traffic congestion.

30 Noise levels measured at the short-term monitoring sites depended on proximity to the SFOBB
31    and the extent that terrain shielded the noise source. The noisiest areas were close to the east
32     and west side tunnel openings. Noise levels during the late morning and early afternoon were
33   generally 65 to 73 dBA for sites near the SFOBB and 52 to 58 dBA for distant locations or
34 locations shielded by buildings or terrain.

35 Additional noise monitoring conducted in 1998 at Yerba Buena Island showed that with the
36   exception of noise measurements taken on US Coast Guard property south of the existing
37 SFOBB, noise levels ranged from 66 to 74 dBA. Yerba Buena Island 24-hour noise
38 measurements ranged from 59 dBA to 72 dBA (Caltrans and FHWA 1998).
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1 3.8 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

2 Biological resources include plant and animal species and the habitats or communities in which
3 they occur. This section is divided into discussions of regulatory considerations, vegetation,

 
4 wildlife species, sensitive or special status species, sensitive habitats, essential fish habitats, and

5    wetlands.  The ROI for biological resources includes Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island
6  and surrounding aquatic habitat within a half-mile (0.8-km) radius. This radius of the
7    surrounding bay was selected because it includes potential sensitive species and habitats that
8      could be affected by NSTI reuse activities, such as dredging and ferry service to and from NSIT.

9     Biological data were collected from numerous sources, including the California Department of
10    Fish and Game (CDFG) Natural Diversity Database (CDFG 2001), the California Native Plant
11    Society (CNPS), and environmental documents cited in this section.  Data from a November
12 1996 plant survey of Yerba Buena Island also is included in this section /ON 1996r). Field
13      surveys were conducted on April 12, 22, and 30, May 13 and 28, June 17, and October 4, 18, and
14     20, 1996, and September 14, 2001, to identify the natural resources at NST[ and to check for the
15     presence of sensitive species. Sensitive species are those that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
16   (USFWS) has proposed for listing as endangered, threatened, or candidates for listing or as
17     species of special concern. USFWS and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
18 (NOAA)'s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS, also referred to as NOAA Fisheries)
19  personnel were consulted regarding the likelihood of finding listed species at NSTI (see
20       Appendix C for copies of correspondence).

21 3.8.1 Regulatory Considerations

22 Natural resources in the project area were evaluated in accordance with the applicable

 
23 provisions of the following statutes, executive orders, and permit requirements.

24      Endangered Species Act

  25 The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1534) protects plant and animal

26   species (and their designated critical habitats) that are listed under the act as threatened or
27 endangered. Species are listed as endangered if found to be in danger of extinction throughout
28   all or a significant portion of their ranges. Threatened species are those likely to become
29 endangered within the foreseeable future.  The ESA also protects designated critical habitat for
30 listed species. This consists of specific geographic areas which are essential to the conservation
31    of the species, which may require special management considerations. ESA-listed species of
32 marine invertebrates, marine and anadromous fishes, marine reptiles, and marine mammals
33     with the exception of the sea otter are under the jurisdiction of NMFS. Remaining ESA-listed
34 species, including the sea otter, are under the jurisdiction of the USFWS.  The ESA requires
35 federal agencies to consult with the USFWS or NMFS, as applicable to the species in question,

 
36 before initiating any action that may adversely affect a listed species.

37        Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186

38 The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712) is domestic legislation
39 implementing international agreements made among the United States and England, Mexico,
40 the former Soviet Union, and Japan to protect migratory bird populations. It protects
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3.8  Biological Resources

1 indigenous species of birds that live, reproduce, or migrate within or across international
2   borders at some point during their life cycles from unauthorized take (possession, injury, or
3 mortality). Executive Order 13186, issued by President Clinton in 2001, provides additional
4      mechanisms for federal agencies to protect migratory birds and promote their conservation.

5 Marine Mammal Protection Act

6     The Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) (16 U.S.C. §§ 1361-1421h) protects and conserves
7 marine mammal species by prohibiting harm or harassment of any marine mammal unless
8 specifically authorized by NOAA Fisheries.  If a project proponent determines that an action
9   could harm harass marine mammals, the proponent shall consult with either the USFWS or

10      NMFS to determine if a permit to take a marine mammal is required.

11 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

12 The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) (amended by the
13 Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996, Pub. L. 104-267, as codified in scattered sections of 16 U.S.C. §
14     1801 et seq.) applies to fisheries resources and fishing activities in federal waters that extend to
15 200 miles (322 km) offshore. It addresses conserving and managing U.S. fisheries, developing
16 domestic fisheries, and phasing out foreign fishing activities.  It also establishes regional
17 fisheries management councils that set fishing quotas and restrictions in U.S. waters in the form
18      of fish management plans (FMPs).  All fish included in a FMP are assigned essential fish habitat
19          (EFH) - those waters and substrate necessary   for   fish to spawn, breed,   feed,   or   grow   to
20 maturity. Federal agencies must consult with the NMFS on proposed actions authorized,
21    funded, or undertaken by the agency that may adversely affect EFH.  The act sets forth the
22 enforcement actions that authorized officers may take, including making arrests, boarding,
23    searching, and inspecting fishing vessels and seizing fishing vessels, fish, and other evidence.
24      For more detailed information on FMPs and EFH, refer to section 3.8.6.

25 Clean Water Act/Federal Water Pollution Control Act

26 The CWA/Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251-1387) sets the basic structure
27 for regulating discharges of pollutants to waters of the U.S. This includes those waters used for
28  navigation or those leading to navigable rivers or waters used for interstate commerce
29 (including lakes) and wetlands bordering streams or other waterbodies.  The CWA states that it
30     is unlawful for any person to discharge any pollutant from a point source into navigable waters
31    in the absence of a permit. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1344) requires a
32     permit from the COE for the placement of dredged or fill material into the waters of the United
33 States.

34     Waters of the United States include all waters that are, have been, or are likely to be, important
35  to interstate commerce, including tidal waters, freshwater lakes, rivers and streams, and
36      wetlands that are adjacent to these bodies of water. The landward regulatory limit for nontidal
37    waters (in the absence of adjacent wetlands) is the "ordinary high water mark," which is the
38  line on the shores established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical
39 characteristics. Wetlands are defined under the CWA regulations as "those areas that are
40   inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to
41     support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically
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1   adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes,
2   bogs, and similar areas" 03 C.F.R. 328.3). Jurisdictional wetlands exist when the following
3 three criteria are present: wetlands hydrology, hydric soils, and hydrophytic vegetation  (COE
4 198D.
5 Water quality on and around Treasure Island is regulated by the San Francisco Regional Water
6 Quality Control Board (RWQCB), which operates under authority delegated to it by the EPA
7    and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). The RWQCB is the local agency that
8    implements the CWA and (the State Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act (Cal. Water Code §§
9   13000-13999.19). The RWQCB regulates discharges under the National Pollutant Discharge

10 Elimination System (NPDES) permit regulations. NPDES permitting requirements cover runoff

 
11 discharged from point sources (e.g., industrial outfall discharges) and specific nonpoint sources
12     (e.g., stormwater runoff), including construction and industrial sites. The RWQCB implements
13 the NPDES program by issuing construction and industrial discharge permits.

  14 The RWQCB, EPA, COE, and BCDC also participate in the San Francisco Bay Long Term
15 Management Strategy (L'IMS) for dredging in San Francisco Bay (information at
16    www.epa.gov/region09/water/ltms/ltms.html).  The L'IMS is intended to identify long-term
17   solutions for dredging and dredged material disposal for a 50-year planning period.  An
18 estimated average of approximately 300 million cubic yards (229 million m3) per year of dredge
19     materials will require disposal through the planning period (1995 to 2045).  The LTMS agencies
20 have established a Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO) which provides guidance on
21 sediment testing for new dredging programs, and for disposing of, rehandling, and reusing
22 dredge material in both construction and fill activities.

23       Rivers and Harbors Appropriations Act Of 1899

  24 Section 10 of the Federal Rivers and Harbors Appropriations Act of 1899 (RHA) (30 Stat. 1151,

25    codified at 33 U.S.C. §§ 401, 403) prohibits the unauthorized obstruction or alteration of any
26 navigable water (33 U.S.C. § 403). Navigable waters under the RHA are those "subject to the
27     ebb and flow of the tide and/or are presently used, or have been used in the past, or may be
28   susceptible for use to transport interstate or foreign commerce" (33 C.F.R. § 3294). Typical
29 activities requiring Section 10 permits are construction of piers, wharves, bulkheads, marinas,
30 ramps, floats, intake structures, cable or pipeline crossings, and dredging and excavation.

 
31 National Environmental Policy Act

32 NEPA requires federal agencies to evaluate the environmental impacts of proposed projects,
33       programs, and policies that could significantly affect the quality of the human environment.

34        California Endangered Species Act

35    Under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Cal. Fish & Game Code §§ 2050-2116),
36 CDFG maintains a list of threatened and endangered species at the state level and a list of
37 candidate species, which are those under review for being added to the state list of endangered
38   or threatened species.  The CDFG also maintains watch lists of species of special concern.
39   Pursuant to the requirements of CESA, an agency reviewing a proposed project within its
40     jurisdiction must determine whether any state-listed endangered or threatened species could be
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1   present in the project area and must determine whether the proposed project will have a
2 potentially significant impact on such a species. In addition, the CDFG encourages informal
3      consultation on any proposed project that could affect a candidate species.  The CESA applies to
4      state and local government agencies only and not the federal government.

5       McAteer-Petris Act

6  The McAteer-Petris Act (Cal. Gov't Code §§ 66600-66682) created BCDC, which regulates
7     dredging and filling and public access within 100 feet (30 m) of the mean high tide line within
8    San Francisco Bay. Under the McAteer-Petris Act BCDC has jurisdiction over all areas of the
9    bay that are subject to tidal action, including subtidal areas, intertidal areas, and tidal marsh

10 areas that are between mean high tide and five feet above mean sea level. In addition, BCDC
11 has jurisdiction over a 100-foot (30-m) shoreline band surrounding the bay from the mean high
12      tide line. BCDC's jurisdiction does not extend to federally owned areas, such as the Navy or US
13 Coast Guard property on Yerba Buena Island, because they are excluded from state coastal
14 zones pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act.

15         Coastal Zone Management Act

16     The CZMA (16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1465) encourages states to preserve, protect, develop, and, where
17 possible, restore or enhance valuable natural coastal resources, such as wetlands, floodplains,
18 estuaries, beaches, dunes, barrier islands, and coral reefs, as well as the fish and wildlife using
19 those habitats. To encourage states to participate, the CZMA makes federal financial assistance
20  available to any coastal state or territory that is willing to develop and implement a
21 comprehensive coastal management program. Federal agencies are required to carry out
22       activities that affect  any  land or water  use or natural resource  of a state's coastal  zone  in  a
23 manner consistent with the enforceable policies of an approved state management plan.

24 Executive Order 11990

25 Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands (42 Fed. Reg. 26961, May 24, 197D, was signed
26     by President Carter in 1977 and directs federal agencies to avoid wherever feasible the adverse
27 impacts associated with destroying or modifying wetlands.

28      US Coast GuardAid to Navigation Permit

29    The US Coast Guard's primary responsibility is to preserve and enhance the navigability and
30     safety of navigable waters of the U.S. Placing buoys in the bay to limit access to sensitive
31 mudflat habitat at Clipper Cove (see section 4.8, Biological Resources) would require an aid to
32 navigation permit from the US Coast Guard to ensure that the buoys do not interfere with safe
33 navigation through these parts of the bay (14 U.S.C. § 83).

34 3.8.2 Vegetation/Habitat Types

35    Figures 3-11 and 3-12 illustrate the location of the terrestrial habitats on Treasure Island and
36 Yerba Buena Island. Treasure Island is an engineered island and contains little native habitat.
37 Habitat types on Treasure Island are landscaped and developed areas. Landscaped areas
38 include mature ornamental trees, shrubs, and grasses (Figure 3-11).  The only undeveloped
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3.8 Biological Resources

1     areas on NSTI are on Yerba Buena Island, where eucalyptus woodlands represent the largest
2 habitat. Yerba Buena Island has a mix of five habitat types of predominantly native species,
3 four habitat types of predominantly nonnative species, and developed areas with little or no
4 vegetation, forming a mosaic pattern of habitat types (Figure 3-12) (San Francisco 1995a).   The
5 native habitat types are coast live oak woodland, northern coastal scrub, valley wild-rye
6 grassland, central coast riparian scrub, and northern coastal salt marsh. The nonnative habitat
7    types are eucalyptus woodland, nonnative scrub-shrub land (i.e., nonnative invading garden
8 species), ruderal (i.e., weedy), and landscaped (San Francisco 1995a).

9     Eelgrass beds (Zostera marina), common to sheltered areas of water, such as harbors and coves,
10 are located within the project area along the north shore of Yerba Buena Island at Clipper Cove

 
11 and the east shore of Yerba Buena Island. Eelgrass habitat is described in detail in the Estuarine
12 Habitat section below.

 
13 Terrestrial Habitats

14      Coast Live Oak Woodland

  15 This habitat type is dominated by coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) and consists almost

16       exclusively of closed canopy forests. Coast live oak communities are frequently found on shady
17 clay hillsides and may form a buffer between grasslands and mixed evergreen forests (Zeiner et
18     al. 1990). Coast live oak woodland differs from other oak woodland subclasses in the relative
19    rarity of annual grasses in its understory.  The most frequent dominant plant found beneath
20   coast live oak canopies is poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), but other species, such as
21 California blackberry (Rubus ursinus) and creeping snowberry (Symphoricarpus mollis), are
22 frequently found there as well.

23      Coast live oak woodland may offer habitat to such wildlife species as pocket gopher (Thomomys
24 bottae), western gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus), western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalisl and
25    Steller's jay (Cyanocitta stellen). The black-crowned night heron (Nycticorax nycticorax) roosts
26 and nests on Yerba Buena Island oak woodland (FHWA 2001).  The black-crowned night heron
27     is protected under the MBTA.

  28 Northern Coastal Scrub

29 Northern coastal scrub is a dense shrub-dominated community that commonly occurs as a
30 buffer between northern oak woodland and southern oak woodland. This habitat type is
31   composed of low-growing shrubs that are able to grow where tree growth is prevented by
32 strong onshore winds and is therefore frequently found on steep slopes with strong prevailing
33 winds (Heady et al. 1977). Coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis) is the dominant shrub species, with
34 others being sticky monkey flower (Mimulus aurantiacusl coffeeberry (Rhamnus californica), and

 
35 poison oak.

36    The most representative stand of northern coastal scrub on Yerba Buena Island is found in a
37    continuous band along the steep bluffs on the islands western edge, mostly west of Treasure
38     Island Road. Northern coastal scrub habitat often hosts such wildlife species as song sparrow
39 (Melospiza melodia), Bewick's wren (Thryomanes bewickiO, and vagrant shrew (Sorex vagrans).
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1 Central Coast Riparian Scrub                                                                                                           
                              

2 Central coast riparian scrub typically consists of a scrubby, streamside, open to impenetrable
3 thicket composed of any of several species of willow. This habitat type is dominated by arroyo
4 willow (Salix lasiolepis), with lesser amounts of red willow. Together, these species form a
5 complete canopy supporting virtually no understory.

6     The most representative growth of central coast riparian scrub on Yerba Buena Island is found
7    at lower elevations of the steep north-facing slope adjacent to Clipper Cove where the water
8 table nears the surface. There is also a single stand on the western side of the island. Wildlife
9  species that may be found in this habitat include white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia

10      leucophrys) and Steller's jay (Cyanocitta stellari).

11       Valley Wild Rye Grassland

12  Valley wild rye grassland typically forms dense patches dominated by creeping ryegrass
13 (Leymus triticoides). This plant community typically occurs on moist sites at low elevations,
14 often adjacent to riparian or freshwater marsh habitat.

15      On Yerba Buena Island, valley wildrye grassland can be found above the western shoreline near
16 the causeway connecting Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island (Figure 3-12). This habitat
17   forms a dense band on the bluffs above the northern coastal scrub and extends into the
18 eucalyptus trees.

19 Ruderal

20 Ruderal vegetation is found in heavily disturbed areas, such as roadsides and abandoned dirt
21 lots. Plant species found in these areas are generally weedy species, such as French broom
22 (Genista monspessuliana), wild mustard (Brassica kaber), and wild radish (Raphanus raphanistrum).
23     In general, this habitat is of little value from an ecological standpoint; however, it may provide
24 temporary cover and foraging area for small animal species.

25 Ruderal habitat may be used on Yerba Buena Island by birds, such as the western sandpiper
26 (Calidris mauri), killdeer (Charadrius voci»ous), and dunlin (Calidris alpina), as they escape tidal
27 inundation.

28 Nonnative, Landscaped

29      Much of the vegetation found on Treasure Island consists of introduced species, including trees
30 such as blue gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus), Monterey pine (Pinus radiata), and Monterey
31 cypress (Cupressus macrocarpa). Woodland comprised of blue gum eucalyptus occurs on Yerba
32 Buena Island. These nonnative trees are of some value to wildlife, e.g., as foraging, perching,
33 and nesting habitat for birds. Native plant species are not likely to be found in landscaped
34    areas due to frequent disturbance, human control, and lack of proper soils. For these reasons,
35 this habitat type is of little value to wildlife.
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3.8 Biological Resources

1 Estuarine Habitats

2 This section discusses habitat types that fall within the general classification of estuarine, as
3   defined by Cowardin (U.S. Department of Interior 1979). Cowardin defines the estuarine
4     system as "consisting of deepwater habitats and adjacent tidal wetlands that are usually semi-
5     enclosed by land but have open, partly obstructed, or sporadic access to the open ocean and in
6 which ocean water is at least occasionally diluted by freshwater runoff from the land."
7   Subsystems of estuarine habitat are classified as subtidal, which is continuously submerged,

 
8 and intel:tidal, which is alternately exposed and flooded by tides and includes the associated

9      splash zone (U.S. Department of Interior 1979).   NSTI and the ROI of the proposed action
10      encompass all of these habitat types.

  11 Estuaries are some of the most productive habitats on earth. Varying degrees of salinity,

12   differences in current velocities, a gradient of depths and temperatures and a diversity of
13 intertidal habitat types contribute to this productivity, making estuaries extremely important
14      habitat.  The San Francisco Bay is the largest estuary on the West Coast and is very important in
15       terms of fisheries and other wildlife habitat values.

16 San Francisco Bay has a surface area of approximately 820 square miles (1,312 square km)
17    (Cloern and Nichols 1985), and salt waters extend approximately 40 miles (64 km) inland at
18 some times of the year.  The bay is divided into four main sections: Suisun Bay, San Pablo Bay,
19 the Central Bay, and the South Bay (Figure 3-13). Suisun Bay, which is the northeastern portion
20     of San Francisco Bay, supports the prime mixing zone for fresh and salt waters and is lower in
21       salinity than other parts of the bay such as the Central or South bays.  NS'Il is within the Central
22 Bay.

23 The Central Bay, including NSTI, delineated in this report by Point Richmond in the north and
24 Candlestick Point in the south, is largely deep bay and channel habitat. Deepwater habitat is
25    found on the western side of NSTI, with water depths growing increasingly shallower to the
26 east. Waters are cold and saline in this portion of the bay and are heavily influenced by tidal
27    action.  As the Central Bay is the entrance to the bay, all anadromous and pelagic fish species
28 that occasionally visit the bay pass through the Central Bay.

  29 The predominant aquatic habitat around Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island is subtidal,
30 with unconsolidated mud (silt and clay) bottom substrate. Water depths around NSTI range
31 from about 7 to 33 feet (2 to 10 m), with the exception of the southeastern tip of the facility,
32 where depth increases to more than 66 feet (20 In). There are no freshwater or wetland habitats
33     on Treasure Island, although a small salt marsh is found on Yerba Buena Island (DON 1990a).
34      There is rocky intertidal shoreline with mudflats on the western side of the cove between Yerba
35 Buena Island and Treasure Island. There is limited intertidal habitat consisting of concrete
36    riprap and dock and pier pilings, along most of the shoreline surrounding Treasure Island.
37 Yerba Buena Island has a rocky intertidal shoreline, with mudflats extending to the north
38     between it and Treasure Island. Cobble gravel substrate is found off the southern and western
39       edges of Yerba Buena Island (Figure 3-14).

  40
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1        Tidal Salt Marsh

2 Tidal marsh also once ringed San Francisco Bay but is now confined to a few large contiguous
3     areas and remnant marshes in a variety of locations. This habitat type is generally found along
4    the margins of bays, lagoons, and estuaries sheltered from excessive wave action (Macdonald
5   and Barbour 1974). The existing bay habitat type (referred to by Cowardin as persistent
6 emergent wetland) is typically dominated by pickleweed (Salicornia virginica). Saltgrass
7 (Distichlis spicata) is common at the upper edges, whereas cordgrass (Spartina foliosa) is typically
8    found at the lower edges of this habitat. Nonnative species of cordgrass (Spartina spp.) are
9 becoming increasingly established in San Francisco Bay and threaten to displace native

10  cordgrass as well as mudflat habitat. The vegetative composition of tidal marsh varies
11    depending on the part of the bay and the topography of the area in which it is found. Tidal
12   marsh in brackish areas where salt water and freshwater meet, most notably in the Suisun
13    Marsh, tend to be dominated by tules (Scirpus spp.) and cattails (Typha spp.). There are about
14 40,000 acres (16,194 ha) of tidal marsh in San Francisco Bay (Goals Project 1999), although very
15     little of this habitat exists in the project area. Non-tidal salt marsh vegetation remains in many
16 diked areas of San Francisco Bay.  No salt marsh is found on Treasure Island, but there is a
17       narrow band of it on the eastern side of Clipper Cove on Yerba Buena Island (FHWA 2001).

18 Common tidal salt marsh plants, such as pickleweed, glasswort (Salicornia subterminalis),
19 cordgrass, alkali heath (Frankenia salina), and saltgrass (Distichlis spicatal have differing
20     tolerances for submergence and exposure, and, as a result are found in distinct elevation zones
21     along the shoreline. Wildlife species found in salt marshes in the bay may include the federally
22 listed endangered California clapper rail (Rallus longirostris), the state-listed threatened
23 California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis), and the federally listed endangered salt marsh
24 harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris).  None of these species are likely to occur at NSTI.
25   Great blue herons (Ardea herodius), great egrets (Ardea alba), coots (Gymnopgyps californicus),
26      ducks, and many species of shorebirds are also found in tidal salt marshes.

27 Rocky Shore

28 The riprapped shoreline of Treasure Island and the natural rocky shoreline of Yerba Buena
29 Island provide rocky intertidal to shallow subtidal habitat. Rocky shores are productive
30     habitats that provide a substrate for algae and sessile invertebrates, which in turn provide food
31 and shelter for mobile invertebrates, fishes, birds, and mammals. Most rocky shores in San
32     Francisco Bay are artificial, being composed of riprap, pier pilings, and wharves, while natural
33 rocky shores are limited to exposed headlands and islands.

34 Shallow Subtidal Areas and Tidal Flats

35   There are about 200,000 acres (80,980 ha) of shallow subtidal habitat and tidal flats in San
36    Francisco Bay (Goals Project 2000). Shallow subtidal areas extend to depths of about 18 feet
37     (5.2 m). Tidal flats generally occur between the mean tide level (MTL), or the lower elevation
38    limit of cordgrass flats, to the lowest tide level, about 2.5 feet (0.7 m) below mean lower low
39       water (MLLW). The semidiurnal (twice daily) tidal cycles that characterize San Francisco Bay
40   submerge and expose tidal flats once or twice daily. There are approximately three acres

41     (1.2 ha) of intertidal mudflats in the project area along the southeasterly edge of Clipper Cove
42        (Figure 3-14).
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3.8  Biological Resources

1 Shallow subtidal areas and tidal flats of the bay support few plant communities, compared to
2 other estuaries, such as Humboldt Bay and Tomales Bay. These plant communities include
3  microalgae (such as diatoms), macroalgae (i.e., seaweed), and eelgrass (Zostera marina).
4   Microalgae form the basis for the estuarine food chain, providing a readily available food
5    source for such organisms as worms and clams, which are then consumed by shorebirds and
6 waterfowl. Macroalgae are found throughout the bay, primarily in the more saline areas, such
7     as the Central Bay.

Eelgrass

9 Although often thought of as seaweed or grass, eelgrass is actually a flowering plant that has
10      adapted to living submerged in the shallow waters of protected bays and estuaries in temperate
11       regions of the world (Phillips and Menez 1988). Eelgrass is the only seagrass in the bay (Phillips
12 and Menez 1998) and is found in intertidal zones that become exposed during the lower spring

  13 tides.  It is also found in subtidal areas at depths of less than 7 feet (2 In). Eelgrass provides
14 food, shelter, and spawning grounds for many fish and invertebrates, including the Pacific
15 herring (Clupea harengus), which prefers eelgrass  beds for spawning (Spratt 1981). Eelgrass
16 provides forage for the black brant (Branta nigricans), which relies on it almost exclusively
17 during migration along the Pacific flyway (Einarsen 1965). Eelgrass provides many important
18 ecological functions, such as stabilizing unconsolidated sediments, providing shelter for many
19       organisms, and improving water quality by reducing nutrients, sediments, and pollutant inputs
20      from land (Williams and Davis 1996).

 
21 Surveys in 1999 and 2000 identified eelgrass beds in the project area, four near Yerba Buena

22      Island (FHWA 2001).  Two of these were within Clipper Cove on the north side of Yerba Buena
23     Island and two within Coast Guard Cove on the east side of Yerba Buena Island (Figure 3-14).

 
24 Eelgrass beds are highly dynamic and fluctuate in size, as such variables as light availability
25 and nutrient load change.  The most recent surveys indicated that total area of eelgrass beds in
26 the project area is approximately 1.8 acres (0.75 ha) (FHWA 2001). Eelgrass beds in these areas

 
27 occur along the edges of the shoreline and extend to areas no greater in depth than 4 to 6 feet
28      (1.1 to 1.8 In) (FHWA 2001).

  29 Open Waters

30 Open waters, also referred to as deep bay and channel habitat are those parts of the bay that
31 are deeper than 18 feet (5.2 m) below MLLW. Open waters are saline and, where they surround
32 the project area, are· strongly influenced by tidal currents. There are about 82,000 acres (33,198
33    ha) of this habitat in the bay (Goals Project 1999). Approximately 950 acres (384 ha) of open
34 water habitat lies within the project area, mostly to the west of NSTI. Large aquatic
35    invertebrates, such as crab and shrimp, and fish, such as sturgeon and rockfish, are found in
36 this habitat. Anadromous fish, such as chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) and
37 steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), use open water habitat as migratory corridors. Resting and
38 foraging habitat is found in the open water habitat for such species as the brown pelican,
39 double-breasted cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), and the Caspian tern (Sterna caspia). Marine
40  mammals, such as harbor seals (Phoca vitulina richardsO and California sea lion (Zalophus
41      cal ornianus), are also found in the open water habitat. The species that are likely to be found in
42   the open water habitat surrounding the project area are discussed in detail below in the

 
43 Sensitive Wildlife Species section.
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3.8  Biological Resources

1 3.8.3 Wildlife

2 Wildlife found in the region, including on NSTI, includes terrestrial and aquatic species of birds,
3 mammals, invertebrates, amphibians, and reptiles. Treasure Island is developed and
4      landscaped and provides little habitat for wildlife, while the habitats on Yerba Buena Island are
5 more diverse and provide greater wildlife value. The entire Bay Area is a crucial resting and
6      foraging area and wintering ground for thousands of birds in the Pacific Flyway, which extends
7 from South America to the Arctic Circle (DON 1986).

8     Terrestrial Wildl«e

9   Observed bird species on Yerba Buena Island include Lewis' woodpecker (Melanerpes lewis),
10  Steller's jay, white-breasted nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis), and American robin (Turdus
11 migratorius). Birds known to inhabit the brushland habitats on Yerba Buena Island are
12 California quail (Callipepla cal(fornica), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), savannah
13 sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis), and white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys).  More
14   common bird species on the landscaped or developed regions of NSTI include European
15 starling (Sturnus vulgaris), pigeon (Columba livia), American robin, house sparrow (Passer
16 domesticus), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), scrub jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens), and flicker
17 (Colaptes auratus). Great blue heron (Ardea herodias), black-crowned night heron, and great egret
18 (Casmerodius albus) have been observed foraging along the riprapped shoreline (San Francisco
19 1995a). Other common species not observed but likely to be found include the California brown
20   pelican and several grebe, cormorant, and gull species. Yerba Buena Island also provides
21    habitat for two small mammal species; the pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae) and the California
22 ground squirrel (Citellus beechej/0.

23 Maritime Wildl«e

24 Rocky shores, tidal marshes and mudflats occupy the intertidal zone, separating the adjacent
25 developed lands from open waters. The mudflats in particular contain substantial surface and
26 subsurface microalgal and macroalgal growth and diverse invertebrate fauna. These
27 invertebrate faunas, consisting of worms, small mollusks, and arthropods, are an important
28 food source for a variety of wintering shorebirds.  When the mudflats are exposed at low tide,
29 large congregations of shorebirds gather on them to feed. These feeding areas are important in
30 the yearly migration and winter residence cycle of most of these bird species.

31 Benthic (those living in or on the floor of a waterbody) species most abundant in the nearshore
32 environment include mollusks, such as the bay mussel (Mytilus edulis), California mactra
33 (Mactra californica), and common littleneck (Protothaca staminea), as well as crustaceans, such as
34 amphipods, copepods, shrimp, graceful rock crab (Cancer gracilis), and Dungeness crab (C.
35      magister).  Most of the species of benthic organisms in San Francisco Bay are introduced species,
36      such as the aforementioned bay mussel, the Amur River clam (Potamocorbula amurensis), and the
37 recently introduced Chinese mitten crab (Eriocheir sinensis). Many of these exotic species have
38 been released to the bay in water from cargo ship ballast.

39     Phytoplankton is found throughout the water column in the bay and is prey for such species as
40 clams, mussels, and barnacles. Copepods, such as ghost shrimp and euphausiids, also known
41      as krill, prey on phytoplankton and are in turn an important food source for juvenile fish.  The
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3.8 Biological Resources

1  amount of phytoplankton in an area is influenced by such factors as water depth and
2 transparency, river inflow and water salinity, or any other factors that influence the amount of
3 light available for phytoplankton to use in photosynthesis.  In the Central Bay, phytoplankton
4 levels generally remain relatively low due to tidal mixing. Seasonal variation in degree of
5 turbidity, changes in nutrient load, and filtering organisms influences the amount of

phytoplankton.

7      A wide variety of fish species reside in and migrate through San Francisco Bay. Typical species
8    include the staghorn sculpin (Leptocottus armatus), chameleon goby (Tridentiger trigonocephalus),
9 topsmelt (Atherinops a inis), bay pipefish (Syngnathus leptorhynchus), and Pacific herring (Clupea

10 pallasiO. Pacific herring is not listed under ESA, but it is the most important commercial species
11    in the ROI. This species also has significant spawning grounds in the project area. Pacific
12    herring swim in the middle to surface level of the water column. They spend most of their
13 adult lives in coastal waters but use estuaries for spawning and rearing. The Pacific herring

 
14 feeds on zooplankton and lives in schools.

15 Adult herring, age two or three, begin their migration into the bay in November (ABAG 1996),
16 and spawning occurs mainly from January to March in intertidal and subtidal habitat (Miller
17 and Schmidtke 1956; Hardwick 1973). Some documented Pacific herring spawning grounds
18 include Angel Island, Alcatraz Island, and Treasure Island (Miller and Schmidtke 1956). Pacific

19     herring are known to spawn in much of the project area, including the shallow water off NSTI.
20 They deposit their eggs on eelgrass, algae, rocks, sand, and other submerged objects off these
21       islands.  In San Francisco Bay, the Pacific herring eggs have been shown to hatch in six to eleven
22 days (Miller and Schmidtke 1956). The larvae tend to move out to the coast immediately, but
23     some may remain for longer periods in the surface water of the bay (Eldridge et al. 1973; Wang
24       1986).  Much of the larvae that remain inhabit the shallow waters of the South Bay as juveniles.

25 Marine mammals have been observed at or near NSTI. The harbor seal is routinely seen in the
26 San Francisco Bay waters at NSTI.  The San Francisco Bay harbor seal population of
27     approximately 700 has remained constant since the early 1970s (San Francisco Estuary Project
28    [SFEP] 1993). From December to April, several hundred harbor seals go ashore at "haulout"
29       areas on the southeast shoreline of Yerba Buena Island, near the SFOBB.  This area is within the
30    ROI but not within the boundaries of the property for disposal (see Figure 3-14) (SFEP 1993;
31 DON 1990a; Green 2001). Seals typically haul out to rest sleep, or give birth (pup).

32 3.8.4 Sensitive Species

33 This section identifies special status, or sensitive, species that may occur in the project area.
34 Sensitive species include those species that the USFWS or the CDFG lists or has proposed for
35    listing as endangered, threatened, or candidate species. Plants that the CNPS lists as rare or
36    threatened are also considered sensitive. Potential sensitive species at NSIT were identified
37 from USFWS (USFWS 2001), CDFG (CDFG 2001), and the CNPS. USFWS personnel were
38 consulted regarding the likelihood of finding listed species at NSTI (USFWS 2001).

39    Lists of all sensitive species and any critical habitat found in the region, according to USFWS
40     and NOAA Fisheries, are provided in Appendix C. Critical habitat may be designated only for
41 federally listed threatened and endangered species; no such designation is applicable to other
42    species. As mentioned in the species accounts below, critical habitat designations for some of
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3.8  Biological Resources

1     the listed salmonids have been vacated (withdrawn) by NOAA Fisheries in response to a court
2       ruling (NOAA Fisheries 2003). An assessment of the likelihood of a species occurring at NSTI
3  was made based on the habitat requirements and geographic distribution of the species,
4 existing on-site habitat quality, and the results of biological surveys of NSTI (DON 1993a, 1996b;
5      FHWA 2001).

6     The following discussion includes a profile of only those sensitive or special status species that
7      are known or considered likely to be found in the project area.

8 Sensitive Plant Species

9      All sensitive plant species listed as potentially occurring in the project area are listed in Table 3-
10    8.1. Of these species, only marsh gumplant (Grindelia stricta) is confirmed to occur within the
11   ROI. This species is considered a sensitive plant species because of its limited range and
12 increasing destruction of its habitat. This species is found on the northern portion of Yerba
13 Buena Island, outside of the proposed disposal area (FHWA 2001).

14 Marsh Gumplant. Although it has no federal or state status, marsh gumplant is considered
15 locally significant because of its association with wildlife species of concern and has been
16     included in the CNPS list of species that have limited distribution. This species was observed
17 during botanical surveys on the northern portion of Yerba Buena Island (FHWA 2001).

18 Marsh gumplant is a host species for the Alameda song sparrow, a federal species of concern.
19    However, the portion of Yerba Buena Island in which it is found is not within the proposed
20     disposal area.

Table 3.8-1
Sensitive Plant Species that may occur within the Project Area

Likelihood Of
Occurrence

Common Name Statusi in Project
Scientific Name F/S/CNPS Preferred Habitat Areal Comments

Marsh gumplant -/-/1B Northern coastal salt                 C Northern
portion of                     Grindelia stricta rrtarsh Yerba Buena Island

San Francisco gurnplant -/-/1B Coastal scrub, coastal P Potential habitat
Grindelia hirsutula var. bluff scrub, valley and occurs on
maritima. foothill grassland northwestern edge of

Yerba Buena Island
Source: CDFG 2001; USFWS 2001; CNPS 2001; FHWA 2001.
1Status

F = Federal; S = State; CNPS = California Native Plant Society Listing; 1B = Plants, rare, threatened or
endangered in California

2Likelihood of occurrence on the project site
C = Confirmed; P = Potentially may occur

21   San Francisco Gumplant (Grindelia hirsutula var. maritima). Suitable habitat for the San
22 Francisco gumplant exists on Yerba Buena Island in proximity to marsh gumplant; however,
23 this species was not reported on the island during field surveys.
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3.8 Biological Resources

1      Sensitive Wildlife Species

2 Several sensitive animal species may use or are known to use NSTI (USFWS 1994a; CDFG
3 1996a, 1996b). Numerous other wildlife species that the USFWS and NMFS classified as
4   threatened or endangered are known to occur in the Bay Area and historically have been
5    reported to intermittently forage or roost at NST[ (DON 1990a). These latter species include
6 Sacramento winter-run and Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon, central California coast
7      and Central Valley steelhead, and the California brown pelican.

8      Sensitive (ESA) Fish Species

9 Salmonids

10  Salmonids are members of the Salmorlidae family and include trout and salmon.  For
11    salmonids, a population (or group of populations) is considered distinct (and may be given
12     consideration for listing under the ESA) if it represents an evolutionarily significant unit (ESU)
13   of the biological species.  To be considered an ESU, a population must be reproductively
14    isolated, such that evolutionarily important differences accrue, and it contributes substantially
15      to the ecological and genetic diversity of the species as a whole. Table 3.8-2 lists special status
16 fish species that may occur within the project area.

  17 The salmonids that occur in the San Francisco Bay include chinook salmon, coho salmon, and
18 steelhead trout. Salmonids are anadromous, meaning they are ocean dwellers that migrate to
19 freshwater streams to spawn (lay and fertilize their eggs). There are four runs of chinook
20   salmon that use San Francisco Bay: the Sacramento winter-run, Central Valley spring-run,
21 Central Valley fall-run, and the Central Valley late fall-run chinook salmon. These runs are
22     distinguished by the time of year that they spawn. The central California coast coho salmon,
23 Central Valley steelhead, and the central California coast steelhead are also known to use San
24     Francisco Bay for migrating and rearing. These salmonids share a similar life cycle and use of
25     the bay. As discussed further in section 3.8.6, all of San Francisco Bay is considered Essential
26 Fish Habitat (EFH) for West Coast salmon fisheries.

27 Adult salmonids leave the ocean and migrate to freshwater streams when they are two or three
28     years old, though this varies according to the species. They follow a migratory route that takes
29    them to deep pools along a river where they may wait several months until they are sexually
30   mature. In order to successfully reproduce, salmon need clean cold water, flowing over a
31       gravel bed. Females search out these conditions and will lay their eggs in a gravel depression
32    they dig, called a redd. Adult chinook and coho salmon die within one to two weeks after
33 spawning. Steelhead, however, do not necessarily die but may live to spawn another year.
34   Salmonid eggs hatch in one to two months and remain in the stream, absorbing essential
35   nutrients from their yolk.  Once the hatchlings surface from their gravel covering, they are
36    known as juveniles and feed on larvae and other planktonic (drifting) organisms in the river.
37 The amount of time that juvenile salmonids remain in the bay varies, with some emigrating
38   immediately and others remaining for several months or years. Steelhead juveniles, for
39     example, rear in freshwater streams for up to three years, far longer than Pacific salmon.  Once
40 juvenile salmonids have migrated to the ocean they will remain there until they are two to four
41       years of age, and then they will begin their spawning migration.
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3.8  Biological Resources

Table 3.8-2
Special Status Fish Species that may occur within the Project Area

Likelihood of

Statusi
Occurrence

Common Name in Project
Scientific Name F/S Preferred Habitat Areal Comments

Central California coast coho salmon T/E Migrates from ocean                 P         Migrates

Oncorhynchus kisutch through estuaries to through bay
freshwater strearns

Central California coast steelhead T/- Migrates from ocean                P         Migrates
Mout through estuaries to through bay
0. mykiss freshwater streams

Central Valley fall-run/late fall-run Cl- Migrates from ocean                 P         Migrates
chinook salmon through estuaries to through bay
0. tshawytscha freshwater streams

Central Valley spring-run chinook T/- Migrates from ocean                P         Migrates
salmon through estuaries to through bay
0. tshawytscha freshwater streams

Central Valley steelhead trout T/- Migrates from ocean                P         Migrates
0. mykiss through estuaries to through bay

freshwater streams
Green sturgeon SC/SC   Marine and estuarine C Anadromous,

Acipenser medirostris environments migrates into
Central Bay

Longfin smelt SC/SC Open waters of the bay P Found
Spirinchus thaleichthys throughout

open water                             areas

Sacramento River winter-run E/E Migrates from ocean P Migrates
chinook salmon through estuaries to through bay
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha freshwater streams

Source:  NMFS 2001; CDFG 2001; USFWS 2001; FHWA 2001.
1Status

F = Federal; S= State; E = listed as endangered; T = listed as threatened; SC = species of concern; C = candidate
2Likelihood of occurrence on the project site

C = Confirmed; P = Potentially may occur.

1 Sacramento River Winter-Run Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha). Sacramento
2 River winter-run chinook salmon is federally and state-listed as endangered. Winter-run
3 chinook salmon migrate and spawn from mid-December to September, along the Sacramento
4     River, up to Keswick Dam in Shasta County.

5 Adult winter-run chinook salmon can be found in San Francisco Bay beginning November
6 through December, with individuals remaining only a few days (Herbold et al. 1992). Juveniles
7    emigrate from their initial upstream habitat to the bay in the fall. Although most individual
8 juveniles remain in the bay only for 4 to 10 days (USFWS 198D some may stay for several
9 months (Myers et al. 1998), using the habitat for rearing (Healey 1991). Winter run chinook may

10      occur in the Central Bay and in the project area in low numbers (Woodbury 2001).
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1    The primary threats to winter-run chinook salmon are the changes to the Sacramento River
2 basin, which include the presence of dams and other water diversions, increasing water
3 temperatures, agricultural and industrial pollution, and drought conditions (CDFG 2001).

4 Winter-run chinook salmon designated critical habitat includes all waters of San Francisco Bay
5   north of the SFOBB. The project area lies within this critical habitat area (National Marine
6 Fisheries Service Northwest Region [NMFS NWR] 200Oa).

7 Central Valley Spring-Run Chinook Salmon (0. tshawytscha). A federally listed threatened
8    ESU, the spring-run chinook salmon has a similar life history to the winter-run salmon but
9    begins its spawning migration to the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta in late winter to spring.

10       Adults are found in San Francisco Bay during the migratory period in the spring, and juveniles
11     have the potential to inhabit the bay in the fall, winter, and spring. Spring-run chinook may
12       occur in the Central Bay and in the project area in low numbers (Woodbury 2001).

  13 The decline of spring-run chinook is mainly attributed to over fishing and to the degradation
14       and loss of upstream habitat due to development and water diversion (CDFG 1995).

  15 There is currently no critical habitat designated for the Central Valley spring-run chinook
16      salmon; the previous critical habitat designation (NMFS NWR 2000a) has been vacated (NOOA

  17 Fisheries 2003).

18 Central Valley Fall-Run/Late Fall-Run Chinook Salmon (0. tshawytscha). The Central Valley
19 fall-run/late fall-run chinook salmon is a federally and state-designated candidate ESU. This
20 ESU constitutes the largest number of chinook salmon in San Francisco Bay (NMFS NWR
21        200Ob).

22 Adult fall-run/late fall-run chinook salmon begin their migration toward their spawning
23      grounds in June, with a peak in September. They spawn in the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta
24 during December and January (USFWS 1999). Juvenile salmon potentially occur in San
25      Francisco Bay in the late winter through summer.  This ESU can occur in the Central Bay, and in
26 the project area, in low numbers (Woodbury 2001).

27 The primary threats to the fall-run/late fall-run chinook salmon are the impacts from high
28 hatchery production and harvest levels and from the loss of 40 to 50 percent of spawning and
29 rearing habitat (NMFS 1999).

30   There is currently no critical habitat designated for this ESU; the previous critical habitat

        31       designation has been vacated (NOAA Fisheries 2003).

       32 Central California Coast Coho Salmon (0. kisutch). The Central California coast coho salmon
33    is a federally listed threatened and state-listed endangered ESU. Adult coho migrate through
34 San Francisco Bay after heavy late fall or winter rains to spawn in the Sacramento/San Joaquin
35 Delta. Juvenile coho potentially occur in the San Francisco Bay in the spring summer, and fall.
36 Central California coast coho may occur in the Central Bay, and therefore in the project area, in

 
37 low numbers (Woodbury 2001).

38 The primary threats to this ESU are habitat degradation and unfavorable climate conditions in
39      the last few decades, such as droughts and floods (CDFG 2000).
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3.8  Biological Resources

1 Central California coast coho critical habitat includes all river reaches, including estuarine areas
2     and tributaries accessible to listed coho salmon, from Punta Gorda in northern California south
3   to the San Lorenzo River in central California (NMFS NWR 2000c). The project area lies
4 partially within this critical habitat area, with the water surrounding NSTI north of SFOBB
5      qualifying as Central California coast coho critical habitat (Bybee 2001).

6 Central California Coast Steelhead Trout (0. mykiss). The Central California coast steelhead
7     trout is federally listed as a threatened ESU but has no state status. Steelhead are rare in most
8      streams that are tributary to San Francisco Bay.

9 Central California coast steelhead migrate from the Pacific coast through San Francisco Bay to
10 spawn in freshwater in the upper Sacramento River.  They are also known to migrate to the
11   South Bay, where they spawn in the Guadalupe River, Coyote Creek, and San Francisquito
12 Creek (Woodbury 2001). Upstream migration occurs from December through May, and peak
13 spawning occurs in April. Juveniles may spend a year or more in San Francisco Bay before
14      moving on to the ocean.  This ESU is known to occur in the Central Bay, and in the project area,
15     in moderate numbers (Woodbury 2001). The Central California coast steelhead may be present
16      in the ROI at any time of the year.

17 The primary threats to Central California coast steelhead are degradation and loss of critical
18      spawning and rearing grounds, due to development and water diversions (CDFG 2000).

19  There is currently no critical habitat designated for this ESU; the previous critical habitat
20       designation has been vacated (NMFS 2003).

21 Central Valley Steelhead Trout (0. mykiss). The Central Valley steelhead is federally listed as
22    threatened ESU and has no state status. Central Valley steelhead migrate between the ocean
23     and the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers and their tributaries via the San Francisco and San
24     Pablo bays. Upstream migration occurs in the winter, with peak spawning occurring December
25 through April (McEwan and Jackson 1996). Historically, adults may have remained in the delta
26 for several years after spawning, but recent changes to the hydrology of the delta has limited
27   this time frame (Interagency Ecological Program [IEP] 1998). Most Central Valley steelhead
28     juveniles rear in freshwater for one to two years.  They can be found migrating downstream at
29      any time of the year, with peak emigration occurring in the spring (IEP 1998).  This ESU has the
30   potential to occur in the Central Bay, and therefore in the project area, in low numbers
31       (Woodbury 2001).

32 The primary threats to Central Valley steelhead are degradation and loss of critical spawning
33 and rearing grounds  due to development and water diversions  (CDFG  2000).

34   There is currently no critical habitat designated for this ESU; the previous critical habitat
35       designation has been vacated (NMFS 2003).

36        Other Fish Species

37 Green Sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris). The green sturgeon is a federal species of concern.
38 Green sturgeon are bottom dwelling fish. Locally they are found in San Francisco Bay, San
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1      Pablo Bay, the lower San Joaquin River, and the delta (Wang 1986). This species may occur in
2      the ROI.

3 Although little is known about the green sturgeon's life history, it does differ from that of the
4 salmonid species. Green sturgeon are characterized as slow growing and late maturing fish that
5 spawn every 4 to 11 years (Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission [PSMFC] 1996) and rely
6    on streams, rivers, estuarine habitat and marine waters during their lifecycle. They prefer to
7     spawn in lower reaches of large rivers with swift currents and large cobble. Adults broadcast
8   eggs into the water column. The fertilized eggs sink and attach to the bottom, where they
9 hatch. Local spawning occurs in the upper Sacramento River (Fry 1973) in the spring to early

10 summer (Moyle 1976). The green sturgeon spends limited time in freshwater, only while young
11 and spawning. Juveniles migrate downstream before they are two years old. While young,
12 green sturgeon feed on algae and small invertebrates (organisms without internal backbones).
13      In general, juveniles remain in estuaries for a short time and migrate to the ocean as they grow
14 larger. However, adult green sturgeon are known to inhabit or forage in estuaries (PSMFC
15 1996). Adult green sturgeon feed on benthic (bottom dwelling) invertebrates and small fish.
16 Green sturgeon are potentially found in the Central Bay at any time of the year, but adults are
17 more likely found in spring and summer, when they migrate to freshwater for spawning and
18      then·return to the ocean.

19 The primary threats to this species are over fishing, water diversions, and pollution (CDFG
20 2000).

21 Longfin Smelt (Spirinchus thaleichthys). A federal and state species of special concern, the
22 longfin smelt is a pelagic (living in open ocean) estuarine fish known to inhabit San Francisco
23 Bay, including the waters surrounding NSTI (IEP 2001; Hieb 2001). Longfin smelt feed
24      primarily on planktonic crustaceans, such as the opossum shrimp (Neomysis mercedis). Mature
25 adults, nearing the end of their second year, migrate in the fall from the brackish waters of the
26 San Francisco and San Pablo bays to Suisun Bay and the lower delta (Wang 1986). Spawning
27 occurs December through June in the freshwater portions of the delta, along areas with rocks
28 and aquatic plants (Moyle 1976; Wang 1986).  Most of the adults die after spawning, though
29 some females survive for a second spawning season (Moyle 1976). Longfin smelt eggs are
30     deposited and adhere to substrates, such as rocks and vegetation. Larvae live in the middle to
31 surface portion of the water column and can be found from Carquinez Strait to the lower
32     reaches of the delta (Wang 1986). Juveniles migrate downstream in the late spring and summer
33       to Suisun, San Pablo, and San Francisco bays, where they spend most of their time in the middle
34    to lower portion of the water column (M(Allister 1963; Ganssle 1966). Longfin smelt may be
35     found in the Central Bay at any time of the year. CDFG monitoring stations have detected the

  36 species within the project area (IEP 2001).

37 The primary threats to longfin smelt are low water levels due to water diversions, water

 
38 pollution, climatic variation, and introduced species.

39 Delta Smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus). Delta smelt are state- and federally listed as
40     threatened and are endemic to the upper Sacramento-San Joaquin estuary. They occur in the
41 delta, primarily below Isleton on the Sacramento River, below Mossdale on the San Joaquin
42    River, and in Suisun Bay.  They move into freshwater when spawning. During high outflow
43   periods, they may be washed into San Pablo Bay, but they do not establish permanent
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1 populations there (USFWS 1996). Consequently, delta smelt are rare to the Central Bay and are
2    unlikely to be found in the project area. The USFWS has listed this federally and state-listed
3 threatened species as potentially occurring in the project area (USFWS 2001).

4    In the fall, adults congregate and begin their swim upstream to spawn in river channels and
5 sloughs. Spawning occurs between January and July. Most spawning occurs in the dead-end
6   sloughs and shallow edge waters of channels in the western delta, though it also has been
7      recorded in Montezuma Slough near Suisun Bay and far upstream in the Sacramento River near
8      Rio Vista (Radtke 1966; Wang 1986).  With low levels of vegetation in the winter, it is likely that
9     the eggs are deposited on submerged tree branches or on sandy and rocky substrate (Thelander

10   et al. 1994). It takes 10 to 14 days for eggs to hatch, at which time the current carries the
11 planktonic larvae downstream, where they feed on a steady supply of zooplankton. The final
12    destination for most juvenile smelt is the null zone, an area where saltwater from the ocean
13 meets freshwater from rivers (Thelander et al. 1994).

14 The primary threats to delta smelt include the decrease in water level in the delta due to water
15   diversions and entrainment (when fish are drawn into hydroelectric turbines on dams or
16 irrigation canals).

17     There is no critical habitat designated for this species in the project area.

18 Bird Species

19 Bird species are protected under the ESA or the MBTA. Information on these statutes and their
20 implementing regulations can be found in section 3.1. Table 3.8-3 lists those bird species of
21    concern that the USFWS states could occur within the project area.  With the exception of the
22 listed species (California least terri, the California clapper rail, and the western snowy plover),
23 only those species considered likely to occur or known to occur in the project area are addressed
24 below.

25 This section is divided into two parts, the first of which discusses ESA listed species or species
26      of concern that could occur or are known to occur in the project area. The second part describes
27 species covered only by the MBTA that are known to occur or have nesting habitat in the area.
28    Because some birds are protected under both the ESA and the MBTA, there may be overlap
29      between the sections.

30     Sensitive (ESA) Bird Species

31 American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum). This species is no longer federally listed
32    but is state-listed as endangered. The peregrine falcon was fairly common in the state before
33      1947, with at least 100 nesting pairs counted (USFWS 1992). The peregrine falcon was placed on
34 the federal endangered species list in 1970, when fewer than five pairs were believed to nest in
35  all of California. Presently, an estimated 10 to 20 birds range over the San Francisco
36
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Table 3.8-3
Special Status Bird Species that May Occur within the Project Area

Common Name Statusl Potential Occurrence
Scientijic Name (F/S) Habitat Requirements within Project Area2 Comments

Alameda song sparrow SC/SC Fresh, brackish, or salt marsh habitats.                       C                      May be an occasional

Melospiza melodia pusillula visitor, breeding
populations unlikely.

American peregrine falcon DL/E Woodlands, coastal habitats, riparian C Habitat in project area;

Falco peregrinus anatum areas, coastal and inland waters, nests adjacent to project
human-made structures that may be area.

used as nest or temporary perch sites.

Black-Crowned Night Heron -           Lowlands and foothills. Nests and C Nests and roosts on YBI
Nycticorax nycticorax roosts in dense-foliaged trees and in woodland areas.

dense emergent wetlands.
Black oystercatcher SC/SC Rocky shores of marine habitats and C Occurs in project area.

»-ia„us bachmm adjacent islands.
Brant's cormorant * Yearlong resident of marine subtidal C Occurs in project area;

Phalacrocorax pena'llatus and pelagic zones of California. Nests nest known on YBI.
on rocky headlands or islets.

California brown pelican E/E Open water, estuaries, beaches; roosts C Habitat in project area.
Pelecanus occidentalis on various structures (e.g., pilings,

boat docks, breakwaters, mudflats).
California clapper rail E/E Salt marshes traversed by tidal U Little habitat in project

Rallus longirostris obsoletus sloughs, tidal marshes, pickleweed area, unlikely to occur.
marshes.

California least tern E/E Shallow areas of bays estuaries, U Foraging habitat in

Sterna antillarum browni lagoons, and at the joining points project area offshore.

Double<rested cormorant
between rivers and estuaries.

-iSC Open water, fresh and estuarine                               C                   Habitat in project area.
Phalacrocorax auritus waters, near-shore.

Pelagic cormorant * Frequently in marine subtidal and C Occurs in project area.
P. pelagicus uncommon to marine pelagic around

rocky coasts. Nests on rocky cliffs.

Western gull
*

Occupies coastal islands, cliffs, C Occurs in project area.
Larus occidentalis harbors, bays, river mouths and

garbage dumps. Nests in a depression
on ground, among vegetation or rocks
in a variety of habitats.

Western snowy plover T/SC Sandy beaches, estuarine, inter-tidal                        U                   Little habitat in project

Charadrius alexandrinus mudflats, salt pond levees, alkali area, unlikely to occur.
nivosus lakes, gravel areas near beaches and

estuaries.
Source: CDFG 2001; USFWS 2001; FHWA 2001.
1StatuS

F = Federal; S = State; * = Protected under MBTA; E = listed as endangered; T = listed as threatened; SC = spedes of concern:
C = candidate; DL = delisted

2Likelihood of occurrence on the project site
C = Confirmed; U = Unlikely to occur

Note:
YBI = Yerba Buena Island

1     Bay Area and delta region (FHWA 2001). Other bird species are prey for the peregrine falcon,
2 including pigeons, terns, blackbirds, sparrows, and shorebirds. Peregrine falcons usually nest
3     in depressions on protected ledges of high cliffs or on rock outcrops (Peterson 1990).  They are
4 also known to use tall buildings or bridges in urban areas. During the last few years, four pairs
5 have begun nesting in the Central Bay.  Two of these peregrine falcon nests occur on the SFOBB;
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1   one on the support structure east of Yerba Buena Island and one on the central support
2 structure, between the island and San Francisco (Bell 1996).  They most likely forage within the
3      project area.

4 California clapper rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus). Although the USFWS cites the federally
5     and state-listed endangered California clapper rail as occurring in the area (USFWS 2001), very
6    little of the salt marsh habitat preferred by this species exists in the project area.  It is unlikely
7      that the species is found in the project area.

8 California least tern (Sterna antilarum browni). Listed as endangered both federally and by the
9    state, this migratory species is found in California and Baja California from April to September

10   (Thelander et al. 1994) and is believed to winter along the Pacific coast of South America
11     (Massey 1971). During the breeding season, from May through September, the California least
12   tern is found in the Central Bay at the former Alameda Naval Air Station and at Oakland
13 International Airport (approximately 3 and 9 miles [5 and 9 km]) respectively, to the southeast
14      of NSTI), where major nesting areas occur. The former Naval Air Station Alameda is the largest
15      nesting spot for least terns in San Francisco Bay, and the terns have been observed occasionally
16 in nearshore waters surrounding NSTI. No least tern nesting colonies have been recorded on
17 Yerba Buena Island (DON 1990a), and the potential habitat for nesting on NSTI is unlikely.  The
18 California least tern is believed to be an infrequent visitor to Treasure or Yerba Buena islands
19 and most likely does not occur in the project area. This species has declined in numbers
20      because of coastal development, introduced predators, and human disturbance (USFWS 1992).

21 California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus). A federally and state-listed
22 endangered species, brown pelicans are found in estuarine, marine subtidal, and marine pelagic
23 waters throughout coastal California (Thelander et al. 1994). Important habitat for pelicans
24 during the nonbreeding season includes roosting and resting areas, such as offshore rocks,
25 islands, sandbars, breakwaters, and pilings. Suitable areas need to be free of disturbance. They
26 rest temporarily on the water or isolated rocks, but roosting requires a dry location near food
27    and a buffer from predators and humans. California brown pelicans use open water areas for
28    feeding and use rocks, jetties, and piers for roosting. Brown pelicans feed on small surface-
29      schooling fish, primarily anchovy (Zeiner et al. 1990). Nesting normally begins in the spring but
30     is highly variable, according to colony and year. Breeding occurs from March to early August,
31      with eggs being laid from March to June.

32 California brown pelicans migrate from their breeding zones in the Channel Islands and Mexico
33    as early as mid-May, to disperse throughout coastal California. Most pelicans return to breed
34   by the following March. Brown pelicans are common in northern California from June to
35    November, are rare to uncommon from December to February and May, and are very rare in
36    March and April (Anderson and Anderson 1976; Cogswell 1977; McCaskie et al. 1979).  The
37 California brown pelican is a common post-breeding resident (May through November) of the
38 open waters of the central San Francisco Bay and of San Pablo Bay (USFWS 1992).  They can be
39 found roosting at Breakwater Island, near the former Naval Air Station Alameda (Jacques-
40   Strong 1994) and fishing throughout the bay. This species occurs at the project area and
41 occasionally forages at the nearshore areas at NSTI.  They are also known to rest on bridge
42     footings and to forage by the SFOBB (FHWA 2001).
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1 This species has been affected by numerous factors that have contributed to its decline,
2 including disease outbreaks, low productivity, colony failure, its primary dependence on the
3 northern anchovy for prey (which has declined), oil and other toxic spills, the presence of
4   relatively high levels of pesticides in the tissues of some pelicans, human and nonnative
5 mammal disturbance at central California coast post-breeding roosts, physical injury and
6    mortality due to fish hooks, entanglement in abandoned fishing line, and El Nifio events that
7       cause prey fishes to move well offshore and away from pelican nesting islands.

8       There is no critical habitat designation for this species (USFWS 2001).

9 Western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus). A federally listed threatened
10     species and a state species of special concern, they typically occupy sandy beaches, salt ponds,
11 and intertidal areas of marine and estuarine habitats but are known to occur in some inland
12 areas (Thelander et al. 1994). Along the Pacific Coast snowy plovers are distributed on the
13      mainland and offshore islands, from southern Washington to southern Baja California, Mexico.
14 Some populations, however, reside yearlong in California. Within California, plovers tend to
15 winter along Bodega Bay in Sonoma County and to the south in the Los Angeles vicinity, with a
16 large congregation around the San Francisco Bay Area (Zeiner et al. 1990). Nests are usually
17  established in sparsely vegetated to nonvegetated areas of sandy beaches and estuaries.
18 Western snowy plovers forage on insects and amphipods from the dry sand of upper beaches
19     along the coast and occasionally forage for sand crabs and brine flies. This species is sensitive
20   to human harassment and direct destruction of nest sites and breeding habitat are some
21      reasons for its decline.

22 Snowy plovers nest March though September at sandspits and open beaches near rivers and
23     estuaries. The nests can sometimes be found in salt pond levees and dry salt ponds. Western
24 snowy plovers are known to winter in the San Francisco Bay Area, and an estimated 250
25    individuals have been recorded in the bay during the breeding season (Goals Project 2000).
26 Critical habitat for the western snowy plover falls outside of the project area. Although a small
27    amount of potential foraging habitat exists for the snowy plover at NSTI, there is no nesting
28      habitat. Any occurrences of this species at NSTI would be incidental, and the species is unlikely
29      to be found there.

  30 Alameda song sparrow (Melospiza melodia pusillula). A federal species of concern, the
31     Alameda song sparrow is found in freshwater, brackish, and salt marsh habitats. This species
32     occurs in coastal salt marsh habitat bordering South San Francisco Bay and can be found near
33    NSTI, at the Emeryville Crescent adjacent to the SFOBB toll plaza.  The main range of the
34   Alameda song sparrow extends from Coyote Creek, at the southern extremity of the bay,
35 northward along the west shore of south San Francisco Bay to Belmont Slough, and along the
36 east shore to San Lorenzo (Jurek 1974). Small populations also occur in marshes at the northeast
37   shore of Richmond Inner Harbor in El Cerrito, along the shoreline from Emeryville to the
38       SFOBB toll plaza, and at Arrowhead Marsh at the mouth of San Leandro Creek in the bay in San
39 Leandro (Jurek 1974).

40      There is potential nesting habitat for this species at sites where marsh gumplant occurs, such as
41      on Yerba Buena Island. The Alameda song sparrow has been observed perching on individual
42      gumplants in these areas. The Alameda song sparrow could nest in the project area but has not

 

43 been observed nesting at NSTI.
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1     The song sparrow has been affected by urbanization and economic development throughout its
2 range. Increasing salinity from diversion of freshwater streams has resulted in only limited
3      areas of brackish marsh, the preferred habitat. Salt marshes have been filled or converted to salt
4      ponds, so few remaining areas of complex salt marsh exist.

5       Migratory Bird Treaty Act Protected Species

6 Although numerous bird species covered by the MBTA are found in the project area, only the
7 following species are confirmed as nesting on NSTI or Yerba Buena Island: black-crowned night
8  heron, double<rested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), Brandt's cormorant (Phalacrocorax
9 pencillatus),the pelagic cormorant (Phalacrocorax pelagicus), the western gull (Larus occidentalis),

10 and black oystercatcher (Haematopus bachmanO (USFWS 1995c).

11 Black-crowned night heron (Nycticorax nycticorax). The black-crowned night heron is a fairly
12 common yearlong resident in lowlands and foothills throughout most of California.  This
13 species usually nests between February and July. Nesting and roosting occurs in dense foliage
14     trees and dense emergent wetlands. It feeds along the margins of lakes, large rivers, fresh and
15 salt water wetlands and, rarely, on kelp beds in marine subtidal habitats. The black-crowned
16 night heron both nests and roosts in woodland areas on Yerba Buena Island.

17 Double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus). A state species of special concern, the
18     cormorant is a year-long resident along the entire coast of California and is known to frequent
19 inland lakes and fresh, salt and estuarine waters.  Fish make up the bulk of the double-crested
20    cormorant's diet, while crustaceans and amphibians are known to be taken as food items to a
21 lesser degree. It feeds during the day and is known to roost beside water on offshore rocks,
22 islands, steep cliffs, trees, or engineered structures (wharves, jetties, and bridges). Nests are
23      built in habitats similar to those used for roosting, with the further requirements that the area be
24    inaccessible to predators, that it be near a foraging area, and that it have a dependable food
25 supply. Breeding cormorants are very sensitive to human disturbance (Goals Project 2000).
26      Causes of decline include habitat destruction and human disturbance, particularly from boating
27    (Ellison and Cleary 1978), eggshell thinning from DDT contamination, and human disturbance
28      at nest sites.

29 Double-crested cormorants are fairly common within San Francisco Bay, especially during the
30      winter. The largest colonies are on the SFOBB, where there is a large nesting colony, and on the
31 Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. The species is known to occur within the project area.

32 Black oystercatcher (Haematopus bachmani). This species is a permanent resident on rocky
33      shores of marine habitats along almost the entire California coast, as well as on adjacent islands.
34 The state breeding population has been estimated at about 1,000 (Sowls et al. 1980).

35 The black oystercatcher is sensitive to human disturbance and is subject predation by native
36 and nonnative predators, such as rats and feral cats.  It may be either uncommon or locally
37 fairly common in northern and central California (Cogswell 197D.  It is rare on the mainland
38 coast south of Point Conception (Santa Barbara County), and no recent California nesting
39 records exist south of this locality (Garrett and Dunn 1981). This species tends to be distributed
40 fairly evenly along the mainland where suitable habitat exists, with denser concentrations on
41 offshore islands, such as the Farallons and the Channel Islands.
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1   The black oystercatcher has nesting sites in the San Francisco Bay Area. The USFWS has
2      documented one breeding black oystercatcher on Yerba Buena Island (USFWS 1995c) and it has
3 been observed on Treasure Island (USFWS 1995c).

4      Western gull (Larus occidentalis). This species is quite common along the California coast.  It is
5     abundant year round, occurs in the project area, and nests locally. It forages often at low tide
6       on mudflats.

7 Western gulls nest on the column footings of the SFOBB west span and could nest on the
8     footings of the east span. The USFWS has documented 31 known nest sites for this species on
9 Yerba Buena Island (USFWS 1995c).

I 10 Brandt's cormorant (Phalacrocorax pencillatus). This species is a common yearlong resident in
11 marine subtidal and pelagic zones of California, especially near rocky shores. Perch sites are
12 usually barren of vegetation. Brandt's cormorants roost communally and tend to nest on rocky
13    headlands or islets along the coast and on islands. This species is common in outer parts of
14 large estuaries but is only an occasional visitor in inner bay areas or on smaller estuaries.  It
15    dives for food in shallow or deep water and consumes mostly small saltwater fishes and also
16 some crabs and shrimps. Brandt's cormorant requires a dependable food supply within
17 commuting distance of a suitable roost or nest site, but it is known to commute a relatively great

 
18 distance (Palmer 1962).

19      There are large numbers of this species that nest offshore (approximately 22,000 breed on South
20 Farallon Island; DeSante and Ainley 1980). Large numbers have been seen migrating
21      northward past Goleta Point Santa Barbara County, in February and March (Garrett and Dunn
22   1981). The population increases south of Morro Bay in the winter, from migrants from the
23      north, Baja California, and the Channel Islands. Many members of the population may be local
24    or distant migrators. Many Southeast Farallon Island juveniles disperse northward as far as
25 Vancouver Island, British Columbia 5)eSante and Ainley 1980).

  26 In San Francisco Bay, they rarely feed near their winter roosts and have been known to
27    commute as much as 10 miles (16 km) daily from their roost to feeding areas (Bartholomew
28 1949). Brandt's cormorant occur in the project area, and the USFWS has documented four
29    known nest sites for this species on Yerba Buena Island (USFWS 1995c). These are the only
30 known nesting sites for this species in San Francisco Bay.

31 Pelagic cormorant (Phalacrocorax pelagicus). The pelagic cormorant is a yearlong resident of
32 California. Pelagic cormorants inhabit marine subtidal areas along the rocky coasts of
33     California and its islands, south to San Luis Obispo County. Less commonly they are found in
34 marine pelagic habitats. Although most pelagic cormorants remain close to their breeding sites
35     throughout the year, some populations migrate within California, heading south after nesting.
36      Locally they are found at the outermost part of bays (Zeiner et al. 1990). The pelagic cormorant
37      breeds on rocky cliffs beginning in April through August (Zeiner et al. 1990). Their diet consists
38    of small fish and crustaceans, to a lesser degree. These cormorants prefer to feed in shallow

        39 rocky-bottomed areas (Robertson 1974).

40 Pelagic cormorants are known to inhabit San Francisco Bay, with a breeding colony on Alcatraz
41 Island (Point Reyes Bird Observatory 2001), and are known to occur in the project area.
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1 Mammals

2    No special status terrestrial mammal species are found in the project area, but several marine
3 mammal species, all of which are of concern and/or sensitive insofar as they are protected
4     under the ESA and/or MMPA, have been observed at or near NSTI. These commonly include
5     the harbor seal, the California sea lion (Zalophus cal(fornianus), and occasionally, the gray whale
6 (Eschrichtius robustus).  On rare occasions, the following marine mammal species may occur in
7  the bay as individual transients: humpback whale (Megaptera novaengliae), minke whale
8 (Balaenoptera acutorostrata), steller sea lion (Eumetopias jubatus), and southern sea otter (Enhydra
9 lutris nerels). Table 3.8-4 lists the marine mammal species that may occur within the project

10    area. The marine mammal species considered likely to occur or known to occur are discussed
11 below.

Table 3.84
Marine Mammal Species That May Occur Within the Project Area

Potential

Occurrence                Common Name within Project
Scientijic Name Statusl (F/S) Habitat Requirements A reaz Comments

Southern sea otter T*/ Coastal California waters                  P May occur in
Enhydra lutris nereis bay.

California sea lion * Coastal California waters                P May occur in
Zalophus californianus bay.

Gray whale DI=*/- Coastal arctic and tropical               C            May occur in
Eschrichtius robustus waters bay.

Harbor seal                                       * Deep water with gently C

Occurs                                  Phoca vitulina richardsi sloping terrestrial area throughout the
nearby bay.

Steller sea lion rl- Pacific ocean, island and                U           May occur
Eumetopias jubatus coastal rookeries rarely in bay.

Source:  CDFG 2001; USFWS 2001; FHWA 2001.
1StatuS

F = Federal; S = State; T = listed as threatened; DL = delisted; *
protected under MMPA

2Likelihood of occurrence on the project site
C = Confirmed; P = Potentially may occur; U = Unlikely to occur

12 The section is divided into two parts. The first part discusses ESA-listed species (which are also
13 protected under the MMPA) and the second discusses species protected by the MMPA only.

14 ESA-Listed Species

15     Southern sea otter (Enhydra lutris nereis). This mammal is federally listed as threatened under
16    the ESA.  It is not known if California sea otters are migrants or residents in certain areas of
17 California. Southern sea otters in San Francisco Bay are probably not seasonal residents but are
18 more likely to be isolated foragers that ranged north of their generally recognized territory.  The
19    northern edge of their range is usually considered to be Half Moon Bay (Allen 2001), although
20 this range keeps extending.  They are common at Point Reyes but are considered to occur rarely
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1      in the waters off Treasure Island.  One sea otter has been sighted in the waters off Yerba Buena
2 Island (Green 2001)

3   Steller sea lion (Eumetopias jubatus). Federally listed as threatened under the ESA, this
4     species is found in nearshore waters out to and beyond the continental shelf (Marine Mammal
5 Center 2000a).   They haul out at various locations, which have changed historically in the San
6      Francisco Bay region. Historically they hauled out at the rocks near the Cliff House and also at
7      Pier 39 in San Francisco, though not regularly (Allen 2001). They occur to the south at Afio
8 Nuevo Island, which is the southernmost breeding area for the species (Tetra Tech 1999), and on
9      the Farallon Islands, much farther offshore.

10   They can occur in the waters off NSTI and Yerba Buena Island rarely as individual and
11 intermittent transients, but their presence in the ROI is unlikely. They have never been sighted
12    hauling out at either Treasure Island or Yerba Buena Island (Allen 2001). Any occurrences of
13 this species in the ROI would most likely correspond to when the herring are running in the
14    bay, as this is a prey species for Steller sea lions (Allen 2001). Typically, however, they are
15       unlikely to occur in the waters of Treasure Island.

  16 The project area is within designated critical habitat for this species, due to considerations other

17     than the species' presence. The critical habitat for the Steller sea lion includes areas where its
18    preferred prey occurs, such as San Francisco Bay, or areas that have been within its historic
19 range. Steller sea lions are not currently found throughout much of their historic range and
20 rarely occur in San Francisco Bay.

  21 Additional Marine Mammal Species (Protected under the MA/IPA)

22   Harbor seal (Phoca vitulina richardsi). This species is a permanent resident in the San
23   Francisco Bay and is routinely seen in waters at NSTI.  They have been observed as far
24      upstream as Sacramento, though their use of the habitat north of Suisun Bay is irregular (Goals
25        Project 2000).

26   There are several harbor seal haulout sites in the Central Bay, located near feeding sites,
27 including Yerba Buena Island, Sisters Island in Muzzi Marsh, Castro Rocks, Brooks Island, a
28 floating abandoned dock near Sausalito, Angel Island, and a breakwater at the Oakland
29    entrance to Alameda Harbor (Allen 1991; Harvey and Torok 1995). Haulout sites must have
30 gently sloping terrain and deep water immediately nearby and must be free of disturbance
31    (Allen 1991). Only three sites in the bay-Yerba Buena Island, Mowry Slough, and Castro
32 Rocks-show greater than 40 individuals present during the breeding and molting seasons
33      (Kopec and Harvey 1995).

34     Seals haul out year-round on Yerba Buena Island. The haulout area is within the ROI but not
35    within the boundaries of the property for disposal. The Yerba Buena Island haulout site near

 
36 the SFOBB is on the southeast side of the island (Figure 3-14), on US Coast Guard property.

37 Individual seals may occasionally haul out farther to the west and southwest of the main
38      haulout site on Yerba Buena Island, depending on space availability and conditions at the main
39      haulout area (Figure 3-14).
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3.8  Biological Resources

1 Harbor seals feed in the deepest waters of the bay, and the areas from Golden Gate to Treasure
2     Island and from the San Mateo Bridge south are the principle feeding sites (Kopec and Harvey
3 1995). Harbor seals feed on a variety of fish, such as perch, gobies, herring, and sculpin.

4 CDFG aerial surveys done since 1998 of the bay population reflect a conservative estimate of
5  approximately 500 animals. Land-based censusing reflects a higher, and probably more
6 accurate, number of approximately 700 animals (Richmond Bridge Harbor Seal Survey [RBHSS]
7      2001). This number has remained relatively constant since the early 1970s (SFEP 1993).

8 Several hundred harbor seals use the Yerba Buena Island site as a year-round haulout site,
9 though highest counts occur in the winter, from December to April (SFEP 1993; DON 1990a;

10 RBHSS 2001).  This most likely corresponds to the period of high Pacific herring numbers in the
11 bay, Pacific herring being a preferred prey. In January 1999, 296 animals were counted at Yerba
12 Buena Island (Green et al. 2001), and in March 2001, the count was 277 (Green 2001).

13    Only the most undisturbed sites are used for pupping, which occurs in the spring.  The area is
14 not historically identified as a pupping site for harbor seals but pups are occasionally seen there
15     (Kopec and Harvey 1995), as is afterbirth.  One dead pup was documented as having been born
16 there (Green 2001). The number of pups sighted on Yerba Buena Island, while still under 10 a
17     year, has increased by one a year for each of the last four years. Males made up 83.1 percent of
18 the seals whose gender could be determined on the haulout site at Yerba Buena Island in a
19 study conducted in 1997 (Spencer 1997).

20 Harbor seals at Yerba Buena Island are subject to high levels of disturbance, primarily from
21 recreational watercraft.  This is particularly true during the summer, when numbers of small
22  boats, jet skis, and kayaks on the bay increase. A minimum distance of 100 yards is
23   recommended as a standard to boaters from the haulout area to avoid disturbing the seals

24    (RBHSS 2001). Researchers have reported seals shifting from a predominantly diurnal (active
25    during the day) hauling pattern to a nocturnal (active at night) pattern in response to human
26 disturbance (Paulbitski 1975). Others have reported that increased disturbance can cause
27 reduced reproductive success and site abandonment (Bartholomew 1949; Calambokidis et al.
28 1979).

29      California sea lion (Zalophus californianus). The California sea lion occurs year-round in parts
30   of San Francisco Bay though, as with the other seal species, they are most abundant in the
31 winter, corresponding with the herring run. California sea lions are not listed under the ESA
32   but are protected under the MMPA. The largest haulout site in the bay is at Pier 39 in San
33    Francisco.  Most of the sea lions hauled out at this site are males, and no pupping has been
34 observed (Goals Project 2001).

35     Individual sea lions have been observed with some regularity in the shipping channel south of
36 Yerba Buena Island. Individuals have also been sighted in the waters east of Yerba Buena
37 Island (Green 2001).  It is unlikely that these animals would occur within the defined ROI of the
38 project.

39 Gray whale (Eschrichtius robustus). Gray whales are found only in the Pacific Ocean, with the
40 current northeastern Pacific population estimated at approximately 26,000 (NMFS 2001).  Gray
41 whale populations have begun to rebound, and the species was delisted under the ESA in 1994.
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3.8 Biological Resources

1 Protected under the MMPA, the gray whale is the most common cetacean along the central
2 California coast during its annual spring migration to northern feeding grounds and during its
3 late fall-winter return to Mexican calving and breeding lagoons (Monterey Bay National Marine
4     Sanctuary 2001).

5 Gray whales may occur in the waters off Treasure Island. Gray whale populations have been
6     increasing in San Francisco Bay over the last three years.  In 1999, they were spotted in the bay
7     on 39 days, in 2000 on 64 days, and in 2001 (to date) on 116 days (Oliver et al. 2001).  They are
8 usually sighted traveling alone, but also have been sighted in pairs. A single sighting at the
9 Dumbarton Bridge consisted of a group of five whales (Oliver et al. 2001). Greater than 95

10      percent of the sightings occur during the northern migration, from February to May.

/ 11 All age classes have been sighted, though the majority of animals sighted in San Francisco Bay
12      have been juveniles, less than 37 feet (11 m) long. This overall sighting increase may represent
13    an increase in habitat utilization by this species.  They have been sighted from the extreme
14    southern end of the bay to the extreme northern end. Behaviors observed in the bay include
15 traveling, milling, socializing, and foraging. Numbers of strandings have also been increasing
16 and range from 17 to 29 animals (Marine Mammal Center 200lb).

17 Sensitive Amphibian Species

  18 Three amphibian species are listed by USFWS as potentially occurring within the project area.

19  These are the California red4egged frog (Rana aurora draytoniO, the Alameda whipsnake
20 (Masticophis lateralis euryxanthusl and the giant garter snake (Tllamnophis gigas). No habitat for
21     any of these species is found within the project area; therefore, they are considered unlikely to
22      be present in the project area.

23 Sensitive Invertebrate Species

24 The USFWS lists three invertebrate species as potentially occurring within the project area: the
25   Mission blue butterfly (Icaricia icarioides missionensisl the San Bruno elfin butterfly (Incisalia
26 mossii bayensis), and the white abalone (Haliotis sorensonO. However, no habitat for any of these
27    species is found within the project area, and they are considered unlikely to be present in the

       28     project area.

29 Sensitive Reptile Species

30 Four species of sea turtles occur at least occasionally along the central California coast. These
31     are the federally endangered leatherback turtle (Dermochelys coriacea schlegeliO and the federally
32 threatened green turtle (Chelonia mydas agassizO, the olive ridley turtle (Lepidochelys olivacea), and
33 the loggerhead turtle (Caretta caretta gigas). These species are all unlikely to occur in the
34 estuarine waters near NSTI and have no known occurrences in the project area.

35 3.8.5 Sensitive Habitats

36 Sensitive habitats are vegetation communities that federal, state, or local agencies or
37 conservation organizations have assigned special status because of declining, restricted, or
38 threatened populations or areas. Habitat areas or vegetation communities that are unique or

. 39 that offer particular value to wildlife also are considered sensitive.
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3.8 Biological Resources

1   The mudflats, which may contain eelgrass beds, on the western side of the cove between
2 Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island are a sensitive habitat at NSTI (DON 1996a).  The soft
3      bay mud substrate provides habitat for many invertebrates, including oligochaetes, polychaetes,
4 crustaceans, isopods, gastropods, and bivalves. These species, which typically reside in the top
5    few inches of the substrate, are preyed upon by shorebird species, such as western sandpipers
6 (Calidris maun), sanderling (Calidris alba), spotted sandpiper (Actitis macularia), and killdeer
7    (Charadrius voci»us), which forage in the area during low tide. Research on stomach contents
8    has shown that the gem clam, the polychaete Neanthes succina, and the mud snail are the most
9      common prey species among many shorebirds (USFWS 1992).

10 Critical Habitat

11    Areas of habitat considered essential to the conservation of a listed endangered or threatened
12   species may be designated as critical habitat, which is protected under the ESA. Although
13 critical habitat may be designated on private or government land, activities on these lands are
14 not restricted unless there is federal involvement in the activities or direct harm to listed
15 wildlife.

16    The ROI of the project area contains critical habitat for the following species, as designated by
17      NMFS on the dates shown:

18              • Sacramento River winter-run chinook salmon, June 16, 1993; and

19            •    Steller sea lion, March 23, 1999.

20   As mentioned above, previous designations of critical habitat for salmonid ESUs have been
21        withdrawn (NMFS 2003).
22 3.8.6 Essential Fish Habitat

23    The MSA defines EFH as those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding,
24   feeding, or growth to maturity.  The MSA set forth a number of new mandates for NMFS,
25 regional fishery management councils, and federal action agencies to identify EFH and to
26 protect important marine and anadromous fish habitat.  The MSA provided NMFS with
27 legislative authority to regulate fisheries in the U.S., in the area between 3 miles (5 km) and 200
28   miles (320 km) offshore and established eight regional fishery management councils that
29   manage the harvest of the fish and shellfish resources in these waters. The councils, with
30   assistance from NMFS, are required to delineate EFH in FMPs or FMP amendments for all
31 managed species.  A FMP is a plan to achieve specified management goals for a fishery and is
32    composed of data, analyses, and management measures for a fishery.  EFH that is sanctioned
33     for an FMP includes all fish managed by the plan. Federal agency actions that fund, permit, or
34      carry out activities that may adversely affect EFH are required to consult with NMFS regarding
35 potential adverse effects of their actions on EFH and to respond in writing to NMFS'
36     recommendations. In addition, NMFS is required to comment on any state agency activity that
37 will affect EFH (NMFS 2000).

38   The MSA requires that EFH be identified for all species that are federally managed.  This
39 includes species managed by the councils' FMPs, as well as those managed by NMFS under
40 FMPs developed by the Secretary of Commerce.
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3.8 Biological Resources

1      The project area is designated as EFH for fish managed under three FMPs-Pacific groundfish,
2 coastal pelagics, and Pacific coast salmon (National Marine Fisheries Service Southwest Region
3     [NMFS SWR] 2001). All species for which EFH exists in the project area and that are found in
4       the project area are listed in Table 3.8-5.  For a comprehensive list of all species included in these
5       three FMPs, refer to Appendix G. A description of the relevant FMPs follows.

6 West Coast Groundfish FMP

7    There are 83 species of groundfish that are managed under this FMP.  (For a listing of species
8    that are found in the project area, refer to Table 3.8-5; for a comprehensive list of all species
9   included in the west coast groundfish FMP, refer to Appendix G.) The EFH for west coast

10 groundfish includes saltwater from the mean higher high waterline and the upriver extent of
11 saltwater intrusion in river mouths along the coast of California  (NMFS 1998). Therefore, the
12 whole project area lies within the west coast groundfish EFH.

  13 Coastal Pelagic FMP

14 Species managed under this plan include northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax), Pacific sardine
15 (Sardinops sagax), Pacific (chub) mackerel (Scomber japonicus), jack mackerel (Trachurus
16   symmetricus), and market squid (Loligo opalescens) (Coastal Pelagic Species Fish Management
17   Plan 1998). San Francisco Bay, including the project area, qualifies as EFH for all species
18 managed under this FMP.

19 Pacijic Coast Salmon FMP

20 The Pacific coast salmon FMP includes coho, chinook, and Puget Sound pink salmon (Pacific
21 Fishery Management Council [PFMC] 1999). Variation in the timing of migration and
22     spawning of chinook salmon has led to the designation of ESUs, a distinctive group of Pacific
23 salmon, steelhead, or sea-run cutthroat trout.  Four ESUs of chinook and a coho salmon ESU are
24       found in the project area.  They are fall, late-fall, winter-run, and spring-run chinook and central
25 California coast coho salmon (Vogel and Marine 1991).  The EFH associated with the Pacific
26 coast salmon FMP encompasses all of the project area (PFMC 1999).

27 3.8.7 Special Aquatic Sites

28     Under the section 404(b)(1) guidelines of the CWA, the EPA identifies six categories of special
29 aquatic sites: sanctuaries and refuges, wetlands, mudflats, vegetated shallows, coral reefs, and
30     riffle and pool complexes. Discharges of dredged or fi]1 material in special aquatic sites are not
31 authorized under section 404 unless there is no less damaging practicable alternative.

  32 Special aquatic sites in the project area include the mudflats and shallow water habitat in Clipper
33     Cove, sand flats on the eastern side of Yerba Buena Island, and vegetated shallows around the
34    perimeter of the island.  The only delineated wetland in the ROI is a small band of northern
35       coastal salt marsh that occurs on the north side of Yerba Buena Island, adjacent to Clipper Cove
36       (FHWA 2001).  This salt marsh is not within the proposed disposal area.

: 37
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3.8 Biological Resources

1

Table 3.8-5
FMP Species Abundance in the Central Bay

Common Name Fish Management Plan
Scientific Name (FMP) Abundance

Big skate GF Present

Raja binoculata
Bocaccio GF Rare

Sebastes paucispinis
Brown rockfish GF Abundant

S. auriculatus
Cabezon GF Few

Scorpaenichthys marmoratus
Chinook salmon PCSP                *

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha
Coho salmon PCSP                *

0. kisutch
Curlfin turbot GF Present

Pleuronichthys decurrens

English sole GF Abundant

Parophrys vetulus

Jack mackerel Cp Present

Trachurus symmetricus

Kelp greenling GF Present

Hexagrammos decagrammus
Leopard shark GF Present

Triakis semifasciata
Lingcod GF Present

Ophiodon elongates
Market squid CP                                       *

Lotigo opalescens
Northern anchovy CP Abundant

Engraulis mordax
Pacific sanddab GF Present

Citharichthys sordidus
Pacific sardine Cp Rare

Sardinops sagax
Pacific whiting (hake) GF

Present                                  
Merluccius productus

Sand sole GF Present

Psettichthys melanostictus

Soupfin shark GF Rare
Galeorhinus gateus

Spiny dogfish GF Present

Squalus acanthias

Starry founder GF Abundant

Platichthys stellatus
Source: NMFS SWR 2001.
*Abundance not known
GF = Groundfish Fishery Management Plan; CP = Coastal Pelagics Fishery Management Plan;
PCSP = Pacific Coast Salmon Plan

3
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1 3.9 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

2    NSTI is located in the seismically active San Francisco Bay Area, which is characterized by
3 numerous active faults and historic earthquakes. The following description includes regional,
4  vicinity, and underlying geologic features at NSTI. The principal geologic features and
5       formations at NST[ are discussed in this section in the context of the regional geologic setting.

 
6 3.9.1 Regional Geology and Seismicity

7    NSTI is located within the Coast Ranges Geomorphic Province. Landforms within the region
8   are influenced by geologically young processes, such as active uplift of mountains, rapid
9    erosion of streams, active transform faulting within the San Andreas Fault system, and large

10       fluctuations in sea level brought on by Pleistocene (Ice Age) glaciation.

 
11 Treasure Island was constructed in 1936 and 1937 with engineered fill placed on a sandy shoal,
12 located immediately north of Yerba Buena Island. Treasure Island is nearly flat with interior
13 elevations ranging from about 3.7 to 11.7 feet (1.1 to 3.6 meters [In]) NGVD and with a

 
14 perimeter dike as high as approximately 13.2 feet (4 In) NGVD.  (NGVD is the National

-
15 Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929, which is the elevation datum used on U.S. Geological Survey

        16      topographic maps.)

       17 Yerba Buena Island is a peak in the bedrock surface that underlies San Francisco Bay.  To the
18    east of Yerba Buena Island is a deep erosional trough developed in the Franciscan bedrock
19     surface that extends beneath Alameda Island and the Oakland Airport.  As a result the top of
20 the bedrock extends from an elevation of about 338 feet (103 In) NGVD on Yerba Buena Island
21       to about -1,000 feet (-305 In) NGVD beneath Oakland Airport (US NSF 1992).

22      Geology in the Vicinity of NSTI

23   East of the San Andreas Fault the Bay Area is underlain by marine cherts, sandstone, and
24      volcanic rock belonging to the Franciscan Formation. The region that is now San Francisco Bay
25 was above sea level until about a million years ago.  At that time, a combination of basin
26      subsidence and rising sea levels led to sediment deposition in the valleys that had been eroded
27     in the Franciscan bedrock surface. Yerba Buena Island may have been uplifted relative to the
28   surrounding land by faulting along an early offshoot of the Hayward Fault. This offshoot
29      called the Coyote Shear, is believed to have caused the uplift of the Coyote Hills in Fremont.  A
30 deep trough formed adjacent to the Coyote Shear zone extends along the East Bay shore from
31   Emeryville to south of the Oakland Airport. Sediments collected in this trough as streams

  32 emptied into the basin.

33 The first sediments deposited on the Franciscan bedrock surface belong to the Alameda
34 Formation, which spans several cycles of glacial advance and retreat between 700,000 and
35 135,000 years ago. During this period, sea level was as much as 350 feet (107 In) lower than
36     present (US NSF 1992). The Alameda Formation is about 100 feet (30.5 m) thick on the north,
37       east and south sides of Yerba Buena Island and increases to over 900 feet (274 In) thick where it
38       fills the trough in the Franciscan bedrock surface beneath Oakland Airport.
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3.9  Geology and Soils

1      The top of the Alameda Formation is an erosional surface caused by downcutting streams.  The
2      surface of the Alameda Formation shows evidence of an ancient channel that may have drained
3   to the Pacific Ocean along the southwest side of San Bruno Mountain. Later, the channel
4 changed direction and drained through the Golden Gate via the east side of Yerba Buena Island.
5      Ultimately the channel moved to its current position west of Yerba Buena Island (US NSF 1992).

6 Around 115,000 years ago, the climate changed dramatically as the huge glaciers covering the
7 interior melted and sea levels rose high enough to inundate the San Francisco basin.  The
8     marine silt and clay sediments that were deposited on the surface of the Alameda Formation at
9    this time are known as the Old Bay Mud, and more recently as the Yerba Buena Mud.  The

10      thickness of the Yerba Buena Mud ranges from less than 50 feet (15 In) on the west side of NSTI
11     to about 125 feet (38 m) east of NSTI (US NSF 1992).  The top of the Yerba Buena Mud is less
12     than 100 feet (30.5 m) below sea level.

13   The top of the Yerba Buena Mud is an erosional surface created between about 90,000 and
14 11,000 years ago when sea levels were lower. Coarser, nonmarine sediments, including silts
15 and sands, were deposited in a variety of estuarine, alluvial, and shoreline dune environments
16      during this period. The classification of these units is not well established. In general, the basin
17    deposits have been lumped together as the San Antonio Formation, which includes the Posey
18 and Merritt sand members that form local aquifers.  By the end of the Wisconsin glacial age, a
19  number of deeply incised channels had been eroded in the surface of the San Antonio
20 Formation, including Temescal Creek, San Antonio Creek, San Leandro Creek, and San Lorenzo
21 Creek. Temescal Creek flowed around the south side of Yerba Buena Island from what is now
22 Emeryville, joining the north-flowing main drainage channel of the South Bay.

23     At the end of the Wisconsin Age, sea levels rose again to approximately existing levels. During
24 this period, the Younger Bay Mud (or Bay Mud) was deposited in the now inundated incised
25 stream channels. Figure 3-15 shows an interpretive east-west cross section of the geology
26 beneath Treasure Island.

27 Seismicity

28   NSTI is located within the San Andreas Fault system, which is approximately 44 miles (71
29      kilometers [km]) wide in the Bay Area (USGS 199Oa). The principal active faults include the San
30    Andreas, San Gregorio, Hayward, Rogers Creek, West Napa, Calaveras, Concord, and Green
31 Valley faults (California Division of Mines and Geology 1982), as shown on Figure 3-16.  The
32 last major earthquake to affect the Bay Area was the Loma Prieta earthquake in October 1989.
33 The epicenter of this earthquake was approximately 59 and 61 miles (95 and 98 km) south of
34 Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island, respectively. An active fault is defined by the
35 California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) as a fault that has "had surface
36 displacement within Holocene time (about the last 11,000 years)" (CDMG 1992a). In general, it
37    is believed that future earthquakes are more likely to occur on recently active faults than on
38      faults that have not been recently active.

39    In California, special restrictions apply to construction within "fault-rupture hazard zones," as
40     defined by CDMG under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code
41      § 2621), to prevent structures for human occupancy being built across the traces of active faults.
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3.9  Geology and Soils

1 Treasure Island is in an area of liquefaction potential and has been designated a Seismic
2 Hazards Studies Zone (SHSZ) by CDMG (CDMG 1993. No active faults have been identified at
3    NSIl, and NSTI is not in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.  NSTI is approximately 7
4    miles (11 km) west of the northern segment of the Hayward Fault and about 18 miles (29 km)
5      east of the San Andreas Fault (CDMG 1994).

6     The last major earthquake along the Hayward Fault occurred in 1868 (130 years ago) and had an
7 estimated Richter magnitude of 6.8 (CDMG 1992b).  It is estimated that the recurrence interval
8  for an earthquake of that size is about 130 f 60 years (CDMG 1992c).  The last major
9      earthquakes on the San Francisco segment of the San Andreas Fault were the 1906 San Francisco

10   earthquake, with an estimated Richter magnitude of 8.3 (USGS 199Ob), and the 1989 Loma
11 Prieta earthquake, with an estimated Richter magnitude of 7.1 (USGS 2003).

12 The probability of one or more large earthquakes (Richter magnitude 7.0 or greater) occurring
13     on the San Andreas, Hayward, or Rogers Creek faults has been estimated to be greater than 67
14   percent for the 30-year period from 1990 to 2020 (USGS 1990c). The estimated individual
15      probabilities of magnitude 7.0 or greater earthquakes for the same period on either the northern
16      segment of the Hayward Fault or the San Francisco Peninsula segment of the San Andreas Fault
17 were estimated to be 27 percent and 23 percent respectively.

18 3.9.2 Geology Underlying NSTI

19 Treasure Island

20 Treasure Island is connected to Yerba Buena Island by an engineered causeway constructed on
21     a former sand spit. Treasure Island was engineered by placing over 29 million cubic yards (22
22 million cubic m [m3]) of fill from various sources (CDMG 1969a).  The fill was placed on Yerba
23 Buena Shoals, a submerged area of about 735 acres (298 hectares [ha]), between February 1936
24     and July 1937. The shoals varied in elevation from -2 feet (-0.6 In) to -26 feet (-8 m) mean lower
25 low waterline (MLLW). About 8 million cubic yards (6 million  m3)   of the original  fill
26     subsequently was lost to erosion, settlement, and drift of fine material during placement (DON
27           1990c).

28 The unconsolidated deposits that constitute and underlie Treasure Island can be divided into
29 four broad categories based on their engineering characteristics - fill, native shoal sand, recent
30 bay sediments, and older bay sediments (USGS 1994).  The fill was derived from hydraulic and
31 clamshell dredging and was placed within a retaining dike built of rock. Filling commenced
32     February 11, 1936, and was completed July 2, 1937, except for refill operations from August 1 to
33     24, 1937 (CDMG 1969a). The retaining dike was placed in two to four stages on a prepared bed
34    of coarse sand placed over the shoal. The retaining dike was later covered with riprap from
35       elevation -6 to  +14  feet  (-2 to  +4 m)  MLLW  (USGS 1994).   Of the 29 million cubic yards  (22
36    million m3) of artificial fill placed on Treasure Island, 1.3 million cubic yards (0.99 million m3)
37    (less than 0.5 percent) was described as "heavy sand," consisting of coarse and well-graded
38   sand and gravel from Presidio, Alcatraz, and Knox Shoals. The remaining material was
39    predominantly sand, but much finer-grained, which was transported to the island by pipeline
40 from nearby dredging grounds. Beneath the artificial fill are sand and Bay Mud deposits that
41      formed the Yerba Buena Shoals.
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3.9  Geology and Soils

1 Yerba Buena Island

2 Yerba Buena Island consists predominantly of consolidated sandstone and shale of the
3 Franciscan Formation. Slopes on Yerba Buena Island range from approximately 5 to 75 percent
4    (Figure 3-lD (DON 1986). The Franciscan Formation is overlain in some areas by thin sand
5 deposits belonging to the Pleistocene Colma Formation (USGS 1974) or is derived from the
6 underlying Franciscan sandstone (USGS 195D.  Only a small area has been filled, on the
7      northeast tip of the island beneath the SFOBB (USGS 1975b; USGS 195 D.

8 3.9.3 Soils

9 Treasure Island

10     Soils on Treasure Island and the extreme northeastern tip of Yerba Buena Island, covering zero
11      to 2 percent slopes, are classified as Urban Land-Orthents complex. Urban Land includes those
12    areas that are more than 85 percent covered by asphalt concrete, or structures. Underlying
13 these areas are reclaimed soil, gravel, broken concrete, Bay Mud, and other materials that
14   extend to depths of -2 to -26 feet (-0.6 to -8 m).  The main characteristics of these soils are
15 subsidence, corrosivity (due to the shallow tidally influenced water table), and highly variable
16 soil properties (USDA 1991; DON 1986) .

/ 17 Yerba Buena Island

18     Soils on Yerba Buena Island range from fine sandy loam to gravely loam, 10 to 40 inches (25 to
19    102 cm) deep. The natural soils consist of a complex of Candlestick, Kron, and Buriburi soils.
20   These are generally coarse, loose soils, which reflect the underlying Franciscan sandstone
21    bedrock. The permeability of these soils is moderately low. Stormwater runoff is rapid, and
22 soil erosion potential is high. Candlestick soil is a sandy loam that is very susceptible to failure
23      on steep slopes.  The Kron soil, also a sandy loam, is the shallowest of the three subunits, with a
24     depth of 10 to 20 inches (25 to 51 cm) to bedrock. The Buriburi subunit is a gravelly loam, with
25       a depth of 20 to 40 inches (51 to 102 cm) to bedrock.

26     The soil covering the moderately steep to steep (5 to 75 percent) slopes of north<entral Yerba
27 Buena Island are classified as Orthents, Cut and Fill-Urban Land complex. The original soil
28   structure was modified by cutting and filling (Orthents) and is covered by buildings or
29 pavement (Urban Land). On Yerba Buena Island the properties of this soil are expected to be
30 very similar to the Candlestick-Kron-Buriburi complex from which the soil was derived.
31     Limitations to development tend to be steepness of slopes and high erosion (USDA 1991; DON

 
32 1986).

33 3.9.4 Geologic Hazards at NSTI

34   Figure 3-17 shows geologic hazards at NSTI, including those that would occur in a major
35 seismic event. These hazards consist of areas of fill and areas subject to liquefaction, settlement
36 lateral spreading, and slope and dike instability.  Each of these potential hazards is described
37 briefly below.

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS 3.9-7

JUne2003



3.9  Geology and Soils

1 Ground Shaking

2  The Mercalli intensity scale is used to describe the severity of an earthquake and rates
3 earthquake damage based on anticipated damage levels ranging from I to XII (e.g., an intensity
4     of I means that the earthquake is not felt, whereas an intensity of XII is a condition where large
5 rock masses are displaced, objects are thrown    into    the    air, and damage is nearly total).
6 Earthquake intensity depends on many factors, including the distance from the origin of the
7     earthquake and the nature of the geologic materials at the location where the earthquake is felt.
8 Generally, bedrock shakes the least because seismic waves travel quickly and efficiently
9 through these materials. Loose water-saturated materials shake more violently because seismic

10      waves are slowed down and are amplified in these materials.

11     Damage to structures depends not only on the intensity and duration of an earthquake but also
12   on how structures are built, the direction of travel of seismic waves, the orientation of the
13 supporting elements of the structure relative to the direction of seismic wave travel, and the
14 underlying materials (i.e., reclaimed soil, cement, and bedrock).

15   ABAG has prepared a series of maps projecting the intensity of ground shaking in geologic
16 materials throughout the Bay Area (ABAG 1995a). According to these maps, the fill materials at
17       NSTI  are  the  type of materials that typically increase seismic shaking.    The most damaging
18    earthquake at NSTI would be one originating on the northern portion of the Hayward Fault
19 (ABAG 1995a).  Such an earthquake, with a Richter magnitude of 7.1, could produce ground
20       shaking on NSTI with an intensity of IX on the Mercalli scale (ABAG 1995a). By comparison,
21 ABAG assigned a Mercalli intensity of VIII to ground shaking on NSTI during the October 17,
22      1989, Loma Prieta earthquake.

23   The Loma Prieta earthquake resulted in property damage throughout the greater Bay Area,
24 including Santa Cruz, approximately 65 miles (105 km) south of San Francisco.  The 1989
25   damage in San Francisco was not evenly distributed through the city.  Most of the severe
26 property damage occurred in areas built on unengineered artificial fill in the Marina and South
27     of Market districts where the nature of the soils resulted in liquefaction, severe ground shaking,
28    and fire.  Bay Area transportation systems were also disrupted, particularly by the collapse of
29 the Cypress Freeway in the West Oakland neighborhood in the City of Oakland and a portion
30      of the SFOBB (San Francisco 1996b).

31   During the Loma Prieta earthquake, damage varied widely on Treasure Island. Types of
32 damage observed included lateral spreading, slope failure, pavement collapse and cracking,
33     and dike settlement. Liquefaction was pervasive in the interior of Treasure Island, evidenced
34   by numerous large sand boils. Settlement of up to 12 inches (30.5 cm) occurred, causing
35      numerous pipe breaks and ponding water at the surface (USGS 1994). There were no fires.

36     There is a 67 percent probability that one or more earthquakes of magnitude 7.0 or greater on a
37 nearby portion of the Hayward or San Andreas Faults will occur by 2010 (USGS 1990c).  The
38      USGS (1994) predicted that a magnitude 7.0 earthquake on the Hayward Fault would produce a
39 peak bedrock acceleration of about 0.45 times the acceleration of gravity (g) on Yerba Buena

40    Island, or about 7.5 times the acceleration observed during the Loma Prieta earthquake.  Even
41 though Treasure Island is underlain by fill, the peak acceleration in a large nearby earthquake
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3.9  Geology and Soils

1      would be about the same on both Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island, because the seismic
2      response of fill is not linear (USGS 1994).

3      In addition to ground shaking, several types of ground failure can be triggered by earthquakes.
4 These secondary seismic effects include liquefaction, settlement and lateral spreading, and in
5      areas with steep slopes, earthquakes may trigger landslides.

6      Liquefaction Potential

7    A major cause of damage to structures during earthquakes is soil liquefaction, which occurs
8 when loose, water-saturated soils (generally fine-grained sand) are subjected to strong seismic
9 ground motions of significant duration.

10 Treasure Island has been designated a Seismic Hazards Studies Zone (SHSZ) by CDMG because
11    of its high liquefaction potential (CDMG 1997).  The San Francisco General Plan Community
12 Safety Element Map 4, indicates Treasure Island, along with portions of the San Francisco
13 shoreline perimeter, as an area of liquefaction potential (see Figure 3-18) (San Francisco 19961,).
14      Liquefaction was observed in the Marina and South of Market districts (San Francisco 19961)), as
15      well as throughout Treasure Island, during the Loma Prieta earthquake (DON 1990d).

16 The materials most susceptible to liquefaction are the sand fill below the water table and the
17 underlying shoal sands. The Treasure Island water table typically occurs at a depth of about 5
18    to 8 feet (1.5 to 2.5 In) below the ground surface. No damage was observed during the Loma
19 Prieta earthquake in an area on the southeast corner of Treasure Island that previously had been
20     compacted to reduce liquefaction hazards (by a method called "vibroflotation"). This suggests
21      that the liquefaction potential of sediments underlying Treasure Island could be reduced by this
22      method or other appropriate site preparation.

23 Settlement

  24 Settlement is the gradual downward movement of an engineered structure due to compaction
25   of the unconsolidated material below the foundation (USGS 1979).  Bay Mud frequently is
26      associated with settlement problems in the San Francisco Bay Area because of its extremely low
27 shear strength (CDMG 19691,).  It has been estimated that for an underlying Bay Mud thickness
28    of greater than 60 feet (18 In), about 35 percent of the ultimate settlement would take place
29      during the first 10 years (CDMG 1969a).  Due to the relatively old age of the fill across much of
30 Treasure Island, most of the settlement for the current loading already has occurred. Adding
31      new fill or substantially modifying the current loading would initiate a new cycle of settlement.

  32 Seismic shaking can accelerate the rate of settlement allowing liquefied sediments to reach a
33 greater degree of compaction than before the shaking.  In 1990, after the Loma Prieta
34     earthquake, a Navy study to evaluate the seismic stability of NSTI's perimeter dikes estimated
35      that a relatively uniform seismically induced settlement of 1 to 2 feet (0.3 to 0.6 In) would occur
36 across Treasure Island after a large earthquake (DON 1990c).

37    Differential or uneven settlement results from spatial variations in the uniformity or thickness
38   of the fill and underlying uncompacted sediments. Differential settlement is of particular
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3.9  Geology and Soils

1   concern to structures because of the potential for floors, foundations, pavement or other
2 distributed loads to break or buckle rather than to settle uniformly.

3 Lateral Spreading

4 Lateral spreading is the horizontal component of soil movement in the direction of an open (i.e.,
5 unsupported) slope face that typically results from liquefaction of a supporting soil layer due to
6   an earthquake. Lateral spreading also occurs due to slope failure that is not caused by
7 earthquakes. Cracks in a nearly horizontal or gently sloping ground surface are a common
8 visual indicator of lateral spreading.

9 Lateral spreading accompanying liquefaction is a major seismic hazard for Treasure Island
10 (DON 1990e).  It has been estimated that lateral displacements in the vicinity of the Treasure
11 Island perimeter dikes may be more than 10 feet (3 In) within the first 500 feet (152 In) from the

 
12 perimeter for a magnitude 8.0 earthquake on the San Andreas Fault and on the order of 4 feet (1
13    m) for a magnitude 7.0 earthquake on the Hayward Fault (DON 1990e; San Francisco 1995b).
14 The displacements would extend inland, probably significantly more than the 500 feet (152 m)

 
15 observed in the Loma Prieta earthquake, and would be exposed as horizontal cracks ranging in
16      size from less than an inch (2.5 cm) to a few feet (0.6 m). Vertical sliding of a fourth to a half the
17     magnitude of the horizontal movements also would occur. Vertical sliding is considered more

 
18 damaging to structures than the more uniform liquefaction-induced settlement.

19     Slope Stability

  20 Slope stability depends on a combination of factors, including rainfall, geology, slope steepness,
21 orientation, vegetation cover, seismicity, and development. Slope failure could occur from
22 landslides, debris flows and avalanches, creep, earthflow, or erosion. Catastrophic slope failure
23   in susceptible areas may be triggered by seismic events, rainfall, undercutting of slopes by
24 construction activities, and overloading of unstable deposits.

  25 Figure 3-19 shows the locations of landslide deposits on Yerba Buena Island (USGS 1975a).   In
26    addition, the San Francisco General Plan Community Safety Element (Map 5) shows areas of
27 potential landslide hazard on Yerba Buena Island. Landslide deposits are susceptible to
28 continuing failure. Landslide deposits occur at the base of steep slopes around the margin of
29 Yerba Buena Island, mostly on the south side. There is one landslide area on the north side.
30 The island interior is underlain by bedrock with thin soil, which is less susceptible to slope
31 failure.

  32 Dike Stability

33 Treasure Island contains approximately 15,800 feet (4,816 in) of perimeter stone dike that varies
34    in elevation from 7.7 to 13.8 feet (2.3 to 4.2 m) NGVD. The perimeter dike performs several
35 essential functions - it protects the island interior from flooding, it resists shore erosion,  and  it
36    retains the fill material that composes the island. The island and the dike were constructed
37      concurrently in 1936 and 1937. Portions of the dike were repaired between 1983 and 1985.  This
38      increased the height of the slope north of the entry gate to 54 feet (16.5 m). Repairs consisted of
39      placing rock in this area.
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1     The stability of the perimeter dike at Treasure Island was evaluated by the Navy following the
2   1989 Loma Prieta earthquake (DON 1990c).  It was found that in most locations around the
3 island perimeter, less than 6 inches (15 cm) of lateral (bayward) movement occurred in response
4   to this earthquake. Settlements near the dike were generally less than 12 inches (30.5 cm).
5 Small lateral spreading cracks were observed more than 500 feet (152 m) inland from the
6      perimeter dike on the east side of the island (DON 1990c).

7    Figure 3-20 shows four cross sections of the perimeter dike (DON 1990c). Cross sections F-F'
8  and I-I', which are the most typical, show that the dikes are constructed on potentially
9 liquefiable material. Cross section C-C' shows where offshore material was removed by

10   dredging or erosion and was repaired with rock. Section D-D' is the location where the
11   retaining dike was reconstructed on 70 feet (21 rn) of sand after the slope failed during the
12 initial construction.

13 The Navy's 1990 study, incorporated into the 1995 Treadwell and Rollo report, indicated that
14  during a design-level earthquake (Richter magnitude 8.0 on the San Andreas Fault or
15    magnitude 7.0 on the north East Bay segment of the Hayward Fault), the sand fill and shoal
16 materials below the water table would be expected to liquefy, and the existing perimeter dikes
17 and causeway shoreline would be expected to spread laterally toward the Bay. Within 500 feet
18     (152 m) inland of the perimeter dike and along portions of the causeway underlain by sand fill
19 and shoal materials, lateral spread displacements were estimated to be greater than 10 feet (3
20      m).  Movements of this magnitude would cause dike failure.  Even if improvements are made to
21     mitigate the hazards associated with liquefaction and lateral spreading, rotational slope failures
22 may still occur through the underlying weak layer of recent Bay sediments. During a design-
23 level earthquake, deep failures that could occur through recent Bay sediments could result in up
24    to 5 feet (1.5 m) of slope movement. The study further concluded that if improvements were
25 performed to increase the stability of the slope against deep failures, lateral displacements could
26     be reduced to less than one foot (DON 1990c; San Francisco 1995b).

27 3.9.5 Improving Ground Stability

28 Five foundation soil modification techniques have been used at Treasure Island to reduce soil
29  susceptibility to liquefaction and differential settlement (DON 1990c). These techniques
30     involved some form of densifying the underlying soil, such as installing sand compaction piles,
31 installing nonstructural timber piles, vibro-compaction, and stone columns. Mixing the soil
32 with portland cement to form a foundation of "soilcrete" also has been attempted. Figure 3-21
33   shows the locations of the 12 buildings and one area at the base of Pier 1 with improved
34  foundations. All structures founded on improved ground or piles reportedly performed
35    reasonably well during the Loma Prieta earthquake, with the exception of Building 461 (San
36 Francisco 19951,).

37
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1 3.10 WATER RESOURCES

2 This section describes regulatory considerations, surface water resources on NSIT (including
3 flood hazards and water quality), the ground water underlying the islands, and past dredging
4 activities. Other water-related issues, such as stormwater runoff and contamination, are
5      discussed in Utilities (sections 3.11 and 4.11) and Hazardous Materials and Waste (sections 3.13
6       and 4.13).

7 3.10.1 Regulatory Considerations

8       San Francisco Bay Regional Water QuaUty Control Board

9    The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) operates under authority
10   delegated to it by the EPA and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  The

 
11 RWQCB is the local enforcement agency for the federal Clean Water Act (Pub. L. 92-500, as

- 12 amended, 33 U.S.C. §§ 1251-138D and the State Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act (Cal. Water
13    Code §§ 13000-13999.19). 1he RWQCB participates in the regionwide long-term management
14     strategy (LTMS) program for dredging and disposing of material dredged from the Bay.  The
15  RWQCB also regulates urban runoff discharges under the National Pollutant Discharge
16 Elimination System (NPDES) permit regulations. NPDES permitting requirements cover runoff
17  discharged from point (e.g., industrial outfall discharges) and nonpoint (e.g., stormwater
18 runoff) sources. The RWQCB implements the NPDES program by issuing construction and
19 industrial discharge permits.

  20 Construction projects of one or more acre are subject to NPDES Phase II permit regulations,
21 which require the development of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).   The
22    SWPPP is designed to minimize water quality degradation through storm water monitoring,
23  establishment of Best Management Practices (BMPs) (e.g., bioswales), implementation of
24 erosion control measures, and implementation of spill prevention and containment measures.
25 Separate SWPPPs are required for construction and post<onstruction operations.

26   All of the stormwater runoff from mainland San Francisco is directed to the city's sewage
27 treatment plants for pretreatment prior to discharge into the Bay or ocean. The treatment plants
28 operate under individual NPDES industrial discharge permits. However, unlike mainland San
29 Francisco, Treasure Island has separate stormwater and wastewater systems.

  30 The wastewater treatment plant at NSIT operates under an NPDES permit. The permit specifies
31 discharge prohibitions, effluent limitations, receiving water limitations, and sludge
32     requirements for the plant.  Navy has a self-monitoring arrangement for effluent with RWQCB
33 (DON 1996g). Under this arrangement effluent constituents are continuously analyzed at one-
34 minute intervals (San Francisco 19951)).

  35 NSTI complies with the statewide General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with

36 Industrial Activities through a notice of intent that covers the entire base as a single industrial
37    site. The permit includes a SWPPP and existing and proposed BMPs. The SWPPP includes a
38 representative stormwater sampling program that evaluates stormwater quality from the most
39 active industrial areas (DON 1998g). Under the three reuse alternatives, anyone conducting
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1 specific industrial operations at the site would be required to comply with requirements of the
2 statewide General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities.

3     The RWQCB also regulates water quality in accordance with state laws and policies identified
4   in the San Francisco Basin Plan.  The plan identifies beneficial uses of surface and ground
5 waters, wetlands, and marshes, and sets forth water quality objectives to protect the beneficial
6 uses. Beneficial uses for San Francisco Bay include industrial uses, processing, navigation,
7 contact and noncontact recreation, fishing, commercial uses, wildlife habitat, species
8  preservation, and fisheries habitat (RWQCB 1995).  The San Francisco Bay RWQCB has
9   determined that groundwater beneath Treasure Island is not a potential source of drinking

10     water and is therefore not considered to be a beneficial use. Groundwater is not used for any
11     beneficial use at NSTI. Stormwater discharges would need to be consistent with beneficial uses
12    identified for San Francisco Bay as part of the basin plan. NPDES permit effluent discharge
13      limitations are structured to achieve regional compliance with basin plan beneficial uses.

14 Long-tenn Management Strategy

15     The LTMS study is intended to identify long-term solutions to the problem of regional dredge
16 material disposal for a 50-year planning period. An estimated average of approximately 300
17 million cubic yards (229 million m3) per year of dredge materials will require disposal through
18 the planning period (1995 to 2045).  The LTMS includes provisions for disposing of, rehandling,
19 and reusing dredge material in both construction and fill activities. Under the proposed reuse
20 alternatives, dredged materials would be required to be disposed of in compliance with the

21      LTMS Plan.

22     US. Army Corps OfEngineers

23   The San Francisco Bay and shoreline is within the jurisdiction of the COE.  The COE's
24 regulatory authorities and responsibilities are based on the following laws:

25         •   Sections 9 and 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. §§ 401, 403), which
26 regulate diking, filling, or placing structures or work in or affecting navigable waters of
27                   the US;

28             •    Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1972 (33 U.S.C. § 1344), which regulates disposal of
29                   dredged or fill material into the waters of the US; and

30          •   Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (33 U.S.C. §
31 1413), which regulates the transportation of dredged material for purposes of disposing
32 of it in ocean waters.

33   The COE also participates in the regionwide LTMS program for dredging and disposing of
34 material dredged from the Bay.  For a proposed project within its jurisdiction, the COE
35   conducts a public interest review by soliciting comments on permit applications through a
36 public notice process.  The BCDC, RWQCB, CDFG, EPA, USFWS, and NMFS have specific
37  review and comment responsibility for COE-permitted projects.  The COE will review
38 developments proposed under the reuse plan that involves structures or dredging within the

39 Bay shoreline or proposed discharges of dredged material into U.S. waters.
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1 3.10.2 Surface Water Resources

2 Su&face Drainage

3 Surface drainage is the flow or runoff of rainfall from the site. This runoff can be over the
4 ground surface in open drains or through a system of storm drainpipes. Area precipitation is
5 mostly rainfall and averages about 20 inches (51 cm) annually between October through April.
6      The two islands have very different topography; Treasure Island is relatively flat with shoreline
7 areas protected by a perimeter dike, while Yerba Buena Island has steep slopes and a natural
8 bedrock shoreline. Storm drainage systems of the two islands are separate, but runoff from
9 both systems flows to San Francisco Bay.

  10 Treasure Island

11    Runoff from Treasure Island collects in a series of storm drain systems and is directed to the
12   Bay via gravity outfalls and pump stations. The Treasure Island storm drainage system
13   includes six storm drain lift stations, each with high capacity pumps for winter storms and
14 lower capacity pumps for summer duty, primarily irrigation runoff. Twenty-five major outfalls
15 serve Treasure Island, primarily steel or concrete pipes, ranging from 12 to 42 inches (31 to 107
16    cm) in diameter. Approximately 24 smaller outfalls supplement this system, ranging from 4-
17       inch (10-cm) to 10-inch (25-cm) pipes of varied composition (San Francisco 1995a). The Treasure
18 Island storm drain system is adequate in terms of capacity. It performed well in heavy rains
19 during 1995-1996 and 1996-1997, and no ponding or other problems were noted during these
20      events. The Treasure Island storm drain system was inspected in 1991-1992 and was repaired in
21      1993 /ON 1996i).

22 Localized ponding occurs on low-lying areas of Treasure Island, particularly on its northern
23    side, from tidal seepage through the perimeter dikes during extreme high tides.  This has not
24 affected structures or foundations, which are above the seepage level, but has resulted in
25      ponding in yard and open space areas.

26 Yerba Buena Island

27    Runoff from the generally undeveloped portions of Yerba Buena Island flows to the Bay via
28 natural ravines and overland sheetflow; this runoff has caused erosion and slope failures (San
29 Francisco 1998a). Runoff from developed areas flows  to  the  Bay  via a gravity stormwater
30 drainage system that discharges at various points along the shoreline.

31       Flood Hazards

32 Treasure Island is protected from tidal flooding by a perimeter dike.  The dike provides
33 adequate protection from wind- and wake-generated waves (San Francisco 1995b). Tsunamis
34 (also known as seismic sea waves or tidal waves) can be generated by offshore or distant
35 seismic activity or by submarine landslides. Seiches are waves generated in an enclosed body
36  of water caused by seismic shaking, climatic forces, or landslides into the water body.
37 Although seiches are possible in San Francisco Bay, the largest ever measured in the Bay was 4
38    inches (10 cm) in the 1906 earthquake (Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority 1995).
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1   The site has not been mapped for flood hazards by the Federal Emergency Management
2     Agency (FEMA) (DON 1988b).

3 Tide heights range from approximately zero to about 6 feet (2 rn) NGVD, with 100-year highest
4 estimated tides of 6.4 feet (2 m) NGVD (COE 1984). Waves generated by 60 mph (97 km/hour)
5 storm winds may reach heights of approximately 7.5 feet (2 m) (DON 1985). Therefore, in a
6 worst-case scenario, a maximum high tide, in combination with 60 mph (97 km/hour) storm
7 winds, could result in waves reaching 13 to 14 feet (4 to 4.3 In) above sea level NGVD.

8    Predictions of future accelerated sea level rise due to global warming vary widely.  The EPA
9   projects a 50 percent likelihood that sea levels will rise approximately 4 inches (10 cm) (an

10    average of 0.14 inches [0.36 cm]/year) by 2025 and approximately 8 inches (20 cm) (an average
11      of 0.16 inches [0.39 cm]/year) by 2050 (EPA 1995).

12 Water Quality

13 NSTI surface runoff contains relatively low levels of urban pollutants, such as oil and grease,
14 heavy metals, rubber, fertilizers, and pesticides (DON 1998e). Localized ground water
15   contamination from spills and leaks of hazardous materials have been identified in areas of
16  NSTI, and exceedances of the EPA's ambient water quality criteria for various organic
17    compounds and metals have been measured. Areas of contamination are in proximity to the
18    shoreline, and contaminants may reach the Bay via tidal influence (for further discussion, see
19      section 3.13, Hazardous Materials and Waste).

20 San Francisco Bay in its entirety has water quality problems resulting from past and present
21 practices, including urban waste disposal, runoff from agricultural areas into the Bay,
22 contaminants entrained in urban street runoff, ship repair, and accidental spills or deliberate
23    discharges from ships. The SWRCB has listed Central San Francisco Bay as impaired on the
24 basis of field surveys of the water column, sediments, sediment toxicity, bivalve
25    bioaccumulation, and water toxicity. This determination related to levels of copper, mercury,
26 selenium, diazinon, and PCBs (SWRCB 1997; San Francisco 1998d). Regarding discharge of
27    sewage from vessels at Treasure Island, since 1981, most military vessels have been equipped
28 with holding tanks for both sewage and grey water, and there are adequate pump-out facilities
29      at NSTI docks. However, the marina does not have a pump-out station for recreation boats (San
30 Francisco 1998a).

31 The sewage treatment plant at NSTI provides for secondary treatment of sanitary sewage and
32   discharge to the Bay via an outfall near the plant. Baseline (pre-closure) discharge volumes
33 equaled approximately 600,000 gallons per day (2,271,000 liters per day) dry-weather flow in
34   1994 (DON 1994b). This quantity and the quality of discharge is permitted by the RWQCB,
35    which has regulatory authority over Bay discharges. The quality of sediments in near-shore
36      waters is addressed in section 3.13.

37 3.10.3 Ground Water

38 NSTI influences on regional ground water hydrology are considered minimal because the
39      islands are isolated from water-bearing aquifers in the Oakland area. Ground water at Treasure
40      Island is recharged by direct infiltration of precipitation, landscape irrigation, and leaking storm
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1   drains (DON 1990b; RWQCB 1996). Ground water occurs at shallow depths throughout
2 Treasure Island but is limited on Yerba Buena Island. The Treasure Island subsurface, whether
3   fill, Bay Mud, or shoal deposits, is saturated at elevations of 0 to 6 feet (0 to 2 m) NGVD,
4      depending on tidal influence. Average ground water elevations in the central part of the island
5 were measured at 3 feet (0.9 m) NGVD in 1990 (DON 1990c) and at 4 feet (1 m) NGVD in 1995
6       (San Francisco 1995b).

7    The shallow ground water in fills and Bay Mud is hydrologically connected with the saline
8   waters of San Francisco Bay; this connection is greatest at the edges of the island. Tidally
9 influenced ground water table fluctuations have been observed at distances ranging from 90 to

10     250 feet (27 to 76 m) inland. Ground water at Treasure Island generally flows from the island
11 center towards the shoreline. Tidal mixing with ground water has been noted up to about 100
12       feet (30.5 m) inland from the shoreline (DON 1995e), resulting in brackish ground water.

13     The San Francisco Groundwater Master Plan (San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 1996)
14    does not consider ground water at Treasure Island to be an important water supply aquifer.
15     The San Francisco Bay RWQCB conducted a Pilot Beneficial Use Project (RWQCB 1996), which
16 considered Treasure Island to be of limited value as a water supply aquifer and recommended
17 deleting water supply as a beneficial use for the island's ground water.  The San Francisco Bay
18 RWQCB determined that ground water beneath Treasure Island is not a potential source of
19 drinking water, pursuant to SWRCB Resolution no. 88-63 and RWQCB Resolution No. 89-39,
20     because of the quality and hydrologic conditions of the groundwater. Localized ground water
21    contamination from spills and leaks of hazardous materials are discussed in the hazardous
22       materials and waste section of this document (section 3.13).

23 3.10.4 Past Navy Dredging

  24 Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island form a cove east of the causeway, open to the
25   northeast. A large shoal area from -3 to -5 feet (-0.9 to -1.5 In) mean lower low waterline
26 (MLLW), which is about 3.1 feet (0.9 In) below NGVD, has formed across the cove, extending to
27     within 150 yards (137 In) of Pier 1. Other depths in the cove, including the marina area, range
28      to -20 feet (-6 m) MLLW. Berth soundings at Pier 1 are -28 feet (-8.5 m) MLLW on the north side

. 29 and -15 to -28 feet (4.5 to -8.5 m) MLLW on the south side.

30     Between 1970 and 1985, Navy dredged a 3-mile (5-km) long, 1,000- to 1,500-foot (305- to 457-In)
31 wide channel to a depth of -35 feet (-11 In) MLLW adjacent to the northern and eastern shores of
32 Treasure Island. This channel continues around the east side of Yerba Buena Island, extending
33    about 3,000 feet (914 m) beyond its southern edge. Three contiguous berthing zones on the
34      northern and eastern side of Treasure Island were dredged to a depth of -45 feet (-14 m) MLLW
35   in 1970 and 1985. The dredging from these projects extracted approximately 763,000 cubic
36 yards (583,355 cubic In) of material, averaging about 51,000 cubic yards (38,992 cubic In) per
37   year from 1970 to 1985.  In 1970, approximately 272,000 cubic yards (207,958 cubic In) of
38      material was disposed of at open water sites.  In 1985, about 35,000 cubic yards (26,759 cubic m)
39 was disposed of on Treasure Island, and approximately 457,000 cubic yards (349,401 cubic In)
40 was disposed  of  at the Alcatraz Island disposal  site  (COE  1996).    Navy has maintenance
41     dredged the marina and pier areas of NSTI.  The last dredging in the marina area occurred in
42   1990.
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1    Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1344), dredge material is tested
2   routinely for dissolved metals and other contaminants. Sediment quality in the southeast
3     corner of Treasure Island was evaluated in 1984 for the potential homeport of the USS Missouri
4 Battle Group, and no contaminants were detected (DON 1984b). Navy's Treasure Island
5 Dredging Project reported no history of sediment contamination in the navigation channel
6    (COE 1996).  Few data are available to establish sediment quality in Clipper Cove, although
7  data from nearby locations suggest that sediments at other locations in the Central Bay,
8 including nearby at Yerba Buena Island, are contaminated by metals.  In one study that
9   compared the toxicities of sediments from various sites in the Bay, sediments from Clipper

10      Cove were found to be toxic to sea urchin, mussel, and amphipod species. However, the source
11   of the toxicity was thought to be high concentrations of ammonia and sulfides, rather than
12 heavy metals. The concentration of copper, nickel, cadmium, zinc, and lead in the Clipper Cove
13      sediments was found to be relatively low (Anderson et al. 1995).
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1 3.11 UTILITIES

: 2 This section describes the utility delivery system and quantities of utility use under baseline

3 conditions, including potable water and fire protection disiribution, wastewater collection and
4 treatment stormwater collection, electrical and natural gas, telecommunications, and solid
5 waste systems. The utility infrastructure is still owned by Navy, unless otherwise noted.
6    Portions of the utility infrastructure cross the property that was appropriated by FHWA and
7    transferred to Caltrans; under the terms of the appropriation, that infrastructure is owned by
8     Caltrans. San Francisco personnel are granted periodic access to the property to maintain the
9 infrastructure. While this section describes the current condition of utility systems, levels of use

10     or consumption represent baseline conditions (1993 units). Most buildings at NSTI, including
11 housing units, were not individually metered for utilities.

 
12 3.11.1 Potable Water and Fire Protection Water

13     NSTI has a combined potable water and fire protection distribution system.  The San Francisco
14 Water Department supplies water to NS'IT through its 10-inch (25.5-cm) diameter steel main

 
15 attached to the SFOBB. According to the San Francisco Water Department (San Francisco Water
16       Department 1998), the maximum pump rate for that line is 1,750 gallons per minute (6,624 liters
17 per minute).

18 Emergency backup water service has been provided by the East Bay Municipal Utilities District
19 (EBMUD) through a Navy-owned, 12-inch (30.5-cm), cement-lined steel pipe attached to the
20     SFOBB.  This pipe is connected to a Navy-owned pump station in Pier E-23 of the SFOBB and
21      connects at the east end of the SFOBB with approximately 13,000 feet (3,962-m) of Navy-owned
22 land-based pipeline of 12-inch (30.5-cm) and 14-inch (35.6-cm) diameter that originates at a
23    connection to an EBMUD water main in Emeryville. The water is treated with chloramines
24 before delivery to NSTI.  The line is used to supply water to SFOBB fire hydrants; however, it
25    has not been used for hydrants since 1999. Total capacity of the system is about 2 million

 
26 gallons per day (MC;D) (7.5 million liters per day).

27   Water from the San Francisco main is routed into four concrete reservoirs on Yerba Buena
28 Island, which have a total storage capacity of approximately 6.5 million gallons (24.5 million
29      liters) (DON 1994b). The capacity and use of each reservoir is summarized in Table 3.11-1.  Use
30      of Reservoir 242 is reserved for fire protection purposes, with a capacity adequate for five hours
31    of firefighting demand (San Francisco 1995b). Reservoir 242 has been drained and repaired;
32     Reservoir 168 is currently out of service but has not been drained; Reservoir 227 was inspected
33    by a dive team, was drained in 1998, and remains out of service since its three million gallon
34   capacity is not required for the current operation of the islands (DON 2001; San Francisco
35       1998a).  With some maintenance and repair, all of the reservoirs are serviceable.

36 The original potable water distribution system, constructed in 1939, was separate from the fire
37 protection system. This separate system was replaced in 1989-1990 with a combined system.
38 All areas are supplied by gravity except for one housing area on Yerba Buena Island that is
39   supplied from Reservoir 168 by a booster pump. Water from Reservoir 227 is supplied to
40 Treasure Island through an 18-inch (46-cm) main with a maximum flow rate of approximately
41 7,900 gallons (29,905 liters) per minute. A 22-inch (56<m) backup main runs parallel to the 18-
42     inch (46-cm) main.
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Table 3.114
Water Storage Capacity at NSTI (Yerba Buena Island)

Capacity Water Elevation Range
Reservoir (million gallons) (Ret above mean sea level) Use

227 3.0 252.5 to 255.5 Primary potable water supply to
Treasure Island

162 2.0 322.0 to 327.0 Supplies potable water to Yerba

Buena Island
242 1.0 247.0 to 251.0 Reserved for fighting fires

168 0.5 356.0 to 359.0 Supplies potable water to Yerba

Buena Island
(Total capacity) 6.5                           -

Source: DON 1994b.

1   The present system is equipped with sectioning valves that allow sectors to be isolated for
2   maintenance and repair. The distribution system, which includes a chlorinization unit is in
3 good condition and received regular preventive maintenance. The polyvinyl chloride (PVC)
4     piping in the distribution system, which is present in limited sections, does not conform to San
5 Francisco Water Department standards (San Francisco 1996e).  The fire hydrants do not possess
6 backflow regulators. The total capacity of the system is approximately 2 MGD (7.5 million liters
7    per day) (San Francisco 1995b). Baseline domestic water use was 0.96 MGD (3.6 million liters
8     per day) (DON 1997c).

9 3.11.2 Wastewater Collection and Treatment

10 The wastewater collection system was constructed in 1939 and was upgraded in 1984 (DON
11 1994b). Approximately 52,600 linear feet (16,032 linear In) of 4-inch (10-cm) to 16-inch (40.5-cm)
12 diameter pipes collect the wastewater. Wastewater flows through collection piping from
13   gravity and pumping. The system includes 24 lift stations of varying configurations and
14   equipment. The collection system at Yerba Buena Island is linked to Treasure Island by an
15 underwater 6-inch (15-cm) force main. There is also a sewer line connecting the two islands
16     along the causeway.

17 The current condition of the collection system is fair (DON 2001). Some elements of the plant
18   are in need of repair (San Francisco 1995b). About a third of this system was cleaned and
19      inspected in 1997; repairs were made to the most critical deficiencies (San Francisco 1998a).  The
20 wastewater collection system does not conform to San Francisco standards (San Francisco
21 Public Utilities Commission 1998). The plant is constructed on unreinforced ground adjacent to
22 the shoreline, where lateral spreading of 10 feet (3 m) or greater during a severe earthquake is
23      considered a possibility (San Francisco 1995b).

24 Wastewater flows to the wastewater treatment plant in the northeast corner of Treasure Island.
25 The plant, constructed in 1990, provides secondary treatment and has a design capacity of
26   approximately 2 MGD (7.5 million liters per day), wet weather capacity of approximately 8
27     MGD (30 million liters per day), and storage tanks that provide 200,000 gallons (757,082 liters)
28    of pre-treatment storage. The plant has a minimum treatment requirement of approximately
29     200,000 MGD (757,082 million liters per day) and is capable of providing service to a residential
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1     population of about 22,000 people. Under a RWQCB permit the wastewater treatment plant is
2   permitted to discharge up to approximately 2 MGD (7.5 million liters per day) of treated
3      effluent to San Francisco Bay. Following treatment residual solids are disposed of at Redwood
4    Landfill in Marin County. Baseline sewage generation was 0.04 MGD (0.15 million liters per
5 day)(DON 1997c).

6 3.11.3 Stormwater Collection

7 Storm drains throughout NSTI collect stormwater and convey it via 4-inch (10-cm) to 42-inch
8 (107-cm) pipelines to outfalls. There are 49 outfalls at the perimeter of Treasure Island and 26 at
9 Yerba Buena Island. San Francisco's assessment of the collection system indicated potential

10 problems, including crushed pipe, redwood pipe, asbestos cement pipe, and cross connections,
11     which may be contributing to petroleum contamination of the Bay (San Francisco Department
12       of Public Works 1996). The problem with cross connections has been resolved, and problems
13   related to the nonstandard materials and age of the system require repair and replacement
14      actions  (DON 2001). The stormwater collection system does not conform to San Francisco
15   standards (San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 1998). The system operates under a
16 NPDES statewide General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial
17 Activities. Stormwater quality with respect to urban pollutants is discussed in section 3.10,
18 Water Resources. Stormwater contamination due to hazardous materials, spills, and leaks is

. 19 discussed in section 3.13, Hazardous Materials and Waste.

20 3.11.4 Electrical and Natural Gas Systems

  21 Electricity Distribution

22   Electricity is supplied to NSTI through a Navy-owned 12.5-kilovolt (1<V) underwater cable,
23 which originates at a connection at the eastern end of the SFOBB.  At that point the underwater
24 cable connects to a Navy-owned 12.5-kV overheard line originating at the Navy's Davis
25 Substation, located at the former Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC) in Oakland (DON
26     1996d; DON 2001). Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) power (115 kV) supplied to
27 the substation is stepped down to 12.5 kV for transmission to NSTI. WAPA electricity is
28      generated by 55 hydroelectric plants with a combined capacity of 10,600 megawatts. The Pacific
29    Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) provides secondary electrical power to NSTI via a 12.5-kV
30 underwater cable originating at PG&E Substation J in San Francisco.

 
31 The main electrical substation is in Building 3 on Treasure Island.  From here, four underground
32 12.5-kV feeders extend to the NSTI distribution system. In addition, two 4.16-kV feeders supply
33   power to Yerba Buena Island (DON 1985). The electrical distribution system at NSTI was
34   upgraded in the early 1980s. The system is in good condition and is capable of providing
35    service to existing load demands (San Francisco 1995b; DON 2001). The Yerba Buena Island
36 distribution system is aging and in need of replacement. Individual buildings at NSIT are not
37       metered, and most meters serve multiple buildings or customers.

38      Natural Gas Distribution

39 PG&E provides natural gas transmission service to the NSTI main metering station, located

40    near the steam plant (Building 455), via a 10-inch (25.5-cm) 120-pounds per square inch (psi)
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1     (8.4 kilograms [kg] per square cm Icl:n21) underwater main from the East Bay.  This main has a
2      capacity of 700,000 cubic feet (178,360 m3) per hour, which is 130 percent of the current load.

3 Four distribution systems (referred to as A, B, C, and D) supplied both Treasure Island and
4 Yerba Buena Island with natural gas. The Existing Conditions Rel'ort (San Francisco 1995b)
5     determined that the distribution system is in adequate condition foi current needs. Buildings
6      and customers on the islands are not individually metered. System A installed in 1965, delivers
7 service (mostly via steel pipe) at 10 psi (0.7 kg per cm2). System b was installed in 1965 to
8 provide natural gas to steam plants. The steel lines provide gas at  0 psi (0.7 kg per cm2) to
9 steam plants located ill Buildings 455 and 540. System C was inst.illed in 1970 to provide

10     service to the fire fighting school and the steam generation plant . t Building 550.   Gas is
11 provided through an 8-inch (20-cIn) diameter steel pipe at 20 psi (1.4 kg per cm2). System D
12 was installed  in  1985 to provide service  to the steam plants at Buildirgs  520  and  530.     Gas  is
13      provided at 20 psi (1.4 kg per cm2) through a 4-inch (10-cm) diameter P\ C pipe.

14 3.11.5 Telecommunications

15         A  conduit  on the SFOBB provides telecommunications connections  to  N 3'Il from San Francisco
16 through trunk lines installed in 1989. The system consists of basic T-1 tn nks (24 voice channels
17     per T-1, over 2 twisted pairs) grouped in cables of 100 to 1,200 copper pairs. The copper cable,
18      consisting of 9,375 cable pairs, is in excellent condition (DON 19961).

19    The NSTI telecommunications system was designed for the specific requ .ements of Navy and
20 tenant organizations. The telephone component of the telecommunicatio is infrastructure was
21     installed in 1989 using both new and used equipment (DON undated). Tt :ecommunications at
22    NSTI were divided into three independent systems: the residential syst€ n, the Consolidated
23 Area Telephone System (CATS), and a classified system. The residential s 'stem is operated by
24   Pacific Bell, and CATS and the classified system were owned and opera-ed by Navy (DON
25      1996d).  CATS and the classified system are no longer in operation.

26 The residential system owned and operated by Pacific Bell provides stana ird "1+" service to
27 meet private needs at family residences, bachelor officers quarters, anc bachelor enlisted
28   quarters. The service is connected to a cable hut at Yerba Buena Island from Pacific Bell's
29 central office switch at 611 Folsom Street in San Francisco.  From the hut, ttie cable extends to
30    Building 1 via the causeway. The Pacific Bell system appears to be at capacity. The bachelor
31 officers quarters and bachelor enlisted quarters are underserved. In addition, the cable lines
32 have degraded to the point where only 25 percent are operable.

33 3.11.6 Solid Waste

34 Solid waste was collected either by Navy or a private contractor. The solid waste is delivered to
35 the Davis Street Transfer Station, and then it is transported to the Altamon- Landfill (DON
36   1996e). The landfill receives an average of 6,000 tons (5,444 metric tons) p. r day from all
37      customers and can accept a maximum of approximately 11,150 tons (10,117 metric tons) per day
38 (Waste Management of Alameda County 1997).   The landfill was recently expanded and will
39 reach capacity in approximately 30 years.
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1     Weights are not routinely measured, as Navy's agreement with the contractor is based on the
2   number of containers by volume removed, as shown in Table 3.11-2. Assuming that each
3 emptied container was full, NSTI would have generated approximately 113,623 cubic yards
4    (86,871 m3) or 14,203 tons (12,882 metric tons) of solid waste in fiscal year 1993 (FY93).  In
5    addition, Navy removed approximately 8,291 cubic yards (6,339 m3) or 1,037 tons (941 metric
6     tons) of construction debris in FY93. Combining these two waste streams, the total amount of
7 solid waste generated at NSTI in FY93 is estimated to be 15,240 tons (13,829 metric tons), an
8    average of approximately 42 tons 08 metric tons) per day. The recycling program at NST[ is
9       outlined in the solid waste management plan.

Table 3.11-2
Solid Waste Removed from NSTI (Fiscal Year 1993)

Number OfContainers
Container Type Volume OfContainer Removed, FY93

Waste container 50 cubic yards                                    312
Waste container 20 cubic yards 728

· Waste container 5 cubic yards 13,156
Waste container 2 cubic yards 364

Can 32 gallons 105,144

Bag variable 12,108

TOTAL 77 cubic yards/32 gallons 131,812

Source: DON 1994b.

10 3.11.7 Steam Distribution

  11 Five boiler plants supplied various areas of NSTI with steam for building space heating,
12 domestic water heating, and galleys (DON 1994b). Steam was the primary source of heat for
13 most nonresidential buildings at NSTI. Approximately 14,000 feet (4,267 rn) of distribution pipe
14 and approximately 14,000 feet (4,267 m) of condensate return pipe make up the distribution
15    system.  Over 70 buildings received steam at a pressure of 55 psi (3.9 kg per cm2) through
16 insulated underground piping. The entire system was upgraded in 1983 and closed in 1997; the
17 pipes remain in place.

18
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1 3.12 PUBLIC SERVICES

2 This section describes public services both at NSTI and in San Francisco. Fire protection, police
3   protection, and emergency medical services are addressed. San Francisco public service
4 providers would be responsible for serving NSTI following property disposal. The baseline for
5     conditions at NSTI is pre<losure (1993) conditions.  For San Francisco public service providers,
6 baseline conditions are presented to reflect the conditions present at the time the EIS was
7 initiated (1996-199D.

8 3.12.1 Fire Protection

9 NSTI

10      Prior to October 1, 1997, Navy NSTI Fire Department provided services to the islands, including
 

11 fire suppression, emergency medical services, fire prevention, public education, and hazardous

-    12 materials mitigation response. A mutual aid agreement was in place with San Francisco.
13      Historically, Navy operated two fire stations, one on Treasure Island (Building 15D and one on
14 Yerba Buena Island (Building 213).  The 1988 Master Plan Update pON 1988b) indicated that
15 the Treasure Island station was in substandard condition and recommended constructing a new
16       facility. This project was not completed.

       17     In 1993, the department employed 41 fire fighters and 18 emergency medical personnel (DON
18   1996t).  In 1993, the department's jurisdiction included the Hunters Point Annex in San
19 Francisco. Approximately 51 fire suppression calls and 224 emergency medical calls were
20      dispatched to both sites in 1993.

21    In 1992, a fire fighter training complex was completed at NSTI. The complex is a computer-
22 controlled facility with six fire-simulator sites, four classrooms, and training grounds (San
23 Francisco 1995a). Located  at the northeast  edge of Treasure Island, the complex covers
24       approximately 8 acres (3 ha). The complex was used in 1993 to train Navy firefighters and in
25       1997 by the California Maritime Academy to train its personnel (San Francisco Fire Department
26   1997b).  The San Francisco Fire Department began using the complex to train department
27   personnel at the end of 1997. San Francisco's planned expansion of the complex would
28 accommodate aircraft crash rescue training facilities.

  29 San Francisco

30  The San Francisco Fire Department is responsible for providing fire suppression, fire

 
31 prevention, and emergency medical assistance in San Francisco. On October 1, 1997, the
32 department began providing these services to NSTI from Building 157.

33 The department is trained and equipped to meet the unique public safety requirements that San
34 Francisco presents, including surf, water, and cliff rescues. The department employs 1,510 fire
35  fighters, 719 of whom are cross-trained as emergency medical technicians (EMTs) (San
36     Francisco Fire Department 1996). Approximately 294 personnel are on duty during an average
37 shift distributed among 41 fire stations throughout San Francisco.
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1    The department's response time goal is three minutes for the first engine company, and the
2        department is currently achieving  that   goal (San Francisco Fire Department   1996).      The
3 department received 57,112 emergency calls during fiscal year 1996 (San Francisco Fire
4 Department 1997a).  Of that number, 29,940 were fire suppression calls, a decrease of 6.6
5     percent over fiscal year 1995. The remaining calls were emergency medical-related and totaled
6      27,712, a decrease of 7.5 percent from fiscal year 1995.

7     Landward, the station nearest NSTI is at 36 Bluxome Street in San Francisco, approximately 4.5
8     miles (7 km) from NSTI. This station has an 11 person staff, and the vehicles include one fire
9      engine, one fire truck, and one chief's sedan.

10   Laws and ordinances governing building structure design and equipment requirements for
11 detecting, restraining, and extinguishing fires are in Cal. Code. Regs. Title 24, § 13000 et seq.,
12      and the Life Safety Provisions of the San Francisco Uniform Building Code, 1991, as amended in
13 1992. Under these laws, fire stations and other critical facilities (e.g., police) are required to
14 remain operational after an earthquake. Enforcing these laws and ordinances is the
15      responsibility of the Bureau of Fire Prevention (San Francisco 1996d).

16 3.12.2 Police Protection

17 NSIT

18   Prior to October 1, 1997, police protection services were provided by Navy NSTI Security
19  Department. The Security Department's primary mission was to enforce Navy/military,
20 federal, state, and local laws; to provide security to NSTI; and to maintain evidence for possible
21      use in criminal cases (DON 1996j). A mutual aid agreement was in place with the San Francisco
22 Police Department.  In the event of large-scale emergency situations, the department would
23      assist or would be assisted by the San Francisco Police Department and the California Highway
24    Patrol. The department also provided initial response and assistance to emergency situations
25      on the SFOBB.

26 Police protection facilities at NSTI included a police station (Building 107), a dispatch center
27 (within Building 15D, and a military brig (Building 670). The police station was in the middle
28     of Treasure Island and housed the administrative offices of the department.  The brig remains
29    on a 3-acre (1-ha) site in the northwest corner of the island. It housed ten single-person cells
30     and 5 prisoner dormitories.  The 1988 Master Plan Update (DON 1988b) indicated that Building
31    107 was in substandard condition and recommended constructing a new facility. This project
32      was not completed.

33    In 1993, the department employed 65 police and security personnel. Of those, an average of
34 eight officers were on duty at any one time. Approximately 9,400 emergency calls were
35      dispatched in 1993 (DON 1996j).

36 San Francisco

37    The San Francisco Police Department is the agency responsible for providing police protection
38 and security services to San Francisco. On October 1, 1997, the department began providing
39 these services to NSTI.
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1     The department currently employs 2,043 sworn officers and 398 nonsworn administration and
2 support personnel (San Francisco Police Department 1996). A minimum of 200 patrol officers
3    are on duty during daytime shifts. This number increases during nighttime shifts, due to an
4     increase in criminal activity. Patrol officers are deployed at ten district stations throughout San
5   Francisco. The patrol force is fully staffed, although newly hired personnel have not all
6     completed the field training program.  In 1996, the department received 776,678 calls and filed
7 139,425 reports, an increase of 25.1 percent and 0.7 percent over 1995 levels, respectively (San
8 Francisco Police Department 199D.

9 3.12.3 Emergency Medical Services

 
10 NSTI

11      The fire department at Treasure Island has first response duties for emergency medical calls.  If
12     a situation requires transporting injured persons, an ambulance unit is requested. The medical
13 clinic employed approximately 12 EMTs trained in basic life support (DON 19961<).  A
14      minimum of two EMTs were on duty at all times.  The San Francisco fire department is now the

  15 emergency response organization for NST[.

16 San Francisco

  17 The San Francisco Department of Public Health provides paramedic services to San Francisco.

18 The Paramedic Division of the Department of Public Health currently employs 189 paramedics,
19    an average of 32 of whom are on duty at any one time (San Francisco Department of Public
20     Health 1996, 199D. The division dispatches approximately 65,000 calls per year, approximately
21     54,000 of which require ambulance transportation to San Francisco hospitals.  Of the 1,510 San
22  Francisco Fire Department personnel, 719 are dual-trained as EMTs. Fire department
23 emergency medical personnel are dispatched when a call involves a potentially life-threatening
24 situation.

  25
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1 3.13 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE

2 Military activities on NST[ have included operations and training, administration, general
3 engineering support and mission operations, medical and dental activities, materials
4    maintenance, and supply operations. Fuels, lubricants, paints, solvents, and other industrial
5       chemicals have been used throughout much of the history of the station.

6 3.13.1 Hazardous Materials Management

7   Under the requirements of the BRAC process, NSTI completed a basewide environmental
8 baseline survey (EBS) in May 1995 (DON 1995c) and a BRAC cleanup plan (BCP) in March 1997
9     (DON 199713).  The EBS is a broad evaluation and summary of all known and suspected areas

10 where hazardous materials or petroleum products have been handled, stored, disposed of, or
11 released within the boundaries of NSTI and adjacent areas.  It also identifies clean properties on

 
12 Treasure Island under the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) (Pub.

--
13 L. 102-426, 42 U.S.C. § 9620).  The BCP provides an overview of the environmental restoration

 
14 and associated compliance programs.

  15 At the time of NSTI closure, hazardous materials that were not required for the environmental

16 site restoration process or caretaker maintenance activities were collected from all designated
17 storage areas and transferred to the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO) off-
18 site. Materials that were not redistributed or sold were removed and disposed of off-site in
19     accordance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) (Pub. L. 94-580,

 
20 42 U.S.C. § 6901-6992k) and state requirements.

21 Small quantities of hazardous materials will continue to be used at NSTI during the caretaker
22 period. These materials will consist predominantly of lubricants, degreasers, and cleaners used
23 for general maintenance.

 
24 3.13.2 Hazardous Waste Management

25    NSTI has a hazardous waste management plan (DON 1992b). NST[ generated approximately
26 9,921 pounds (4,500 kg) of hazardous waste per month (based on 1991 records) and is classified
27         as a fully regulated generator, subject to  all laws and regulations governing the generation and
28      handling of hazardous waste. Navy hazardous waste management plan for NST[ (DON 1992b)

. 29 remains in effect for Navy generated waste until NSTI is transferred to a new owner.

30 Twelve facilities at NSTI generated or stored hazardous wastes or recyclable petroleum
31 products. Waste solvents, cleaners, adhesives, and other hazardous wastes, as well as
32     recyclable oil and antifreeze, were generated by various NSTI work centers. Hazardous wastes
33 were stored in designated hazardous waste accumulation areas for up to 90 days before
34   removal by the hazardous waste handler. The hazardous waste handler notified the NSTI
35 hazardous waste manager of container types, volume, and the waste profile.

36    Navy has a one-time compliance closure program for closing operational light industrial and
37 hazardous waste and material accumulation facilities. All hazardous wastes and hazardous
38 materials other than structural materials such as asbestos and lead-based paint (LBP) will be
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3.13  Hazardous Materials and Waste

1     removed in accordance with the NSTI hazardous waste management plan before properties are
2      transferred or conveyed. For discussion of asbestos and LBP, see sections 3.13.4 and 3.12.7.

3 3.13.3 Installation Restoration (IRP)

4     The IRP is an ongoing DoD-administered program for identifying, evaluating, and remediating
5 contaminated sites on federal lands under DoD control. The inventory of the full administrative
6      record for the NSTI IRP is at:

7           U.S. Navy, Southwest Division
8 Naval Facilities Engineering Command
9 1230 Columbia Street Suite 1100

10 BRAC Operations Office
11 San Diego, California 92101-8517

12 Public information repositories are at two locations:

13 San Francisco Public Library
14 Main Branch, Government Division
15 100 Larkin Street
16 San Francisco, CA 94102

17           Caretaker Site Office
18            410 Palm Avenue, Room 123
19 San Francisco, CA 94130

20   In January 1995, the Department of Justice (DOJ) determined that a federal agency is not
21   required to independently implement NEPA at CERCLA clean-up sites.  The DOJ decision
22     stated that the CERCLA process incorporates many of the NEPA values of public participation
23 including public review, and collection of environmental and human health impacts that could
24   result from a federal action, thus making the clean-up decision process under CERCLA the
25 functional equivalent of NEPA. Clean up of Navy property under CERCLA is independent of,
26      and not a part of, the NEPA decision-making process.

27   On September 29, 1992, Navy and California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA)
28   (including the Department of Toxic Substances Control [DTSC] and the RWQCB) signed a
29 federal facility site remediation agreement (FFSRA) (DON 1992c).  The NSTI FFSRA provides a
30    means for Navy and the State of California to cooperate in accelerating and streamlining the
31 remediation process at NSTI consistent and in compliance with applicable federal and state
32     laws and to use consensus problem-solving to achieve the goal of environmental restoration.  It
33     is designed to ensure that environmental impacts associated with past and present activities at
34  NSTI are investigated and remediated to protect public health and welfare and the
35  environment. The agreement specifies and outlines review and approval procedures and
36 stipulates primary and secondary documents to be prepared, meetings to be conducted, and
37    deadlines and extensions to meet.  It also takes into consideration emergencies and removals,
38 dispute resolution procedures, enforceability, public participation criteria, real property
39 transfer, statutory compliance and corrective action, quality assurance, funding, and
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1 exemptions. Appendix D of the NSTI FFSRA, which provides the submittal schedule for draft
2      primary and secondary documents, was last updated in 2002.

3      The following tasks are required under Section 6.2 of the agreement:

  5

•   Investigating and sampling all sites to establish the nature and extent of contamination

at each site;

  6
• Conducting feasibility studies to determine the most effective method of cleaning up

each site;

8     • Preparing all response actions for the sites, such as removing contaminants and

. 9 installing treatment systems;

10    • Conducting operation and maintenance response actions at the sites, including
11 maintaining treatment systems and monitoring to assess the effectiveness of
12               remediation; and
13            •    Notifying and coordinating federal and state natural resource trustees.

  14 CERCLA Remediation Process

15      CERCLA (Pub. L. 96-510, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601 - 9675) requires that all federal facilities comply with
 

16 federal and state laws with regard to the remediation process.  The NSTI IRP follows this
17 process. Phases of the process are described below.

18 Site Discovery (SD).  A site is an area that has had or has the potential for a hazardous substance
19    release. A single facility may contain several sites to be studied under the IRP. Occasionally,
20 potential sites are discovered by searching through records or during construction projects.

/ 21 Preliminary Assessment (PA). This assessment identifies areas of potential contamination and

22     evaluates each area to determine if there is a threat to human health or the environment.  A PA
23    report is developed from readily available information, such as past inventory records, aerial
24 photographs, employee interviews, existing analytical data, and an activity visit.  A PA may
25      recommend no further action, additional work under the IRP, or a removal action.

  26 Site Inspection (SI). This inspection is conducted after the PA when additional information is
27    needed to evaluate a site. Collecting and analyzing soil, sediment surface, and ground water
28    samples may help to determine the need for further study. Information needed for hazard
29   ranking also is collected.  An SI may recommend a site for no action, further study, or an
30 immediate removal action.  The PA and SI often are performed concurrently.

  31 Removal Actions. A removal action is any action that may be necessary to monitor, evaluate,
32 prevent minimize, or mitigate a threat or potential threat to public health or welfare or the
33   environment A removal action may include cleanup or removal of a hazardous materials
34      release or hazardous material threat. Usually, removal actions do not completely clean up a site
35 and additional remediation steps are required.

  36 Remedial Investigation (RI). This investigation is performed to more fully define the nature and
37     extent of the contamination at a site and to evaluate possible methods of cleaning up the site.

 
38 During the investigation, ground water, surface water, soil, sediment and biological samples
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1   are collected and analyzed to determine the type and concentration of each contaminant.
2  Samples are collected at different areas and depths to help determine the spread of the
3  contamination.  The RI process at NSTI typically is done in two phases; phase I is site
4    characterization, and phase II is characterization of the constituents of concern, the migration
5      pathways, and the potential hazards to human health and the environment.

6 Feasibility Study (FS).  The FS identifies and evaluates all applicable site cleanup alternatives.  As
7     part of the study, a risk assessment is performed to quantify the level of risk posed by the site.
8 Each alternative is evaluated for effectiveness in protecting human health and the environment,
9      ease of implementation, and overall cost. Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs), specific goals for

10 protecting human health and the environment, are developed.  The RI and FS may be
11 performed concurrently.

12 Remedial Action Plans (RAP)/Record of Decision (ROD). These two documents are essentially
13 the same.  RAP is the state term, while ROD is the federal term. The RAP/ROD documents the
14 reasoning behind selecting a particular cleanup alternative. A RAP/ROD is required even if the
15 most feasible alternative is no action.

16 Remedial Design (RD). After a RAP/ROD is signed, the remedial design phase can begin.  In the
17     RD, specific construction parameters or equipment specifications are presented for the selected
18 cleanup alternative.

19 Remedial Action (RA). During the remedial action phase, the selected cleanup technology is
20   implemented.  An RA can be as simple as soil excavation or as complicated as a complete
21 ground water treatment system, which may operate for many years. Remedial action work
22  plans for long-term remediation include operation and maintenance (0&M) plans, which
23 continue until the cleanup is complete.

24 Long-term Monitoring. After completion of the RA, federal, state, or local regulatory agencies
25 may require subsequent monitoring of the site.

26 Petroleum Hydrocarbons

27 The CERCLA definitions of hazardous substances (42 U.S.C. § 9601[14]) and pollutants or
28   contaminants (42 U.S.C. § 9601[33]) specifically exclude petroleum unless specifically listed.
29   The EPA interprets the term petroleum to include hazardous substances found naturally in
30     crude oil and crude oil fractions, such as benzene, and hazardous substances normally added to
31      crude oil during refining. Petroleum additives or contaminants that increase in concentration in
32 petroleum during use are not excluded from CERCLA regulations. Petroleum hydrocarbons in
33 ground water that are not commingled with CERCLA-regulated substances are addressed
34   under a corrective action plan (CAP) administered by the RWQCB. The RWQCB, whose
35     mandate is to protect ground water quality, requires that potential petroleum contamination in
36 ground water be evaluated and, if necessary, a petroleum CAP be developed.

37   The CAP for NSTI covers nine major sites. These sites are described in more detail below.
38     Several of these sites were initially part of the NSTI Installation Restoration Program (IRP) but
39 following initial site investigation under the IRP, the sites were excluded from the IRP under
40 the CERCLA petroleum exclusion. A Draft Fuel Line CAP has been developed. Closure
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1      documentation is also being prepared for underground storage tank (UST) sites. Cleanup levels
2   for these petroleum-contaminated sites have been determined by the Navy, in coordination
3     with the RWQCB. Final cleanup methods have not been determined but could range from no
4      action to bioventing.

5       Site 04 (Hydraulic Training School) and Site 19 (Re se Transfer Area). Sites 04 and 19 (formerly IR
6    04 and IR 19, respectively) are along the northeastern side of Treasure Island. The Hydraulic
7 Training School operated from the 1970s to 1997, and the Refuse Transfer Area operated until
8 1997. These two sites were investigated together, since they have similar contaminants and are
9    in close proximity. Petroleum-contaminated soils were identified at these sites, which were

10 investigated during the phase I and H RIs under the IRP and were found to qualify for
11 CERCLA's petroleum exclusion clause. Navy transferred the sites into the petroleum program
12     based on data indicating contamination limited to petroleum products.  A site closure report is
13      expected to be submitted to the RWQCB in May 2003.

  14 Site 06 (Fire Training Area).  Site 06 (formerly IR 06) is along the northern side of Treasure Island.

15      This site was an active fire training area from 1946 to 1992. During the phase I and H RIs under
16      the IRP, this site was found to qualify for CERCLA's petroleum exclusion. Navy transferred the
17     site into the petroleum program based on data indicating contamination limited to petroleum
18 products. However, in June 1997, the RWQCB requested that Navy continue ground water
19    monitoring for potential CERCLA substances at the site, including, but not limited to, metals
20 and chlorinated solvents (RWQCB 1997b).     The   CAP was finalized   on  June  28,   2002.
21 Remediation measures recommended in the Final CAP includes in-situ treatment of
22     groundwater and deep soil (soil vapor extraction) and bioremediation. Dioxins have also been
23  detected and will be further investigated in the CERCLA program. Field activity was
24     completed in January 2003.  The Post Construction Summary Report (PCSR) will be submitted
25     in May 2003. The report will include a request for no further action for petroleum in shallow
26 soil. Ground water monitoring will continue for one year.  The PCSR includes analysis of
27     dioxins at Site 06.  Navy and the regulatory agencies will review the dioxin data to determine if

 
28 there is a need for additional dioxin investigation. The estimated site closeout date is late 2004.

29      Site 14 (New Fuel Farm) and Site 22 (Navy Exchange Services Station).  Site 14 and Site 22 (formerly
30     IR 14 and IR 22, respectively) are north of 11th Street between Avenue N and the Bay on the
31 northeast corner of Treasure Island. The sites were investigated together because of their close
32     proximity and similar contaminants.  IR 14 operated as a fuel farm between 1943 and 1997.  IR
33   22 operated as Navy Exchange Service Station between 1946 and 1997. Contaminants of
34 concern include VOCs, petroleum, and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in soil.  IR
35    14/IR 22 were investigated during the phase I and phase II RIs and later found to qualify for
36 CERCLA's petroleum exclusion. Based on data indicating contamination limited to petroleum
37       products, Navy evaluated this site as part of the petroleum program.  The CAP was finalized on
38     June 28, 2002. Final CAP recommendations included excavation and treatment for surface soil
39 and bioventing for subsurface soil. Soil vapor extraction began operation in June 2002.  Navy is
40 currently performing ongoing groundwater monitoring. The estimated site closeout date is late
41   2004.

42    Site 15 (Old Fuel Farm).  Site 15 (formerly IR 15) is on the southeastern portion of Treasure
43      Island, at the intersection of California Avenue and Avenue M.  The site operated as a fuel farm
44  during the 1940s. Petroleum and SVOC contamination in soil were identified as the
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1          contaminants of concern during phase    I    and    phz.se    II RIs. Based    on data indicating
2   contamination is limited to petroleum products, the Navy evaluated this site as part of the
3 petroleum program. A Final CAP, dated June 28,2002, recommended excavation and treatment
4      for surface soil and six months of continued groundwat 'r monitoring. Additional monitoring is
5 required through May 2004 and site closure is anticipate lin August 2004.

6      Site 16 (Clipper Cove Tank Farm).  Site 16 (formerly IR 16) s located on the northwestern corner of
7 Yerba Buena Island, at the intersection of Macalla Roa 1 and Treasure Island Road.  The site
8    operated as a tank farm between the 1940s and the 196 ·s. Phase I and phase II RIs identified
9    petroleum-contaminated soil. Based on data indicatin.: contamination limited to petroleum

10  products, Navy evaluated this site as part of thi petroleum program. Draft CAP
11 recommendations included excavation and treatment for gurface soil.  The Navy was preparing
12     a construction summary report and a closure summary r 'port when it was discovered that the
13    aboveground tank farm appears to lie south and east ot the initial RI investigation area.  An
14     additional site investigation was initiated in March 2003.  The site closure date depends on the
15      results of the investigation.

16 Site 20 (Auto Hobby Shop and Transportation Center).  Site 0 (formerly IR 20) is in the western
17      portion of Treasure Island.  The site is bordered by 12th St  iet to the north and Avenue B to the
18     west.  From 1943 to 1997, the site operated as an auto hol,y shop and a transportation center.
19       RI activities identified petroleum-contaminated soil,  and, ·xcavation and treatment of surface
20     soils was completed. The construction summary report ani closure summary report have been
21      completed, and the groundwater monitoring is ongoing.  TI e estimated site closeout date is late
22   2003.

23    Site 25 (Seaplane Maintenance).  Site 25 (formerly IR 25) is ocated on the southern portion of
24 Treasure Island, between Avenue D and F.  The site operate,  as a seaplane maintenance facility
25      between 1938 and 1946. Petroleum-contaminated soil was io 'ntified during RI activities. Based
26   on data indicating contamination limited to petroleum pro.iucts, Navy evaluated this site as
27      part of the petroleum program. Regulatory agency concerns  t this site are limited to releases at
28 the shoreline and their potential environmental risks. he Final CAP, dated 28, 2002,
29   recommended soil vapor extraction in deep soil and grounuwater, which began operation in
30     June  2002.    Navy  is also currently performing a groundL·'ater monitoring program.    The
31      estimated site closeout date is late 2004.

32       NSTI Installation Restoration Program

33  Twenty-nine IR sites were originally identified for invest.gation. Based on the recom-
34       mendations of a PA/SI conducted in 1988 (DON 1997b), 25 site : remained in the IRP for further
35      study; four sites (02, 18, 23, 26) were removed from the IRP. Tt three sites requiring no further
36 action under CERCLA are sites 02, 18, and 23.  Site 26 was co' iposed of underground storage
37     tanks (USTs); therefore, it was deactivated as an IR site and th· individual tank sites are being
38 investigated under a separate petroleum program. As discus,ed above, nine sites that were
39        initially part of the IRP were removed from the program follow, ng the determination under the
40   Draft RI that the petroleum products were the only concern :.nd therefore qualified for the
41 petroleum exclusion under CERCLA. An additional  site  (IR  3* 1) was added on September  6,
42      2002.  The 17 remaining IRP sites are described below.
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1 Localized ground water contamination from hazardous materials has been noted on both
2 Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island. Contamination is from various petroleum
3     hydrocarbons and chlorinated solvents that have spilled or leaked into the soil and entered the
4 high ground water table. This contamination has resulted in limited exceedances of the US
5 EPA's ambient water quality criteria for various organic compounds and metals commonly
6    associated with fuel leaks and spills and, at one site, solvents associated with dry cleaning
7   activities pON 1996n).  Most of the known contaminated areas are on the perimeter of
8 Treasure Island within approximately 50 to 600 feet (15 to 183 In) from the shore. Given the
9     proximity of many of these contaminated sites to San Francisco Bay and tidal influences, some

10 contaminated materials may have entered the Bay in concentrations exceeding the US EPA
11 criteria. Specific sites are discussed below.

/ 12 A draft baseline human health risk assessment and a draft ecological risk assessment report
13 were prepared in conjunction with the draft phase I RI report for the IR sites in 1993. A phase II
14  RI was conducted during 1994, 1995, and 1996 to further characterize the extent of
15      contamination and to collect data necessary for evaluating remedial alternatives.

16   As IR sites are identified as candidates for removal actions, and after removal actions are
17      completed, some of the IR sites are expected to require no further action.

18      IR 01 (Medical Clinic).  IR 01 is in the central portion of Treasure Island at the intersection of 9th
19     Street and Avenue F.  From the 1940s to the late 197Os, the site operated as a medical clinic for
20 NSTI personnel. The clinic occupied Building 257, and the X-ray department was operated at
21 the south end of the middle wing in Building 257 until the early 1970s. During this period of
22 operation, developer and corrosive fixer solutions leaked from the X-ray equipment through the
23 wooden floor of the building into the soil (DON 1997i). Residual silver from the X-ray film was
24    identified as the contaminant of concern at the site. The removal of silver-contaminated soil
25 was completed at the site.  At the time of the soil removal, it was determined that the building
26 was constructed over a concrete sub-floor. All contaminated soil was located on top of this
27 concrete sub-floor. No further action under CERCLA is recommended since contamination was
28     limited to the concrete sub-floor and there was no release to the environment. Navy received
29       the site closure approval from DTSC on March 20,2002.

30     IR 03 (Polychlorinated Biphenyls IPCBl Equipment Storage Area).  IR 03 is along the southeastern
31    side of Treasure Island, approximately 150 feet (46 m) from the shore.  The site was used to
32    store and repair transformers used to supply electricity to the various facilities at NSTI from
33    before 1953 to the present.  Some of the transformers were known to have contained PCBs.
34 PCB-containing transformer fluid may have been spilled at the site as recently as the mid-1980s
35 (DON 1997i). Based on sampling results from the PA/SI, IR 03 was recommended for further
36      study in an RI. Based on the results of the draft RI, baseline human health risk assessment and
37  ecological risk assessment the site has been recommended for no further action under

  38 CERCLA. Navy received the site closure approval from DTSC on March 20,2002.

39     IR 05 (Old Boiler Plant).  IR 05 is on the southeastern portion of Treasure Island.  The old boiler
40 plant operated from the 1940s to 1968. Asbestos was used as an insulating material for the
41      boilers and pipes in the building, and mercuric nitrate may have been used during boiler plant
42    operations to inhibit scaling.  In 1968, the building was demolished and the debris reportedly

 
43 buried in place. Underground fuel pipelines that may have been damaged in the 1989 Loma
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1 Prieta earthquake run beneath the site in an east-west direction along 5th Street.  A 1988 PA/SI
2  identified that building debris possibly containing asbestos had been buried at the site;
3     therefore, an RI was recommended. Asbestos was not detected in the soil samples taken from
4  the site; however, petroleum and volatile organic compound (VOC) contamination were
5 discovered during Navy's RI. Petroleum contamination will be addressed under the petroleum
6     program.  The site will be subject to deed restrictions due to VOC-contaminated ground water.
7    Any additional investigation of ground water at the site will be investigated as part of the dry
8 cleaning facility at Site 24.  The Navy will prepare a letter documenting no action at the site.
9 Navy received closure approval from DTSC on January 17, 2001.

10      IR 07 (Pesticide Storage).  IR 07 is located north of 13th Street, between Avenue M and the Bay, in
11 the northeast corner of Treasure Island. Between 1943 and the 196Os, the site was used for
12  storage and handling of a variety of liquid substances, including pesticides, chlorinated
13   herbicides, and paint. Pesticide- and herbicide-contaminated soil and ground water were
14      identified at the site during the phase I and phase II RIs. Additional sampling for contaminants
15    of concern was completed in April 2002 and a Final Supplemental Site Inspection report was
16    completed in October 2002.  The Navy has recommended No Further Action at this site.  The
17   DTSC is postponing closure of this site until additional investigations at adjacent areas are
18 complete.

19   IR 08 (Army Point Sludge Disposal Area, Yerba Buena Island).  IR 08 is on Army Point at the
20 extreme eastern end of Yerba Buena Island.  The site was used as a disposal area for sludge
21   from the wastewater treatment facility on Treasure Island between 1968 and 1976. Waste
22   sludge was transported from the wastewater treatment facility and spread on the ground
23    between the foundations of former buildings at IR 08 to dewater the sludge. Pesticides and
24 metals, including elevated lead concentrations, were identified as the contaminants of concern
25 at the site. DTSC requested that additional effort be made to explain elevated lead
26  concentrations in four borings collected from the site.  The Navy is currently reviewing
27    responses to DTSC and CDFG's comments on the Draft Final Onshore RI and will follow up
28 with their findings.  This site was transferred to FHWA/Caltrans on October 26, 2000.  A
29 validation study for ecological risk has been completed and further evaluation of Caltrans
30   environmental data performed. The final RI will be prepared with Sites 28 and 29.  The
31      estimated site closeout date is late 2005.

32     IR 09 (Foundry).  IR 09 is in the central portion of the southern end of Treasure Island.  The site
33 has been used for multiple operations since the early 194Os, including a forge and foundry
34    between 1943 and 1947 and a paint shop between 1952 and 1981. Metals are the most likely
35   contaminants from the foundry and the paints used at this facility were known to have
36    contained lead and zinc-chromium based pigments. Two concrete trenches, the remnants of a
37 hydraulic lifting system, indicate that vehicle maintenance also may have been performed at
38    this site.  From 1981 to 1987, the foundry building was used as a welding training school by
39 Navy Technical Training Center, and in 1994, it was the site of a small boat maintenance shop.
40    A 1988 PA/SI recommended further investigation because of potential soil and ground water
41      contamination from previous site activities (DON 1997i).

42    Petroleum and metal contamination was discovered in both soil and ground water during RI
43     activities.  The site was recommended for further evaluation and inclusion in the RI because of
44 ecological risks associated with the potential impacts to the Bay. A request was made in March
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1   2000 by DTSC and RWQCB to analyze soil samples collected near a 30-gallon (114-liter)
2 hydraulic hoist tank for VOCs and PCBs. RWQCB also requested adding VOCs to the ground
3 water monitoring program for well 09-MW01. Analytic results indicated no major VOC
4    contamination in ground water. PCB concentrations were below detection limits. Trench oil
5 soil samples were collected and were non detect for PCBs (< 10 mg/kg). Navy completed
6 additional investigation in January 2003 and is currently preparing an RI report in anticipation
7      of a No Action ROD. Site closure is anticipated in late 2004.

8     IR 10 (Bus Painting Shop).  IR 10 is north of 13th Street between Avenue M and the Bay, in the
9 northeast corner of Treasure Island.  It was constructed during the mid-1940s and operated as a

10 bus painting shop through the 1950s.  For an unspecified period of time, the building also may

 
11 have been used for paint mixing. Pesticides, petroleum, and semi-volatile organic compounds
12    (SVOCs) have been identified as the contaminants of concern in both ground water and soil.
13 Additional research was conducted regarding the catch basins located within the building.
14     Elevated TPH extractable concentrations were detected in sediment samples collected from the
15 catch basins. Navy completed additional investigation in January 2003 and is currently
16     preparing an RI report in anticipation of a No Action ROD. Site closure is anticipated in late

  17 2004.

18     IR 11 (Yerba Buena Island Landjill).  IR 11 is a 200- by 600-foot (66- by 197-In) former marsh area
19      on the southern side of the eastern tip of Yerba Buena Island.  The site operated as a landfill for
20     an unspecified period of time beginning in 1935. The exact nature of materials disposed at this
21     site is unknown but is thought to include solid wastes from Yerba Buena Island and Treasure
22 Island operations. Former USTs and a fuel pipeline also may have been sources of
23    contamination at the landfill site.  The 1988 PA/SI concluded that the site warranted further
24   investigation in an RI due to potential soil and ground water contamination from past site
25    operations (DON 1997i). Metals, petroleum, pesticides, VOCs, and SVOCs in soil and ground
26    water were identified as the contaminants of concern during RI activities. A validation study
27 for ecological risk was finalized and an additional investigation for landfill delineation and lead
28   concentrations in surface soils was completed. Additional sampling of intertidal sediments
29    offshore of Site 11 has been completed.  No PCBs or petroleum hydrocarbons were detected
30 above screening criteria, which were presented  in the Sampling and Analysis  Plan  (SAP).

 
31 Therefore, this sampling data will be incorporated into the No Action ROD being prepared for
32 the Basewide Offshore Sediments (Site 13).

33  Although this site is on land that was transferred to either the US Coast Guard or
34       FHWA/Caltrans, Navy is continuing with the remedial activities pursuant to CERCLA.

35    IR 12 (Old Bunker Area).  IR 12 comprises about 90 acres (36 ha) at the northwestern end of
36 Treasure Island. Ammunition, electronics, tear gas, and film were stored in bunkers throughout
37     the site from the early 1940s until about 1969 when the site was converted to military housing.
38 Soil trenching and boring activities performed prior to housing foundation excavations in 1965
39    indicated that debris, including rubbish, bottles, wire rope, paper, and steel drums, had been
40      disposed of in the areas between and around the bunkers. Incinerator ash was also suspected to
41      have been disposed in this area. A UST, a former landing strip, and a former storage yard (FSY)
42      in the area also may have contributed to potential contamination at this site (DON 1997i).
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1   A PA/SI was conducted in 1988 to review past activities. A preliminary risk assessment,
2      including a geophysical survey to locate utilities and buried items, and soil sampling for metals,
3    TPHs, VOCs, and SVOCs, was conducted in 1990. Following the preliminary risk assessment,
4  an RI was performed to assess the nature and extent of the identified TPH and metals
5   contamination, to determine whether the bunker areas and buried oil tank continued to be
6    sources of contamination, to assess the extent of soil and ground water contamination, and to
7 characterize ground water hydraulic parameters for modeling purposes. Petroleum, metals,
8      and SVOCs were identified as contaminants of concern during RI activities. Additional soil and
9 ground water sampling to characterize the portions of the site beyond the boundaries of known

10     or suspected contamination began in October 1997. Further evaluation of the site in an FS was
11     recommended due to potential human health and ecological risks. A removal action at the site
12      is scheduled to be completed in 2004 and will be followed by a Final RI.

13    Analysis of soil and groundwater samples from the FSY area indicated that PAHs and PCBs
14 were the chemicals of concern.  In 2000, all soil in the FSY area containing PCBs at levels in
15   excess of the screening level (1 mg/kg) was excavated to 4 feet (1 m) bgs, except where
16    buildings or other structures such as transformer pads impeded access. Indoor air monitoring
17 to evaluate the potential risk posed by vapor intrusion from volatilization of PCBs into
18    buildings is ongoing. Initial conservative estimates from this investigation indicate that PCB
19      volatilization may pose a risk to human health in Building 1100 Unit C.

20    This site is currently residential and is expected to remain residential under reuse. Numerous
21 housing units on this site are currently occupied under interim leases with San Francisco and
22   TIHDI for market rate rentals and homeless housing. All CERCLA response actions will be
23      conducted to ensure continued protection of human health and the environment. The Remedial
24 Action Objective under CERCLA will be for residential or unrestricted use, consistent with the
25 current configuration of housing on NSTI. Any subsequent redevelopment of the area that
26 would involve demolition of existing structures and the grading and reconfiguring of the soil
27   would be subject to land use controls on the property, including a City-administered soil
28   management plan that would ensure proper characterization and management of soil and
29 groundwater disturbance. In addition, deeds conveying the affected property will contain a
30     notice that portions of the property not accessible to remediation efforts (such as areas beneath
31 existing foundations) may require additional characterization and possible response actions
32    subject to appropriate regulatory oversight.  Navy is currently in remedial investigation and
33 performing ongoing groundwater monitoring with supplemental investigations. The estimated
34 site closeout date is mid-2006.

35   IR 13 (Stormwater Outjizils, Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island, 0#shore Sediments). IR 13
36   comprises six stormwater outfall areas (A through G) surrounding Treasure Island and the
37     northeastern end of Yerba Buena Island. Historically at IR 13, petroleum leaks were suspected
38    to have entered Treasure Island storm drains and flowed to the Bay. Navy has a stormwater
39 pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) that monitors the outfalls for petroleum and other potential
40      contaminants on an annual basis.

41    During the 1993 Phase I ecological risk assessment for NSTI, chemicals of potential ecological
42 concern (CPOECs) were identified using data collected during the stormwater investigation, in
43 which drainage areas served by each stormwater outfall were investigated. The onshore RI
44     focused on human health issues, and the offshore RI primarily addressed ecological risks based
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1    on the CPOECs identified in the 1993 data. The final offshore RI report was completed in
2     December 2001 (DON 200la). Based on chemical concentration screening of offshore sediment
3      and pore water, the following were identified as chemicals of concern at the IR 13 outfall areas:
4 arsenic, barium, cobalt copper, lead manganese, mercury, nickel, selenium, vanadium, zinc,
5   and organics, including dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT), PCBs, and polychlorinated
6 aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). The draft offshore RI addresses the risk these chemicals
7     present to benthic receptors and birds. The Final RI has been completed, a No Action ROD is
8 currently being prepared, and the estimated site closeout date is late-2003.  The Navy has
9       recommended No Further Action at this site.

10         IR 17 (Tanks 103/104).    IR 17 is near the center of Treasure Island, approximately 1,400 feet  (460
11    rn) west of the eastern edge of the island.  The site is bordered by Avenue H, Avenue I, 5th
12     Street and an unnamed street to the south.  The site contains two 200,000-gallon (757,000-liter)
13   diesel fuel aboveground storage tanks (ASTs).  The ASTs were installed before 1943 and
14   decommissioned in 1993. An estimated 20,000 gallons (75,700 liters) of diesel fuel was
15 reportedly released from the ASTs in 1983.  The 1983 fuel spill, other unrecorded minor spills,
16    and tank or pipeline leaks are thought to be the primary sources of contamination at the site
17 (DON 200la). Petroleum, metals, and SVOCs were detected in soil and ground water during RI
18    activities.  No VOCs have been detected in preliminary well and soil samples collected at the
19   site.  The Navy will prepare a letter documenting no action at the site.  IR 17 could be the
20   subject of deed restrictions due to solvent-contaminated ground water, depending on the
21    success of remediation actions. Petroleum will be addressed under the petroleum program
22     (Uribe and Associates 2000). Any additional investigations of soil and ground water at the site
23   will be investigated as part of the dry cleaning facility at Site 24. Navy received closure
24       approval from DTSC on January 17, 2001.

25   IR 21 (Vessel Waste Oil Recovery).  m 21 is along the southeastern edge of Treasure Island,
26 directly adjacent to the Bay and Clipper Cove. Asphalt and buildings cover this site.  IR 21
27     operated as a waste oil transfer and separation facility from 1946 to 1995. Waste oil unloaded
28 from ships was transferred to an onshore oil/water separation facility at IR 21, consisting of five
29 2,000-gallon (7,570-liter) capacity ASTs.  The ASTs were removed in 1995. Several of the
30      buildings at this site were reportedly used for chemical storage. For example, Building 3 stored
31     sulfuric acid for batteries, paint paint thinner, lubricating oil, and hydraulic fluid.  A fuel line
32   also was on the site and was abandoned in place after the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake
33      damaged it (DON 1997i).

34      In 1988, a PA/SI was conducted for IR 21, and in 1994 the soil and ground water in the vicinity
35      of the abandoned pipeline were sampled for VOCs, including chlorinated solvents. Chlorinated
36       solvents were detected in ground water samples but not in soil samples (DON 1997i).   An RI
37 was conducted to determine the nature and extent of TPH contamination near the oil recovery
38    system and chlorinated solvent contamination near the abandoned pipeline. Petroleum and
39 VOCs (chlorinated solvents from an unknown source) were identified in ground water and soil
40      during RI activities. No further action is planned for soils.  For this site, human health risks are
41  within the US EPA target risk range considered protective of human health. Further
42      investigations will lead to decisions regarding remedial action through the IRP. Additional
43 investigation of VOC contamination has been performed and groundwater
44      monitoring/investigation is ongoing. A final RI is being prepared. The estimated site closeout

 
45 date is mid-2006.

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS 3.13-11

Jun, 2003



3.13  Hazardous Materials and Waste

1    IR 24 (Fi h Street Fuel Releases and Dry Cleaning Facility).  IR 24 is on the southeastern part of
2 Treasure Island and extends from the central portion of the island east towards the Bay.  The
3    site is rectangular and is bounded by Avenue H on the west, Avenue N on the east, 6th Street
4    on the north, and 4th Street on the south. Building 99, on the site, operated as a laundry and
5    dry cleaning facility from the 1940s through the 19505. Trench drains in the building's floor
6   may have been used to dispose of dry-cleaning waste solvents.  The site also contains an
7 underground pipeline that was formerly used to transport oil and fuel on Treasure Island
8     between 1943 and 1977.  In 1986, leaks were discovered at several locations along 5th Street.  A
9      PA/SI was conducted in 1988 to determine the extent of soil contamination from the abandoned

10 fuel lines along 5th Street. The highest concentrations of TPHs were detected in soil samples
11     from a stockpile excavated in 1986 and 1987 near the intersection of Avenue M and 5th Street.
12     An RI was conducted to determine the extent of chlorinated solvent contamination in soil and
13 ground water. To further characterize contamination at IR 24, additional ground water
14  sampling was conducted in July 1997.  The RI recommended continued ground water
15      monitoring for VOCs.

16  In March 2000, the RWQCB recommended that additional investigation be conducted to
17    identify the source of VOCs at the site.  The site is recommended for further evaluation and
18    inclusion in an FS because of ecological risks associated with the potential impacts to the Bay.
19     For this site, human health risks are within the US EPA target risk range considered protective
20 of human health. Petroleum contamination in the soil and any associated remedial actions will
21     be conducted under the petroleum program (DON 1997i).  As with Site 17, a remedial action is
22    planned.  The site could be subject to deed restrictions, depending on the success of remedial
23 actions.  Navy is currently performing an additional investigation for delineation of VOCs and
24       TPH in addition to ongoing groundwater monitoring/investigation. Workplans are currently
25 being drafted for a source area pilot study, which will include in-situ bioremediation of
26 chlorinated solvents utilizing lactic acid.  If the pilot study proves effective on remediating the
27     source area and downgradient plume, the estimated site closeout date could be in 2006.

28   IR 27 (Clipper Cove Skeet Range).  IR 27 is a separate operable unit off the southern shore of
29 Treasure Island.  The site operated as a skeet range between 1979 and 1989.  IR 27 was
30   investigated in 1996 during the Phase II ecological risk assessment. Sampling to define the
31    vertical and horizontal extent of lead and PAHs in offshore sediments and overlying surface
32     water was conducted during this investigation.  This site is included in the December 2001 final
33    offshore RI report (DON 200la), which was conducted to characterize the sources, extent, and
34 potential toxicity of chemicals in offshore sediments at NSTI. Based on the screening of
35 chemical concentrations in offshore sediment and pore water, lead and PAHs were identified as
36     chemicals of concern. The Clipper Cove Skeet Range was under a Regional Board Cleanup and
37 Abatement Order, and Navy worked with the RWQCB under a Compliance Plan. A feasibility
38      study is being prepared for this site and the estimated site closeout date is mid-2005.

39     IR 28 (West Side On- and 0#-Ramps).  IR 28 consists of the northwestern slopes of Yerba Buena
40      Island and the SFOBB's west side on- and off-ramps, along Treasure Island Road.  The west side
41     on- and off-ramps on Yerba Buena Island have been in operation since the SFOBB was opened
42    to traffic in 1936.  A 1993 investigation indicated lead and zinc concentrations in soil near the
43  west side on- and off-ramps. An RI was conducted to determine the extent of metals
44 contamination, which was found to be present in soils throughout the site. No action for soil
45     has been proposed based on the site's industrial use only categorization. A validation study for
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1    ecological risk was finalized and no additional investigation is required. A final RI will be
2      prepared with Sites 8 and 29. The estimated site closeout date is mid-2004.

3     IR 29 (East Side On- and Of-Ramps).  IR 29 consists of the eastern slopes of Yerba Buena Island
4 directly underneath the SFOBB, and its east side on- and off-ramps along Treasure Island Road,
5     near the guard shack, which is no longer active.  The east side on- and off-ramps have been in
6 operation since the SFOBB was opened to traffic in 1936. Similar to IR 28, IR 29 was suspected
7     to be subject to lead and other metals contamination as a result of vehicle emissions and ramp
8   painting and maintenance. Lead contamination in soil was identified during RI activities.
9 Further investigations were requested by RWQCB in March 2000 to evaluate lead concentration

10    levels at the site. Because of the uncertainty associated with the pending SFOBB work, any
11 remedial action would most likely be delayed until all bridge-work is complete.  This site was
12      transferred to FHWA/Caltrans on October 26,2000. A validation study for ecological risk was
13   finalized and further evaluation of Caltrans environmental data performed. An additional
14   investigation of lead concentrations in the surface soils was performed. A final RI will be
15      prepared with Sites 8 and 28. The estimated site closeout date is late 2005.

16    IR 30 (Building 502).  This site was added to the IRP on September 6, 2002.  IR 30 currently
17     consists of a Day Care Center (Building 502) and outside play area constructed in 1987. Prior to
18   construction of the building, burn ash was deposited on the site and subsequently spread
19 through grading. Lead, copper, and dioxin have been identified as soil contaminants at this
20 site. Based on the results from the first phase of the site investigation, a time-critical removal
21      action was instituted in the northwestern portion of the site to remove soils contaminated with
22 elevated levels of lead and copper. Additional subsurface characterization at IR 30 detected
23 elevated dioxin levels from various sample locations. An investigation was subsequently
24    conducted to determine the extent of contamination and assist in assessing site options.  The
25     site was capped with an agency-approved concrete/asphalt covering over areas where elevated
26 dioxin levels were reported below 2 feet below ground surface.  The site closure agreement
27     included deed restriction requirements prohibiting/limiting any future subsurface excavations

 
28 in the area.  The Day Care opened on March 17, 2003.  An RI/FS will be completed for this site.

29 3.13.4 Asbestos

30 Several surveys to determine the presence of asbestos-containing material (ACM) have been
31   conducted at NSTI. Between 1995 and 1997, the Mare Island Naval Shipyard conducted an
32 ACM survey of some of the nonresidential buildings at NSTI, and Radian conducted surveys of
33 the remaining major nonresidential structures. Abatement of asbestos in all residential and
34 nonresidential buildings has been completed, and the results have been compiled into a report

  35 of ACM type, location, and status (Uribe and Associates 2000).

36 Navy began and partially completed an asbestos survey of the Job Corps buildings. However,
37  this Navy survey was not completed because the Department of Labor began their own
38 asbestos survey and took over remediation responsibility for any hazards. This property has
39 been transferred by DoD to the Department of Labor, and there are no further Navy actions for

  40 asbestos.

41 DoD policy is that any ACM at NST[ found to be a threat to human health will be abated prior
42    to property transfer. ACM considered a threat to human health is defined as any damaged
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1    ACM that is accessible. Any undamaged friable ACM and any damaged friable ACM that is
2     inaccessible may remain (U.S. DoD 1994).

3      ACM is regulated both as a hazardous material under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)
4    (15 U.S.C. §§ 2601-2692) and a hazardous air pollutant under the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. §§
5  7401-7671q).  It is a potential worker safety hazard under the authority of California's
6 Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal OSHA). These regulations limit emissions
7   of asbestos from asbestos-related manufacturing, demolition, or construction activities and
8 require notice to federal and local government agencies prior to beginning renovation or
9    demolition that could disturb asbestos. BAAQMD requires asbestos removal pursuant to state

10 regulations.

11 All available information on ACM will be provided to the transferee. The information must
12      include the following:

13           • Available information on the type, location, and condition of asbestos in any building or
14                 improvement on the property;

15            •    Results of testing for asbestos;

16            •    A description of asbestos control measures taken for the property;
17              • Available information on costs  or time necessary to remove  all  or any portion of the
18                 remaining ACM; and

19        •   Results of a site-specific update of the asbestos inventory performed to revalidate the
20                   condition of the ACM.

21 3.13.5 Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)

22   PCBs are considered a hazardous substance under the TSCA (15 U.S.C. §§ 2601-2692).  A
23 basewide remedial program began in the mid-1980s to update electrical equipment, including
24 primary transformers and capacitors. Investigation of potential releases of PCBs from this
25      equipment was not conducted at the time of replacement.  In 1995, Navy completed a survey to
26 determine whether any primary electrical equipment containing PCBs remained at NSTI.
27 Naval Operations Instruction (OPNAVINST) 5090.1B specifies eliminating all transformers
28     containing 500 ppm or more PCBs by October 1998 and eliminating all transformers containing
29      50 ppm or more PCBs by October 2003. Approximately five pieces of equipment were removed,
30      since PCBs were detected in them at over 500 ppm.

31      Navy has investigated IR sites 03, 12, and 17 for potential PCB contamination. No further action
32   relative to PCBs has been recommended at either site 03 or 17. A removal action for soils
33       containing PCBs at levels in excess of the screening level (1 mg/kg) was conducted in 2000 at IR
34   12.  The EBS also identified parcels that may have contained PCB equipment. Additional
35      research and investigation into soils for PCBs at IR site 09 has been recommended by DTSC and
36     RWQCB. Two transformers are being investigated as part of EBS data gaps sampling. Results
37     will be presented in a technical memorandum.
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1 3.13.6 Storage Tanks and OiyWater Separators

2 Underground Storage Tanks (USTs)

3 Eighty-six sites with suspected USTs were investigated at NSTI. Of these, 41 were removed, 15
4 were closed in place, and investigation of 16 USTs indicated that the tanks did not exist (DON
5 1997b). Recently, two USTs were found near the entrance to the US Coast Guard Station.

6 Fuel lines also are subject to UST regulations requiring upgrade or removal.  Navy has
7 completed removing or closing approximately 11,000 linear feet (3,353 m) of abandoned fuel
8       lines at NSTI. These areas were investigated in 1998 and 1999.

9      The SWRCB has a draft policy regarding the cleanup of low-risk petroleum sites. The intent of
10 the policy for low-risk sites is to remove floating product and the contaminant source, followed

 

11 by ground water monitoring to assess whether bioremediation has occurred.  Navy has
12 identified approximately 10 sites that appear to qualify as low risk under this guidance.
13       Approval of these sites is pending further negotiations with the RWQCB (DON 1998b).

  14 Aboveground Storage Tanks (ASTs)

15       Fifty-three ASTs are or were located at NSIT. Of these, 27 have been removed (DON 1997b).
16   Twenty-six ASTs are at NSTI, and seven are included in IR sites (section 3.13.3).  Any
17 contamination associated with these ASTs will be addressed under the IRP. Only eight of the
18   remaining ASTs are active.  They are being used by the gasoline station (one), fire training
19    school (five), sewer treatment boiler plant (one), and brig (one). Remaining ASTs will be or
20   have been drained and cleaned and will remain in place unless demolition is needed for

/
21 remedial action (TtEMI 200Ob).

22        OiFWater Separators COWS)

23       There were two underground oil/water separators at the former fire training school location, IR
24     Site 06; however, these tanks were removed in 2002. The status of this site is addressed under
25       section 3.13.3.

: 26 3.13.7 Lead

 
27 Lead-Based Paint (LBP)

28       Lead was a major ingredient in the house paint used throughout the country for many years.  In
29     1978, the maximum lead content was reduced to 0.06 percent of newly applied dry paint.  LBP
30      use was discontinued in 1980.

31     Navy, in accordance with HUD guidelines, will abate any hazardous LBP found in residential
32 use structures constructed before 1960. The inspection and abatement will not be performed for
33 buildings scheduled for demolition or nonresidential use.

34      DTSC has considered a release to soil of LBP from DoD buildings or structures to be a CERCLA
35 hazardous substance release.  DoD and EPA have developed a Field Guide for Lead-Based
36 Paint guidelines for disposal of DoD residential real property. Navy's policy for LBP
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1     remediation in nonresidential areas has been to comply with CERCLA in the same manner and
2      to the same extent, both procedurally and substantively, as any non-governmental entity.

3      Lead in Drinking Water

4 NSTI tested for lead and copper in drinking water in 1993, 1994, and 1995, but no copper or lead
5      was detected above the federal maximum contaminant levels (MCLs).  The City and County of
6    San Francisco, under Navy Cooperative Agreement will continue to monitor lead and copper
7   in drinking water, as required by the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 (Pub. L. 93-523, as
8      amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 30Of-300j-26).

9 3.13.8 Radon

10 Radon screening for six locations was conducted by Navy at NSTI (March 1991) as part of Navy
11 Radon Assessment and Mitigation Program. Concentrations ranged from none detected above
12 the detection limit of 0.5 picocuries per liter (pCi/L) (4 locations) to 0.6 pCi/L. No buildings
13 were identified as having radon gas levels above 4 pCi/L, which is the US EPA recommended
14 action level (US EPA 1988).
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

1     Chapter 4 of this EIS addresses the environmental consequences of the proposed disposal and
2     reuse of NST[ with respect to 13 environmental issue areas. Each issue is addressed in its own
3 section, numbered as follows:

4.1  Land Use 4.8 Biological Resources

4.2 Visual Resources 4.9   Geology and Soils
4.3 Socioeconomics 4.10 Water Resources

4.4 Cultural Resources 4.11 Utilities
4.5 Transportation 4.12 Public Services

4.6 Air Quality 4.13 Hazardous Materials and Waste

4.7 Noise

4  Each of the disposal/reuse alternatives is analyzed from the viewpoint of these 13
5 environmental issues. Navy disposal is assumed as part of each reuse alternative.  Each
6      discussion is organized as follows:

  7
•      Alternative 1 - This subsection addresses the environmental consequences of the LRA's

Draft Reuse Plan for NSTI (San Francisco 1996e). The Draft Reuse Plan can be
9         characterized by a combination of publicly oriented development, open space and

10                    recreation, and extensive residential development at full build-out.

11                   •       Alternative   2 - This subsection analyzes the environmental consequences   of a reuse
12 alternative based on development of the site with a land use plan characterized by an
13                emphasis on open space and recreation and publicly oriented uses with low residential
14          use.

15                   •       Alternative   3 - This subsection analyzes the environmental consequences   of a reuse
16 alternative based on development of the site with a land use plan characterized by little
17 new development and extensive reuse of existing facilities.

18         •   No Action Alternative-This subsection addresses the environmental consequences of
19                    retaining NSTI in caretaker status in Navy ownership.

20      Measures that can be taken to reduce impacts to a level below significant are suggested for each
21      alternative, as appropriate. Navy would be responsible for mitigation measures identified in its
22     ROD for the proposed disposal action. As reuse would occur after the property is transferred
23 from federal ownership, mitigation measures identified for impacts associated with reuse are
24 the responsibility of the acquiring entity, under the direction of federal, state, and local agencies
25 with regulatory authority over and responsibility for such resources. Mitigation for impacts

  26 associated with reuse is not the responsibility of the Navy.

27    As discussed in Chapter 3, the environmental baseline year for the EIS is 1993, the year that

 .
28 NSTI was designated for closure. Because data from 1993 was not available for some resource
29 areas, baseline data from the most recent year that represents 1993 conditions was used.  The
30 impacts presented in this chapter have been evaluated against the baseline environmental

 
31 conditions presented in Chapter 3.  The Navy recognizes that changes in the environmental
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1      conditions may have occurred in the period between the baseline years and the present and that
2 these changes may result in different, and in many cases, lesser impacts to certain resources.

3 Since baseline environmental conditions are used as the benchmark for analysis, it would be
4      inappropriate to alter the impact analysis based on any interim change in resource conditions.

5 4.1 LAND USE

6    The following discussion focuses on compatibility of proposed actions with land uses on the
7 site, compatibility with existing uses adjacent to the reuse plan area (e.g., non-Navy land uses,
8           such  as  the US Coast Guard Station  and FHWA/ Caltrans  land  for the SFOBB on Yerba Buena
9    Island, and Job Corps on Treasure Island), and consistency with the City and County of San

10 Francisco General Plan and zoning ordinance.

11 Factors considered in determining whether an alternative would have a significant land use
12 impact included the extent or degree to which implementation of the alternative would:

13         1.  Result in non-attainment of policies of applicable plans of the City and County of San
14                 Francisco or BCDC; or

15            2.   Result in proposed uses that are incompatible with existing or adjacent land uses.

16 4.1.1 Alternative 1

17       Signi cant and Mitigable Impact

18      Impact:  Land use policv (Factor 11.  The City and County of San Francisco General Plan land use                
19      designation for NST[ is Military.  The zone classifications that would be required for Alternative
20   1 (i.e., Public, Residential, Mixed Use) would be inconsistent with the existing general plan
21      designation and zoning classification.

22    Mitigation. To achieve consistency between the selected reuse alternative and city policies, it
23     will be necessary to amend the San Francisco General Plan to include land use designations for
24 surplus property on Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island prior to approving future land use
25      actions. NSTI would not be rezoned until the final reuse plan is adopted, at which time the City
26 and County of San Francisco should amend its Planning Code to be consistent with planned
27     land uses. Upon receiving a zoning designation, the area would be subject to the land use and
28    height and bulk regulations established by the zoning. These controls would be subject to the
29    Redevelopment Plan and its design for development standards and would likely include site
30 design measures, such as buffering, landscaping, screening, and setbacks, to ensure high quality
31      development and compatibility between land uses.

32 Not Significant Impacts

33     Land use policy (Factor 1). Implementing Alternative 1 would increase public access to existing
34 open space areas, including the San Francisco Bay shoreline, and would allow development of
35 recreational facilities, which would be substantially consistent with the anticipated priority use
36    designations for NST[ in the San Francisco Bay Plan. Specific development plans for reuse of
37 NSTI would be subject to BCDC permit authority, which would ensure consistency with the
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1      Bay Plan. Implementation of Alternative 1, in accordance with the Draft Reuse Plan, would not
2       conflict with Sustainability Plan objectives.

3         Land use compatibility- Treasure Island (Factor  21.     As a result of implementing this alternative,
4 proposed reuse of Treasure Island would change the intensity of use and develop publicly
5    oriented land uses in place of former military uses. Introduced and expanded uses would
6 require demolishing some buildings and constructing others.

7    At full build-out implementing this alternative would result in a higher development density
8 than existed before the closure decision. However, proposed reuse of Treasure Island would
9 provide additional opportunities for public access to open space and recreational resources,

10 publicly oriented attractions, and access to the Bay. These land use changes would be
11    consistent with the Draft Reuse Plan guiding policies to ensure land use compatibility under
12       reuse and therefore would not be a significant land use impact. No mitigation is proposed.

  13 At the time of the closure decision, there were no non-Navy land uses on Treasure Island.

14 However, after the federal agency screening process, approximately 36 acres and 12 buildings
15 were provided to the US Department of Labor for developing a Job Corps facility. Proposed
16 publicly oriented land uses, including the themed attraction, hotels, retail and specialty stores,
17    and film production, would provide a compatible land use relationship with the Job Corps
18    facility and would provide employment opportunities for the resident population. Proposed
19     reuse of Treasure Island would therefore not result in a significant land use impact to the Job
20 Corps facility. No mitigation is proposed.

  21 Land use compatibilitv- Yerba Buena Island (Factor 21. Proposed reuse of Yerba Buena Island

22 would represent a change in the intensity of some uses and would introduce publicly oriented
23   use of the island. Proposed land use changes would convert the senior officers quarters
24    (Quarters 1-D, an NRHP listed historic district to publicly oriented facilities, would develop
25 new residential areas and infill existing residential areas, and would develop a bed and
26   breakfast and restaurant in place of existing residential units on the Yerba Buena hilltop.
27   Introduced and expanded uses would require demolishing some buildings and constructing
28     others. If Quarters 1-7 were to continue in residential use, then fewer dwelling units would be

. 29 included elsewhere at NSTI so that the total number of units available would remain the same.

30    At full build-out implementing Alternative 1 would result in a higher development density
31 than existed at the time of the closure. However, the proposed reuse of Yerba Buena Island
32 would provide additional opportunities for public access to open space, recreational resources,
33 publicly oriented attractions, and access to the Bay. These land use changes would be
34      consistent with applicable Draft Reuse Plan policies guiding future development and would not
35      be considered a significant land use impact. No mitigation is proposed.

36 Existing non-Navy land uses on Yerba Buena Island include an active US Coast Guard Station

 
37 and the SFOBB and tunnel structures. The approximately 30-acre (12-ha) US Coast Guard
38     Station is physically separated from land proposed for community reuse, and consequently the
39 physical arrangement of the station would not be disrupted or divided by proposed land use

 
40 changes.  As a result of the federal agency screening process, the US Coast Guard was provided
41    an additional 11 acres (5 ha) of dry land and associated facilities on the southeastern Yerba
42 Buena Island hilltop. This property is physically separated from the land proposed for
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1 community reuse, and the physical arrangement of either would not be disrupted or divided by
2     proposed land use changes.

3     The existing SFOBB or the proposed realignment would not be affected by changes in land use
4     that are part of community reuse.  Land on Yerba Buena Island permanently conveyed in fee to
5    Caltrans to accommodate the SFOBB realignment is no longer available for transfer and reuse
6    and consequently no land use conflict exists. Cumulative impacts from community reuse and
7     the SFOBB are discussed in Chapter 5. Please refer to the EIS for the east spans realignment for
8    discussion of impacts of that project (see http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/sfobb/sfobbfeis.htm).
9 There would be no significant land use impact, and no mitigation is proposed.

10 4.1.2 Alternative 2

11        Sign«icant and Mitigable Impact

12     hnpact:  Land use policy (Factor 11.  The City and County of San Francisco General Plan land use
13      designation for NSTI is Military.  The zone classifications that would be required for Alternative
14   2 (i.e., Public, Residential, Mixed Use) would be inconsistent with the existing general plan
15      designation and zoning classification.

16    Mitigation. To achieve consistency between the selected reuse alternative and city policies, it
17     will be necessary to amend the San Francisco General Plan to include land use designations for
18 surplus property on Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island prior to approving future land use
19      actions. NSTI would not be rezoned until the final reuse plan is adopted, at which time the City
20 and County of San Francisco should amend its Planning Code to be consistent with planned
21     land uses. Upon receiving a zoning designation, the area would be subject to the land use and
22    height and bulk regulations established by the zoning. These controls would be subject to the
23    Redevelopment Plan and its design for development standards and would likely include site
24 design measures, such as buffering, landscaping, screening, and setbacks, to ensure high quality
25       development and compatibility between land uses.

26 Not Significant Impacts

27     Land use policv (Factor 11. Implementing Alternative 2 would increase public access to existing
28 open space areas, including the San Francisco Bay shoreline, and would allow development of
29 recreational facilities, which would be substantially consistent with the anticipated priority use
30     designations for NSTI in the San Francisco Bay Plan. Specific development plans for reuse of
31 NSTI would be subject to BCDC permit authority, which would ensure consistency with the
32   Bay Plan. Alternative 2 would be in accordance with the Draft Reuse Plan guidelines and
33      would not conflict with Sustainability Plan objectives.

34         Land use compatibility- Treasure Island (Factor   21. This alternative would affect the vicinity
35    character by increasing the amount of land devoted to open space and recreation, decreasing
36 the amount of land used for institutional purposes, eliminating former military housing, and
37   introducing new publicly oriented uses.  Land use changes would include constructing an
38 approximately 150-acre (61-ha) golf course, approximately 20-acre (8-ha) wildlife habitat and

39  observation area or possible wetlands, amphitheater, entertainment center, 2 hotels, a
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1 conference center, and an expanded marina. This alternative would involve more demolition
2 than Alternative 1.

3    With the exception of Building 1, the wedding chapel, firefighter training school, brig, fitness
4   center, and gym, the buildings on Treasure Island would be demolished to accommodate
5 proposed reuses. Implementing this alternative would involve more building demolition and,
6     with the proposed golf course and wildlife area, would create more open space and recreation
7   areas than Alternative 1.  As with Alternative 1, proposed reuse of Treasure Island would
8 provide additional opportunities for public access to open space and recreational resources,
9 publicly oriented attractions, and access to the Bay. These land use changes would be

10      consistent with applicable Draft Reuse Plan policies, which guide future development to ensure
11    land use compatibility under reuse, and therefore would not be considered a significant land
12 use impact. No mitigation is proposed.

13    As with Alternative 1, proposed land uses would provide a compatible land use relationship
14  with the Job Corps facility and would provide trainees with employment opportunities.
15 Proposed reuse of Treasure Island would therefore not result in a significant land use impact to

 
16 the Job Corps facility. No mitigation is proposed.

17         Land use compatibility- Yerba Buena Island (Factor 21.   As a result of implementing this alternative,
18 proposed reuse of Yerba Buena Island would affect the vicinity character by converting the
19 senior officers quarters to publicly oriented facilities, by developing new residential areas and
20 infilling existing residential areas, and by developing a bed and breakfast in place of existing

  21 residential units on the Yerba Buena Island hilltop.

22 Proposed Yerba Buena Island development would be similar to Alternative 1, but more land
23      would be set aside for publicly oriented uses (i.e., hotel or bed and breakfast conference center,
24      or restaurant facilities), and less would be devoted to residential uses. This development would
25       involve more demolition and construction than under Alternative 1.  As with Alternative 1, the
26 proposed reuse of Yerba Buena Island would provide additional opportunities for public access
27    to open space and recreational resources, publicly oriented attractions, and access to the Bay.
28    These land use changes would be consistent with applicable Draft Reuse Plan policies, which
29 guide future development to ensure land use compatibility under reuse, and therefore would
30      not be considered a significant land use impact. No mitigation is proposed.

31 ·   As with Alternative 1, proposed land use changes on Yerba Buena Island would be separate
32 and distinct from existing uses, and as such, implementing this alternative would not disrupt or
33   divide the physical arrangement of existing uses. The existing SFOBB or the proposed
34 realignment would not be affected by changes in land use that are part of community reuse.
35   Land on Yerba Buena Island permanently conveyed in fee to Caltrans to accommodate the
36 SFOBB realignment is no longer available for transfer and reuse and consequently no land use
37 conflict exists. Cumulative impacts from community reuse and the SFOBB are discussed in
38    Chapter 5. Please refer to the EIS for the east spans realignment for discussion of impacts of
39 that project (see http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/sfobb/sfobbfeis.htm). Therefore, there would
40      be no significant land use impact and no mitigation is proposed.
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1 4.1.3 Alternative 3

2       Significant and Mitigable Impact

3      Impact:  Land use policy (Factor 1).  The City and County of San Francisco General Plan land use
4      designation for NSTI is Military.  The zone classifications that would be required for Alternative
5   3 (i.e., Public, Residential, Mixed Use) would be inconsistent with the existing general plan
6      designation and zoning classification.

7    Mitigation. To achieve consistency between the selected reuse alternative and city policies, it
8     will be necessary to amend the San Francisco General Plan to include land use designations for
9 surplus property on Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island prior to approving future land use

10      actions. NSTI would not be rezoned until the final reuse plan is adopted, at which time the City
11 and County of San Francisco should amend its Planning Code to be consistent with planned
12     land uses. Upon receiving a zoning designation, the area would be subject to the land use and
13    height and bulk regulations established by the zoning. These controls would be subject to the
14    Redevelopment Plan and its design for development standards and would likely include site
15 design measures, such as buffering, landscaping, screening, and setbacks, to ensure high quality
16      development and compatibility between land uses.

17 Not Significant Impacts

18     Land use policy (Factor 11. Implementing Alternative 3 would increase public access to existing
19 open space areas, including the San Francisco Bay shoreline, and would allow development of
20 recreational facilities, which would be substantially consistent with the anticipated priority use
21    designations for NSTI in the San Francisco Bay Plan. Specific development plans for reuse of
22 NSTI would be subject to BCDC permit authority, which would ensure consistency with the
23   Bay Plan. Alternative 3 would be in accordance with the Draft Reuse Plan guidelines and
24      would not conflict with Sustainability Plan objectives.

25        Land use compatibility- Treasure Island (Factor  21.    With the exception  of the themed attraction
26 and sports complex, proposed reuse of Treasure Island under Alternative 3 would be
27 accommodated within existing facilities. Existing city leases on Treasure Island, including
28   leases for film production, a firefighting school, brig, marina, and elementary school, would
29 continue through 2015 under this alternative. Implementing this alternative would require
30 minimal demolition and construction.  As with Alternative 1, proposed reuse of Treasure Island
31 would provide additional opportunities for public access to open space and recreational
32 resources, publicly oriented attractions, and access to the Bay. Proposed land uses under
33    Alternative 3 would be less responsive to the objectives of the Draft Reuse Plan than those of
34   Alternatives 1 and 2; however, land use changes would be consistent with applicable Draft
35    Reuse Plan policies, which guide future development to ensure land use compatibility under
36   reuse, and therefore would not be considered a significant land use impact on the vicinity
37       character of Treasure Island. No mitigation is proposed.

38   As with Alternatives 1 and 2, proposed land uses would provide a compatible land use
39  relationship with the Job Corps facility and would provide trainees with employment
40 opportunities. Proposed reuse of Treasure Island would therefore not result in a significant
41      land use impact to the Job Corps facility. No mitigation is proposed.
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1        Land use compatibilitt/- Yerba Buena Island (Factor 21.   As a result of implementing this alternative,
2 proposed reuse of Yerba Buena Island would represent a change in the intensity of some land
3   uses and would introduce publicly oriented use of the island. Proposed land use changes
4 would affect the vicinity character by converting the senior officer quarters to publicly oriented
5    facilities, by developing new residential areas and infilling existing residential areas, and by
6      developing a bed and breakfast in place of existing residential units on the Yerba Buena hilltop.
7      New uses would require expanding some existing buildings, demolition, and new construction.
8    Using the Nimitz House (Quarters 1), a NRHP listed property, as a conference center would
9 continue through 2015 under this alternative.

10      At full buildout overall land uses would be similar to Alternative 1 at a reduced scale. Fewer
11 residential units would be constructed, and only the senior officers quarters would be
12       developed as a conference facility.  As with Alternative 1, proposed reuse of Yerba Buena Island
13 would provide additional opportunities for public access to open space and recreational
14 resources, publicly oriented attractions, and access to the Bay. These land use changes would
15   be consistent with applicable Draft Reuse Plan policies, which guide future development to
16     ensure land use compatibility under reuse, and therefore would not be considered a significant
17       land use impact on the vicinity character of Yerba Buena Island. No mitigation is proposed.

18   As with Alternatives 1 and 2, proposed land use changes on Yerba Buena Island would be
19     separate and distinct from existing uses, and as such, implementing this alternative would not
20   disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of existing uses. The existing SFOBB or the
21 proposed realignment would not be affected by changes in land use that are part of community
22     reuse.  Land on Yerba Buena Island permanently conveyed in fee to Caltrans to accommodate
23 the SFOBB realignment is no longer available for transfer and reuse and consequently no land
24 use conflict exists. Cumulative impacts from community reuse and the SFOBB are discussed in
25    Chapter 5. Please refer to the EIS for the east spans realignment for discussion of impacts of
26 that project (see http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/sfobb/sfobbfeis.htm). There would be no
27      significant land use impact and no mitigation is proposed.

28 4.1.4 No Action Alternative

29    The No Action Alternative would retain NSTI in a caretaker status under Navy control.  No
30 disposal action would occur. Existing structures and grounds would be maintained to
31 minimize deterioration. Environmental cleanup would continue in conformance with federal
32     requirements and ongoing military programs, but cleanup would occur over a longer period of
33      time than Alternatives 1 through 3, as no reuse requirements would need to be met.

34    Land use policy (Factor 11.  The No Action Alternative would be consistent with the existing
35      General Plan and zoning designation (Military). There would be no need for the City and
36       County of San Francisco to amend its General Plan. There would be no land use impact.

37         Land use compatibility- Treasure Island (Factor 21. Continuing  use of Treasure Island would  be
38 accommodated within existing facilities. Existing city leases on Treasure Island, including
39   leases for film production, a firefighting school, brig, marina, and elementary school, would
40 continue through 2015 under this alternative. These leases would continue until expired or
41 terminated. Implementing this alternative would require minimal demolition and construction
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1     by Navy to comply with safety standards. There are no proposed land use changes, and there
2      would be no impact on the vicinity character of Treasure Island.

3    As there are no proposed land use changes, this alternative would provide a compatible land
4      use relationship with the Job Corps. There would be no land use impact.

5         Land use compatibility- Yerba Buena Island (Factor 21. Continuing  use of Yerba Buena Island
6   would be accommodated within existing facilities. Existing leases on Yerba Buena Island
7 would continue until expired or terminated. Implementing this alternative would require
8 minimal demolition and construction by Navy to comply with safety standards. There are no
9    proposed land use changes, and there would be no impact on the vicinity character of Yerba

10 Buena Island.
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1 4.2 VISUAL RESOURCES

2 Visual resources impacts may be associated with changes in either the built or natural
3    environment and can be short-term or long-term. The presence of heavy machinery during
4    construction of buildings and infrastructure is considered a short-term impact. Large trucks,
5 bulldozers, and other construction equipment would be visible within the
6       construction/demolition zone. Long-term visual changes are associated with demolishing
7 existing buildings and structures and constructing new buildings and structures.  The
8     significance of visual effects is very subjective and depends upon the degree of alteration, the
9 scenic quality of the area disturbed, the sensitivity of the viewers, and the viewer perception of

I
10 features in the viewshed.

11 Visual resources impacts have been qualitatively evaluated by assessing the nature and extent
12    of change in landscape character that would occur under each disposal and reuse alternative.

  13 The visual analysis addresses landscape modifications as seen from notable public viewpoints
14      within the viewshed.

 
15 Factors considered in determining whether an alternative would have a significant impact on

--
16 visual resources included the extent or degree to which its implementation would:

 
17 1. Degrade scenic quality within the region of influence (defined as Treasure Island, as

- 18 seen from any public view or viewpoint);

19       2. Damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and
20 historic buildings; or

21       3.  Create a new source of substantial light or glare that might adversely affect day or
22 nighttime views in the area.

  23 Assumptions for Visual Analysis

24 The building or development components analyzed are derived from the alternative
25  descriptions in Chapter 2, with additional assumptions based on descriptions of similar
26      components in the Draft Reuse Plan and consultation with city staff and the EIS team. Based on
27 information contained in the Draft Reuse Plan, the analysis assumed building heights for
28 proposed hotels to be 65 to 75 feet (20 to 23 In), for residential buildings to be 40 feet (12 In), for
29   at least one landmark structure to be up to 100 feet (30.5 In), and for other buildings in the
30 Treasure Island core area to be 60 feet (18 m).

  31 Methodology

32 The descriptions of major proposed development components and their resulting potential
33 visual impacts are generalized. Computer-based photosimulations, taken from three
34 viewpoints identified in Figure 4-1, have been used to supplement the analysis.

35 These three viewpoints were selected because they are representative public viewpoints from
36    the East Bay, West Bay, and NSTI that are used intensively and that could be affected by the
37 reuse alternatives. The simulations are based on three dimensional (3D) computer-aided
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4.2 Visual Resources

1      design (CAD) data provided by Navy from photogrammetry of the site, with limited digitizing
2    and 3D modeling of proposed building heights based on the data sources and assumptions
3 discussed above. The simulations show the maximum volume, or extent of possible
4 development. Because the alternatives are conceptual at this time, the simulations do not show
5 design detail. However, the simulations do provide a conservative estimate of the extent of
6 development.

7 Major reuse alternative development components considered in this analysis include new
8      buildings (at least two stories high), new larger structures, loss of visually prominent buildings
9    or large areas of buildings by demolition, creation or loss of large areas of open space, and

10   establishment or loss of major tree groups/canopy. The proposed reuse of buildings and
11 facilities without substantial modification would not be identified as having an effect on visual
12      resources or urban design.

13 4.2.1 Alternative 1

14 This alternative would alter visual resources in primary views from the San Francisco

 
15 waterfront East Bay shore, SFOBB, and in more background views from other locations around
16 San Francisco Bay. Significant adverse impacts are not anticipated, and some of the potential
17 anticipated effects could be beneficial. Beneficial effects could result from aesthetic
18  enhancements of Treasure Island areas and increased opportunities for public access to
19 panoramic views of the San Francisco Bay Area.

  20 Not Significant Impacts

21 Views»m Surrounding Viewshed

22 San Francisco waterfront and open space (Factors 1 and 21. The principal development components
23    of this alternative visible from the San Francisco waterfront area would include the proposed
24   hotels on Treasure Island, a landmark structure, the themed attraction and other mid-rise
25     buildings, and development on the top and west-facing slopes of Yerba Buena Island. Figure
26  4-2 shows the view from Pier 7 on The Embarcadero, which is a conservative-case
27    representation of other Embarcadero and waterfront views; at locations to the south (e.g., the
28 Ferry Building area and its nearby promenade), similar but slightly more distant views would
29     be obtained. These are considered highly sensitive viewing locations, where the most viewers
30       come to sightsee or to enjoy the scenic views during breaks in their workday.

31 The proposed hotel development and a landmark structure in particular would alter the profile of
32 Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island from this viewpoint with the potential for visual contrast
33       to be similar in prominence to other landscape features in the panoramic field of view. The hotels,
34       if extending up to approximately 75 feet (23 m) tall along much of their frontage, would introduce
35   a visual mass nearly 2 times that of the existing 40-foot (12-m) prominent Building 1.  The
36 landmark structure, assumed to be up to 100 feet (30.5 In), would also create a higher profile but
37    may not have the visual mass of the hotels. However, the existing landscape is dominated by

 
38 nearby Buildings 2 and 3, origina]ly constructed as aircraft hangers, because their scale and mass
39       exceed that of any other existing or proposed buildings on the island.

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS 4.2-3
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1      The hotels and the landmark structure, in combination with these other large buildings, would,
2     therefore, be prominent above existing and newly established landscaping, especially if painted
3   in pale colors.  From The Embarcadero between the SFOBB and approximately Pier 39, the
4 proposed hotel buildings and landmark structure would partially block views of the East Bay
5 hills, although the hotels would be low in comparison with Yerba Buena Island.  From more
6 elevated viewpoints such as Coit Tower in San Francisco, the taller buildings would partially
7 block views of the water beyond Treasure Island.

8     A small hotel (up to approximately 60 feet [18 In] high) on Yerba Buena Island would be clearly
9     visible if located in a prominent location, but it would be visually subordinate to the rest of the

10     island in most viewing conditions, assuming that it is designed with a tapering profile (setbacks
11     at higher stories), as proposed in the Reuse Plan Urban Design policies for the hillside at Yerba
12 Buena Island. Furthermore, the elevation at the proposed hotel location would be below the
13       summit of Yerba Buena Island.

14 These visual effects are identified as not significant because, although there could be new visual
15     contrasts, the scale and urban design of the development, as proposed in the Reuse Plan Urban
16 Design policies, such as protecting natural character and stepping of buildings following the
17 slope, would not be expected to substantially degrade existing scenic quality. In terms of view
18 blockage, similar views of the East Bay hills could still be obtained elsewhere in the same
19      panorama and from other locations along the waterfront. No mitigation is proposed.

20       Views.hom Bay Islands and Marin County (Factors 1 and 21. In views from Alcatraz, Angel Island,
21 and background locations, such as the Golden Gate Bridge and Sausalito, the same components
22    as described for the San Francisco waterfront views would be the most prominent. However,
23 greater viewing distances between Treasure Island and these Bay islands and Marin County
24 would reduce the visual effects of proposed development compared to other landscape features
25      in view. At these long viewing distances, the development would not substantially block views
26   of the East Bay hills or SFOBB. Visual impacts also would not be significant from these
27     viewpoints. No mitigation is proposed.

28     Views hom East Bav shoreline (Factors 1 and 21. The principal components of Alternative 1 that
29     would be visible from the East Bay shoreline parks and open space include the proposed hotels
30      on Treasure Island, landmark structure, themed attraction, and other mid-rise buildings (Figure
31       4-3). Some screening of new buildings provided by mature trees and lower buildings on the
32   east side of Treasure Island would reduce the degree of change. The higher buildings on
33 Treasure Island would introduce a visual mass approximately seven times that of the existing
34    hangars seen from this location. Because the island is seen against the taller backdrop of the
35 San Francisco skyline from most viewpoints, such as the Emeryville and Watergate shoreline,
36 Berkeley Marina, and Golden Gate Fields on the Berkeley and Albany border, the resulting
37 visual contrast would remain subordinate to other landscape features in the panoramic field of
38   view. The proposed buildings would not block views of the Golden Gate and would only
39 partially block views of lower elevations of San Francisco without interrupting the skyline.  A
40 somewhat different situation would occur at the publicly accessible open space near the radio
41 station facilities near the eastern landfall of the SFOBB.  From here, partial blockage of views of
42 the Golden Gate Bridge would be increased by the taller buildings and themed attraction, in
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Existing View

New development on Treasure Island would be visible
from the San Francisco waterfront.
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Simulated View

Pier 7, a public open space pier. Existing View/Simulated View of Alternative 1,is a popular spot for pedestrians
along Herb Caen Way, and is closer Seen from the End of Pier 7, San Franciscoto Treasure Island than other
San Francisco waterfront points.

San Francisco, California

Figure 4-2
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Existing View

I New development on Treasure Island
would be visible from the Emeryville
shoreline.
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Simulated View

I      The point of Emeryville Shoreline Park
is closest to Treasure Island of the East Existing View/Simulated View
Bay vantage points of Alternative 1,

Seen from the Emeryville Shoreline Park
Emeryville, California

Figure 4-3
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4.2 Visual Resources

1     addition to some existing view obstruction of the Golden Gate Bridge deck from this angle by
2      vegetation on Treasure Island. The impact is not significant because of the relatively low levels
3   of use experienced at this location in comparison with the major eastshore parks and the
4     availability of other unobstructed views from similar locations northward along the shoreline.
5 However, should the Bay Trail bring substantially increased levels of use to the area, this partial
6 view blockage from this alternative could be experienced by more people. No mitigation is
7   proposed.

8     Views Rom vessels on San Francisco Bay (Factors 1 and 21. In views from ferries and recreational
9   vessels on the Bay, the main components that would be visible include the taller buildings

10 (primarily hotels), development on Yerba Buena Island, and shoreline open space. Visual

 
11 contrasts of proposed development would be similar in prominence to other existing features
12 (notably Yerba Buena Island, the SFOBB, and hangar buildings) in most views. Some beneficial
13 effects could occur with improved landscaping and new nonindustrial development.  View
14    blockage is not a major concern because of the mobility of the viewing position and the free
15       access to views over open water. No mitigation is proposed.

 
16 Views from eastshore highway and SFOBB (Factors 1 and 21. In views from the eastshore highway
17 and SFOBB, the buildings at the heights proposed in the Draft Reuse Plan would not project
18 substantially above the San Francisco skyline and therefore would not block the skyline from  19 view. Further, because the viewer would be in vehicles moving in traffic and because the views
20 are either partially blocked by SFOBB railings, other highway structures, or trees on Yerba
21 Buena Island, or are at almost a 90 degree angle from the direction of travel (on the eastshore
22   highway), the views are considered less sensitive and the impacts less significant than the
23 pedestrian views from open space.  It is estimated that the proposed hotel buildings would be
24    visible and would at least partially block the views of the Golden Gate Bridge for up to two
25      minutes for passengers of vehicles traveling westward on the SFOBB, but this would occur only
26     from more distant portions of the bridge nearer sea level. Some views of Alcatraz Island from
27 the SFOBB also could be blocked. No mitigation is proposed.

  28 Views.from urban and residential areas (Factors 1  and 21. Off-site urban and residential areas with

29    views to Treasure Island are principally at background viewing distances from both the East
30 Bay hills (8 miles) and from higher elevations in San Francisco (under 2 miles). View blockage
31   is not considered a major issue at this viewing distance, and scenic qualities would not be
32      reduced by the proposed hotel and mid-rise buildings. Depending on the design of the themed
33   attraction and the landmark structure, there is the potential for either beneficial or adverse
34 visual impacts because of the introduction of a new visual structure in the center of the Bay.
35    Design of any themed attraction or landmark structure would undergo further public review.

 
36 No mitigation is proposed.

37        Views from Within the Reuse Plan Area

  38 On-site views and visual access (Factors 1 and 21. Development on Treasure Island would replace
39 aging industrial and military facilities with urban design elements intended to be more
40     attractive and in closer character with the rest of the San Francisco waterfront. Scenic quality
41  could be enhanced through additional landscaping and attention to aesthetic design in
42     developing new buildings, the themed attraction, and other visitor-serving facilities, according

  43 to design guidelines in the Reuse Plan and Urban Design policies of the General Plan.
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1     It is assumed that existing view corridors to the Bay would be kept open, with additional open
2 space perimeter opportunities and public access opportunities provided along the waterfront
3 open space. The hotel complex would block some existing view corridors. In scenic views at
4 public locations, such as the gateway area, and in views around Clipper Cove, most existing
5 scenic features would be retained. The expanded marina with approximately 300 slips and 100
6 tie-up buoys, compared to the existing 100 slips, would add new visual elements to what is now
7     a relatively undisturbed cove with primarily open water, although the expanded marina would
8     be to some extent visually consistent with the existing marina and pier features along Clipper
9   Cove. The proposed hotels and themed attraction buildings would alter the setting for the

10 older buildings (Figure 4-4), but are intended to be compatible with the existing features.
11 Assuming compatibility in design with the older structures in on-site views, this reuse
12 alternative would not result in significant visual impacts. No mitigation is proposed.

13      Light and Glare

14 Night lighting and glare (Factor 31. The proposed development under Alternative 1 would
15 include placement of light sources for safety, identification, and security. Proposed
16 development, including the hotels, lighting along the Treasure Island waterfront, themed
17 attraction lighting, and lighting of other buildings or features would be prominent at night from
18 closer views, such as the San Francisco waterfront and SFOBB. Themed attraction lighting also
19     may be visible from more distant viewpoints, such as from the East Bay. However, assuming
20 lighting levels are similar to urban lighting at tlie San Francisco waterfront, with shielding to
21 prevent upward glare visible to SFOBB drivers, this alternative  is not expected to introduce
22      light and glare at nuisance levels. Lighting could visually enhance the island at night.

23    Glare, a condition where light is uncomfortably harsh, could impact effective vision or even
24 temporarily blind an individual and is therefore a safety concern. Glare could be generated
25     from new buildings that are composed of reflective materials, such as glass or polished metal.
26      Glare can be controlled through design controls and building material restrictions as part of the
27 standard design review and approval processes of the City and County of San Francisco.  For
28    example, City Planning Commission Resolution 9212 generally prohibits use of mirrored or
29 reflective glass in new buildings. Compliance with this resolution would avoid related glare
30      impacts. No mitigation is proposed.

31 4.2.2 Alternative 2

32   Under this alternative a mix of land uses would be established, with emphasis on publicly
33 oriented development and open space and recreation. It mainly differs from Alternative 1 by
34   including more open space, especially by replacing residential uses on the northern half of
35 Treasure Island with a golf course and wildlife observation or potential wetlands area.  It also
36 would provide for a wider open space strip along the southern and eastern waterfront of
37 Treasure Island, more marina development in Clipper Cove, and an expanded hotel and bed
38 and breakfast area on the western end of Yerba Buena Island.

39 This alternative would  in many respects be visually similar to Alternative  1.     The  most
40 prominent development components (hotels and themed attraction structures) would alter
41 visual resources in views from the San Francisco waterfront, East Bay shoreline, SFOBB, and in
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4.2 Visual Resources

1 more background views from other locations around San Francisco Bay. These impacts would
2      not be significant. Beneficial effects could include those that result from aesthetic enhancement
3      of existing areas with strong industrial or utilitarian character on Treasure Island and increased
4       opportunities for the public to experience panoramic views of the San Francisco Bay Area.

5        Not Signi19cant Impacts

6    Not significant impacts would be similar to those described for Alternative 1 because of the
7   similarity in major visual development components. Specific visual effects that would be
8    similar to or less than those described for Alternative 1 include views from Bay islands and

 
10 views from urban and residential areas, and night lighting and glare. The greater open space

9 Marin County, views from the East Bay shoreline, views from vessels on San Francisco Bay,

11 and wildlife habitat on Treasure Island in this alternative would not alter its current appearance
12     from most viewpoints in the surrounding Bay Area since the existing housing is of low profile

 
13 and not conspicuous at greater viewing distances; this impact would, therefore, be less than
14 with Alternative 1. Those visual effects that would be different from Alternative 1 are described
15 below.

  16 Views from San Francisco waterfront and open space (Factors 1 and 21. The proposed hotel complex
17     on Yerba Buena Island would be of lower height than in Alternative 1 and therefore would be
18 less visible and more similar to existing conditions. In other respects, this alternative would
19 have similar not significant impacts to those described for Alternative 1. No mitigation is
20 proposed.

/ 21 Views from eastshore highway and SFOBB (Factors 1 and 21. The expanse of open space at the

22      north end of Treasure Island would be apparent to passengers of buses and other vehicles with
23 seating raised above the level of the bridge railing. The extent of green space would be
24   conspicuous from this elevated vantage point and would represent a change in comparison
25    with the existing military and industrial character of NSTI. In other respects, this alternative
26     would have similar not significant impacts to those described for Alternative 1. No mitigation
27     is proposed.

28 On-site views and visual access (Factors land 21. Development on Treasure Island under this
29 alternative would replace aging industrial and military facilities with elements and open space
30   intended to be in character with the rest of the Bay Area shoreline. Effects compared to
31      Alternative 1 would include greater extent and visibility of open space on Treasure Island.  The
32   wider open space corridor along the waterfront around the themed attraction also would
33 enhance views to and from the shoreline. Compared to the existing 100-slip marina, the
34 expanded marina would accommodate between 500 to 675 slips and tie-up buoys and would
35    add new visual elements to what is now a relatively undisturbed cove with primarily open
36 water. However, these additional boat slips would not result in a significant visual impact
37    because they would not substantially degrade or obstruct views to and from NSTI and would
38     be to some extent visually consistent with the existing marina and pier features along Clipper
39 Cove.

40     Light and glare (Factor 31. Urban Design policies in the Reuse Plan and General Plan, and City
41 Planning Commission Resolution 9212 regarding use of mirrored or reflective glass, also would
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4.2 Visual Resources

1    apply to this alternative. Less development under this alternative would result in even less
2      glare than under Alternative 1. No mitigation is proposed.

3 4.2.3 Alternative 3

4 Under Alternative 3, a mix of land uses would be established, but with many of the structures
5 remaining. Compared to Alternative 1, Alternative 3 would have slightly more designated open
6 space (approximately 157 acres [64 ha] versus approximately 135 acres [55 ha]) and would be
7 more similar to existing conditions. Other differences from Alternative 1 include no new hotel
8   buildings, no marina expansion in Clipper Cove, and a greatly reduced area for the themed
9 attraction (approximately 39 acres [16 ha] compared with approximately 59 acres [24 ha] for

10     Alternative 1).

11 This alternative generally would have less visual impact than Alternatives 1 and 2.  This
12 alternative would not include the taller and most prominent project components of the other
13 two reuse alternatives. Views of Treasure Island under this alternative would not appear very
14   different from the island's existing appearance, except for the prominent themed attraction
15   structure and some visible development on Yerba Buena Island. The latter features would
16      appear as described in Alternative 1.

17   Although the proposed themed attraction structures may still be visible in closer-range and
18 background views, this alternative would have more limited effects on visual resources in views
19    from the San Francisco waterfront, East Bay shoreline, SFOBB, and in more background views
20 from other locations around San Francisco Bay because of its reduced development scale. Other
21 effects could be beneficial, such as those that would result from limited aesthetic enhancement
22    of existing areas on Treasure Island and increased opportunities for the public to experience
23 panoramic views of the San Francisco Bay Area.

24 Not Significant Impacts

25 Specific visual effects that would be less than those described for Alternative 1 include views
26    from Bay islands and Marin County, views from vessels on San Francisco Bay, views from the
27 eastshore highway and the SFOBB, views from urban and residential areas, and night lighting
28 and glare. Those visual effects that would be different than Alternatives 1 and 2 are described
29 below.

30         Views.hom San Francisco waterfront and open space (Factors 1  and 21.   The profile of development
31   on Treasure Island would not appear very different from its existing appearance, with the
32    exception of the prominent themed attraction structure and the hotel on Yerba Buena Island.
33 The latter features would appear as described in Alternative 1. No mitigation is proposed.

34         Views.from  East Bay shoreline (Factors 1  and 21. Treasure Island would not appear very different
35    from its existing appearance, except for the prominent themed attraction structure and some
36 visible development at the east end of Yerba Buena Island. The latter features would appear as
37           described in Alternative  1. No mitigation is proposed.

38 On-site views and visual access (Factors 1 and 21. New development in the themed attraction area
39 would replace aging industrial and military facilities with elements and open space intended to
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4.2 Visual Resources

1      be in character with the rest of the public Bay Area shoreline. Clipper Cove would remain in its
2 existing condition and therefore would retain the scenic features of this undisturbed open water
3 area compared to the other reuse alternatives that propose expansion of this facility.  It is
4     assumed that public access would be provided around the entire perimeter of Treasure Island,
5       offering some of the same beneficial effects of increased visual access as the other alternatives.

6     Light and glare (Factor 31. Urban Design policies in the Reuse Plan and General Plan, and City
7 Planning Commission Resolution 9212 regarding use of mirrored or reflective glass, also would
8       apply to this alternative. No mitigation is proposed.

9 4.2.4 No Action Alternative

I 10 The No Action Alternative would be a continuation of the caretaker status of NSTI surplus

11 property. Existing interim leases would be allowed to expire. No existing buildings would be
12     rehabilitated or demolished, and no new buildings would be constructed.  The only activity on
13    the site would be from maintenance personnel and security staff. Although modification of
14    appearance due to boarding up of some windows and doors may occur, the general physical
15    character of the property would remain the same. This change in appearance would not be
16      visible from off-site views in San Francisco and the East Bay and therefore would be no impact.
17     In addition, access to NST[ under caretaker status would be limited; therefore, no on-site visual
18 impacts would occur. Reduced staffing and the lower level of activity could affect the character
19   of the site; however, the visual contrast would be weak, and impacts would be less than
20 significant. Existing views would not be disrupted or blocked. There would be no substantial
21 visual changes to the site as a result of the No Action Alternative; therefore, no visual impacts
22 would occur.

23
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1 4.3 SOCIOECONOMICS

2 Potential direct and indirect impacts on employment population, housing, and schools
3     resulting from disposal and reuse of NSTI are discussed in this section. Factors considered in
4 determining whether an alternative would have significant socioeconomic impacts include the
5       extent or degree to which its implementation would:

6 1.    Cause a decrease in local or region of influence employment
. 7 2. Induce growth or concentrations of population;

8          3.   Create a demand for additional housing in San Francisco, Oakland, or the surrounding

 
9 communities; or

10       4. Generate student enrollment that exceeds the capability of responsible authorities to

/
11 accommodate.

12 The significance of socioeconomic impacts is related to the social and economic characteristics
13       of the region. In general, the more jobs generated, the more beneficial the socioeconomic effects
14 that may occur. Population and housing growth may have ramifications for other
15 environmental issues, such as potential traffic increases and the need for additional
16 infrastructure improvements. The significance of these other impacts is defined in pertinent
17      sections of this document.

18       Table 4.3-1 summarizes the estimated number of jobs, housing units, and residents that would
19    be associated with each reuse alternative. Assumptions used to generate the population and
20 employment estimates are provided in Appendix F, Socioeconomics.

 
21 The impacts presented in this section have been evaluated against the baseline environmental

-   22 conditions presented in Chapter 3. Navy recognizes that changes in the environmental
23   conditions may have occurred in the period between the baseline years and the present.
24 Although these changes may result in different and in many cases, lesser impacts to certain
25 resources, changes to the impact analysis based on any interim change in resource conditions is
26 not appropriate.

27 4.3.1 Alternative 1

 
28 Not Significant Impacts

29 Emplo ment (Factor 11. Alternative 1 would create approximately 4,920 full-time equivalent jobs
30      (information on employment generation factors is provided in Appendix F). Generation of this
31 employment would occur over a period of 15 or more years, dependent on market conditions,
32 land availability, and other factors.

  33 Most of the jobs associated with this alternative would be created through reuse of parts of
34 Treasure Island for a themed attraction, hotel and conference facilities, restaurants, film studios,
35 community services, and a variety of recreational facilities. The largest employment generator
36    would be the themed attraction, which would employ approximately 3,500 persons, although
37    some of these jobs would be seasonal.  Of the approximately 4,920 full-time equivalent jobs

 
38 created, full-time equivalent employment associated with the themed attraction is estimated to
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4.3 Socioeconomics

1    be approximately 1,750. After the themed attraction, the next largest employment generators
2     would be hotel facilities, the film industry, and restaurants.

3                                    Table 4.3-1. Estimated Jobs, Population, and Housing Units for
4 Baseline Conditions and Reuse Alternatives

Baseline Conditions
(Year) Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

EMPLOYMENTl

Treasure Island                          - 4,740 2,640 2,015

Yerba Buena Island                    - 180 180 180

Total employment 3,6353,4 (1988) 4,920 2,820 2,195

RESIDENT POPULATION

Treasure Island2                       -                      6,020                   90              3,060
Yerba Buena Island                    - 875 620 450

Total population 4,5003.4 (1990)            6,895                710             3,510
HOUSING UNITS

Treasure Island                        -                      2,500                    0                 905
Yerba Buena Island                    -                          350                   250                  160

Total housing units 1,0453,4 (1990) 2,850 250 1,065

1      Jobs are reported as full-time equivalent jobs; seasonal jobs would increase the total number of
jobs.

2 Treasure Island resident population includes brig inmates in all scenarios.
3 Numbers represent totals for 1988 (military employment) and 1990 (civilian employment,

population, and housing); data were not available for Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island
separately.

4      Data are reported for Census Tract 179.02, which encompasses both Treasure Island and Yerba
Buena Island, and therefore includes US Coast Guard data, but are representative of NSTI
baseline conditions.

Note:  A "-" indicates that information was not available.
Sources: DON 1988b; US Department of Commerce 1990; DON 19971.

5      The number of civilian jobs created under Alternative 1 would offset the 750 jobs lost to closure
6     and would result in a net gain of 4,170 jobs. Therefore, the projected increase in employment
7 under Alternative 1 would be a beneficial impact. No mitigation is proposed.

8 Population (Factor 21. The development of the reuse plan area would result in an increase in San
9 Francisco's population through the provision of new housing units. As shown in Table 4-1,

10 development under Alternative 1 would result in an estimated total population of about 6,895
11     people. This estimate is based on the assumption that the average household size for existing
12 and newly constructed housing units is 3.2 and 2.3 persons, respectively (see Appendix F.2,
13 Socioeconomics). Subtracting the baseline residential population of approximately 4,500 in
14     1990, the net population increase would be approximately 2,395 persons. This increase of 2,395
15 persons represents 0.3 percent of the projected population in San Francisco by 2015 and is
16   accounted for in ABAG's projected population increases; therefore, this is not considered a
17 significant impact (ABAG 2001). No mitigation is proposed.
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1 Housing (Factor 31. Alternative 1 would provide up to 2,850 housing units on the site at
2 buildout (Table 4-1). Approximately 290 units (200 on Treasure Island and 90 on Yerba Buena
3     Island) are existing military housing that would be converted to civilian use. Because none of
4      the NSTI housing units were previously available to the general public, the total contribution to
5       the City and County of San Francisco housing market would be 2,850 units.

6      Alternative 1 also addresses housing needs of the homeless. TIHDI initially would manage the
7     leasing of 375 units (285 units on Treasure Island and 90 units on Yerba Buena Island) from the
8 existing housing stock on the two islands, with promise of additional land for TIHDI housing if
9    new housing is developed. As stated in the Draft Reuse Plan, TIHDI would be provided one

10   acre for every 1,000 new residential units developed (San Francisco 1996e). The buildout

 
11 housing mix would range from affordable to market-rate under this agreement.

12       Given San Francisco's lack of affordable housing and its lack of housing for those employed in San
13 Francisco, Alternative 1 would have a beneficial impact on housing by providing housing for all
14 income levels and by increasing the number of housing units within the San Francisco housing
15       market (ABAG 1995b). No mitigation is proposed.

  16 Jobs-housing balance (Factor 31. In regional terms, Alternative 1 would add both housing (2,850
17     units) and jobs (4,920 employees) to the City and County of San Francisco. Assuming that 55
18     percent of people working in San Francisco are expected to live in the city in 2015, and given
19    that the average number of San Francisco workers in households with workers is 1.6 (MI'C
20    undated in San Francisco 1998b; Keyser Marston Associates and Gabriel Roche 1997 in Sail
21 Francisco 1998b), projected employment growth under Alternative 1 translates to about 1,690
22 San Francisco households. The housing units provided under Alternative 1 can easily
23   accommodate this demand. Because Alternative 1 provides housing units in excess of the
24 demand generated by employment under this alternative, Alternative 1 would not create a
25     demand for additional housing in San Francisco. Alternative 1 would not result in an adverse
26 jobs-housing balance or a significant impact. No mitigation is proposed.

27 Schools (Factor 41. As described in section 3.3, enrollment at elementary schools throughout the
28     SFUSD is at or near capacity; at the middle school and high school levels, some schools are at
29 capacity, while others are underenrolled. Enrollment in the district has remained constant since
30 1990, averaging approximately 63,000 to 64,000 students.

31 Under Alternative 1, the Treasure Island Elementary School would continue to operate.  The
32 middle school and high school students at NSTI would be bussed to San Francisco schools.  As
33     demonstrated by US Census data, San Francisco households have fewer children compared to
34 Navy households on NSTI.  In 1990, there were 1,134 school-aged children (5 to 19 years of age)
35    at NSTI, representing 25 percent of the total NSTI population. In comparison, 96,173 school-
36 aged children lived in San Francisco in 1990, only 13 percent of the total citywide population
37   (US Department of Commerce 1990). Given the population figure of 6,895 derived in the
38 previous section, the number of school-aged children living at NSTI under this alternative is
39    estimated to be approximately 896 in 2015, or about 80 percent of the number of school-aged
40       children who resided there in 1990. This would lead to an overall decrease in enrollment for the
41 San Francisco school system.  This is not considered a significant impact. No mitigation is
42   proposed.
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4.3 Socioeconomics

1 4.3.2 Alternative 2

2       Not Significant Impacts

3 Employment (Factor 11. Alternative 2 would create approximately 2,820 full-time equivalent jobs
4       (information on employment generation factors is provided in Appendix F). This alternative
5 would generate this level of employment over a period of roughly 15 or more years, dependent
6      on market conditions, land availability, and other factors.

7    As in Alternative 1, many new jobs would be associated with a themed attraction or similar
8 visitor attraction. This facility would create about 1,400 seasonal and permanent jobs, or
9       approximately 700 full-time equivalent jobs. The remaining new jobs would be created through

10 the development of a major hotel and conference facility on Treasure Island, as well as smaller
11 scale bed-and-breakfast and reception facilities on Yerba Buena Island.

12 The number of civilian jobs created under Alternative 2 would offset the 750 jobs lost to closure
13 and would result in a net gain of 2,070 jobs. Therefore, the projected increase in employment
14 under Alternative 2 would be a beneficial impact, and no mitigation is proposed.

15 Population (Factor 21. The development of the reuse plan area would result in an increase in San
16 Francisco's population through the provision of new housing units. As shown in Table 4-1,
17 development under Alternative 2 would result in an estimated total population of about 710
18  people; this is because no housing other than the brig is proposed on Treasure Island.
19     Subtracting the baseline residential population of approximately 4,500 in 1990, there would be a
20 net population decrease of approximately 3,790 persons. This decrease represents 0.5 percent of
21 the projected citywide population of 810,500 residents by 2015 and would not be a significant
22      impact. No mitigation is proposed.

23 Housing (Factor 31. Alternative 2 would provide up to 250 housing units on Yerba Buena Island
24   at build-out (Table 4-1); no housing other than the brig is proposed on Treasure Island.
25   Approximately 50 units on Yerba Buena Island are existing military housing that would be
26     converted to civilian use. Because none of the NSTI housing units were previously available to
27 the general public, the total gain would be 250 units. There may be replacement homeless
28   housing for TIHDI to manage and lease elsewhere off-island. By increasing the number of
29 housing units, Alternative 2 would provide a beneficial impact. No mitigation is proposed.

30 lobs-housing balance (Factor 31.  In regional terms, Alternative 2 would add both housing and
31   jobs to the City and County of San Francisco. However, only 250 housing units would be
32    provided for 2,820 full-time equivalent jobs. Assuming that 55 percent of people working in
33 San Francisco are expected to live in the city in 2015, and given that the average number of San
34 Francisco workers in households with workers is 1.6 (MTC undated in San Francisco 1998b;
35 Keyser Marston Associates and Gabriel Roche 1997 in San Francisco 1998b), projected
36 employment growth under Alternative 2 translates to about 970 San Francisco households.
37 Therefore, implementing Alternative 2 would create a demand for additional housing in San
38 Francisco. Based on current vacancy rates, this increased housing demand could be
39      accommodated by existing vacant housing units in San Francisco.
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4.3 Socioeconomics

1    An imbalance of housing to jobs is not a physical environmental effect but rather a regional
2   economic and social issue. Certain indirect project and cumulative effects caused by the
3    imbalances in local employment and housing opportunities would be physical environmental
4 impacts, primarily transportation and related air quality impacts created by increased
5 commuting distances for employees living farther from their place of employment.  The
6 physical impacts of NST['s housing supply shortfall under Alternative 2 relate primarily to
7    project-induced and cumulative traffic and air quality effects. These impacts can be reduced
8 through proposed transportation demand management measures (see section 4.5,
9      Transportation and Chapter 5, Cumulative Projects and Impacts).

10    It is expected that demands for new employees on Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island
11 under Alternative 2 would be met by the local Bay Area population. Outside of San Francisco,
12     it would be reasonable to presume that any additional housing demand not met locally would
13      be dispersed over the regional housing market and would not be concentrated in any particular
14    location. This additional demand would therefore not have a significant impact on regional
15 housing conditions and land development. No mitigation is proposed.

16 Schools (Factor 41. Under Alternative 2, the Treasure Island Elementary School would be closed.
17      Based on a residential population of 710, the population of school-aged children associated with
18      Alternative 2 would be approximately 92 children in 2015, or less than a tenth the number who
19      resided at NSTI in 1990. These children would be bussed to San Francisco elementary, middle,
20      and high schools.  The 80 children represent about 13 percent of the population projected to be
21   living in the 250 units on Yerba Buena Island. Because the 1,042-person decrease in the
22     population of school-aged children at NSTI would more than offset the loss of the 852-student
23 capacity elementary school, there would be an overall decrease in enrollment for San Francisco
24       schools. The impact on schools would be less than significant. No mitigation is proposed.

25 4.3.3 Alternative 3

 
26 Not Significant Impacts

27 Employment (Factor 11. Alternative 3 would create approximately 2,195 full-time equivalent jobs
28      (information on employment generation factors is provided in Appendix F). Generation of this
29 employment would occur over a period of 15 or more years, dependent on market conditions,
30 land availability, and other factors.

  31 The majority of new jobs would be associated with mixed use/office space and film production
32    on Treasure Island. The themed attraction would create about 700 seasonal and permanent

 
34 through the development of smaller scale bed-and-breakfast and reception facilities on Yerba
33      jobs, or approximately 350 full-time equivalent jobs. The remaining new jobs would be created

35 Buena Island.

 
36 The number of civilian jobs created under Alternative 3 would offset the 750 jobs lost to closure- 37 and would result in a net gain of 1,445 jobs.  Therefore, the projected increase in employment
38 under Alternative 3 would be a beneficial impact and no mitigation is proposed.

39 Population (Factor 21. The development of the reuse plan area would result in an increase in San
40 Francisco's population through the provision of new housing units. As shown in Table 4-1,
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1 development under Alternative 3 would result in an estimated total population of about 3,510
2 people. Subtracting the baseline residential population of approximately 4,500 in 1990, there
3     would be a net population decrease of approximately 990 persons. This decrease represents 0.1
4    percent of the projected citywide population of 810,500 residents by 2015 and would not be a
5 significant impact. No mitigation is proposed.

6 Housing (Factor 3). Alternative 3 would provide up to 1,065 housing units on the site at build-
7      out (Table 4-1). Approximately 995 units (905 on Treasure Island and 90 on Yerba Buena Island)
8      are existing military housing that would be converted to civilian use. Since the military housing
9      units were not previously available to the civilian market, the total gain would be 1,065 units.

10      Alternative 3 also addresses housing needs of the homeless.  The 200 units of the existing housing
11       units on Treasure Island would be made available to TIHDI for leasing. The buildout housing mix
12 would range from affordable to market-rate under this agreement. Through provision of housing
13     for all income levels and by increasing the number of housing units, Alternative 3 would provide
14      a beneficial impact. No mitigation is proposed.

15 lobs-housing balance (Factor 3). In regional terms, Alternative 3 would add both housing (1,065
16    units) and jobs (2,195 employees) to the City and County of San Francisco. Assuming that 55
17    percent of people working in San Francisco are expected to live in the city in 2015, and given
18 that the average number of San Francisco workers in households with workers is 1.6 (MTC
19   undated in San Francisco 1998b; Keyser Marston Associates and Gabriel Roche 1997 in San
20 Francisco 1998b), projected employment growth under Alternative 1 translates to about 755 San
21 Francisco households. The housing units provided under Alternative 3 can easily accommodate
22 this demand. Because Alternative 3 provides housing units in excess of the demand generated
23    by employment under this alternative, Alternative 3 would not create a demand for additional
24     housing in San Francisco. Alternative 3 would not result in an adverse jobs-housing balance or
25      a significant impact. No mitigation is proposed.

26 Schools (Factor 41. Under Alternative 3, the Treasure Island Elementary School would continue
27    to operate. The projected 2015 population described above would include approximately 456
28 school-aged children, or about 40 percent of the school-aged children who resided on NSTI in
29    1990. The middle school and high school students at NSTI would be bussed to San Francisco
30 schools. Because the number of school-aged children at NSTI, and also in San Francisco, would
31      decline, the schools impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is proposed.

32 4.3.4 No Action Alternative

33 Employment (Factor 11. Under this alternative, property available for disposal at NSTI would
34 continue under federal ownership in an inactive caretaker status, and existing interim leases
35    would be allowed to expire. There would be minimal use of the property and facilities under
36 this alternative. Ongoing activities would include maintenance, to minimize deterioration, and
37 essential security operations.

38 The caretaker program would provide employment for approximately 50 personnel on the site.
39 This basewide level of employment represents a decrease of 700 jobs from the operational
40 baseline. Employment generated by existing leases to nonfederal agencies would cease,
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1 because these leases would be allowed to expire and would not be renewed or extended. Given
2         the number of jobs available in the region, this would be a less than significant impact.

3 Population, housina, jobs-housing balance, and schools (Factors 2,3, and 41. Under the No Action
4   Alternative, the population would decrease to zero once the interim leases expire and the
5 existing military housing would no longer be used. In addition, the No Action Alternative
6    would mean no additional school children enrolling in the SFUSD. No impacts would occur
7      under the No Action Alternative.

  8
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1 4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES

2 Potential impacts to cultural resources, including historical and archaeological resources,
3     resulting from disposal and reuse of NSTI are discussed in this section. Factors considered in
4 determining whether an alternative would have a significant impact on cultural resources
5      include the extent or degree to which implementation would cause either of the following:

. 6 •    a substantial and adverse change in the characteristics that qualify a historic resource for
7                  listing on the NRHP; or
8       •  a substantial and adverse change in the characteristics that qualify an archaeological

 
9 resource for listing on the NRHP.

10 Under Section 106 of the NHPA, an undertaking has an effect on a historic property when it
11 alters characteristics of the property that may qualify it for inclusion in the NRHP.  The
12 regulations implementing the NHPA define the term "adverse effect" to include the transfer,
13     lease, or sale of the property out of federal ownership, in the absence of adequate and legally

 
14 enforceable restrictions or conditions, to ensure the long-term preservation of the property.

15     As discussed in section 3.4, the Navy's analysis of the impacts to cultural resources of disposal
16 and reuse of federal property is limited to the Navy property that is suitable for transfer.
17 Treatment preservation, and compliance with applicable federal legislation for the properties
18   determined to be historically significant and potentially affected by the undertaking will be
19 accomplished through the agreement and consultation with the SHPO, and through specific
20 measures contained in the MOA discussed below.

 
21 Identified Cultural Resources

22 Yerba Buena Island. On Yerba Buena Island, Navy property suitable for transfer contains the
23   following Navy structures that are listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP: the Torpedo
24 Building (Building 262), the Senior Officers Quarters Historic District which consists of
25     Quarters 1 through 7, three garages (Buildings 83,205, and 230), and the associated landscaping
26 elements. Quarters 1, the Nimitz House, was listed in the NRHP in 1991. Landscaping
27   elements and the setting of the properties are considered qualities that contribute to the
28     significance of the structures. In addition to these properties, there are areas on the island that
29     have been identified as archaeologically sensitive zones. These areas could contain unrecorded
30 sites below the ground surface or underwater adjacent to the island. Sites in these areas may be
31 discovered during construction or some other activity requiring deep excavations (see Figure 3-

 

32 3 in section 3.4).

33 Treasure Island. On Treasure Island, the following Navy structures are listed in or eligible for
34     listing in the NRHP: Building 1 (Administration Building), Building 2 (Hall of Transportation),
35 and Building 3 with Building 111 as a structural element (the former Palace of Fine and
36       Decorative Arts).
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1     The Memorandum of Agreement

2    Navy must comply with Section 106 of the NHPA, which requires consultation among federal
3   agencies, the SHPO, the ACHP, and other interested parties.  Navy and the SHPO have
4     prepared an MOA in order to ensure Section 106 compliance with regard to historic properties
5      (a copy of the signed MOA is included as Appendix H). Compliance with the MOA is intended
6  to ensure that project effects are not significant and that preservation measures are
7   implemented.  The MOA includes preservation provisions concerning Navy actions prior to
8  disposal and long-term preservation plans following Navy disposal. For example, upon
9   conveyance all historic properties identified in the MOA shall be subject to the City of San

10 Francisco Planning Code, Article 10, Preservation of Historical, Architectural, and Aesthetic
11 Landmarks. Signatories to the MOA include Navy and the SHPO. Following an invitation to
12     participate, the ACHP has declined their opportunity to comment.  The City and County of San
13    Francisco is included as an invited signatory.  The Bay Band of Miwok Indians, the California
14 Preservation Foundation, and the San Francisco Historic Architecture Heritage (society) are
15     included as concurring parties.

16 4.4.1 Alternative 1

17 The proposed reuse for the NRHP-listed and NRHP-eligible buildings under Alternatives 1-3 is
18      summarized in Table 4.4-1.

19                Table 4.4-1. Reuse Plans for NRHP-listed and NRHP-eligible Buildings on NSTI

Property Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Senior Officers Conference/reception/ Conference/reception/ Conference/reception/
Quarters Historic restaurant, possible restaurant, possible restaurant, possible
District, Yerba Buena residential residential residential
Island
Torpedo Building Residential live/work Restaurant Restaurant
(Building 262), Yerba units
Buena Island
Building 1, Treasure Mixed use, including Mixed use, including Mixed use, including
Island museum, office, retail museum museum

Building 2, Treasure Film production Demolition for Film production
Island construction of themed

attraction
Building 3 (including Film production Demolition for Film production
related Building 111), construction of themed
Treasure Island attraction
Source: San Francisco 1996e

20 Not Significant Impacts

21     Loss of potentially significant historic resources (Factor 11. To accommodate planned reuse of
22 historic properties, as described in Table 4.4-1, the buildings would likely need to be
23 rehabilitated. Alternative 1 would include a substantial level of rehabilitation and construction
24    on Treasure Island. Construction in the vicinity of the historic properties at NSTI, particularly
25     Building 1, Building 2, and Building 3/111, may be out of character with the historic buildings
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1     and their setting and could have an adverse effect on these properties. Although the proposed
2 themed attraction may restore Building 1, Building 2, and Building 3/111, such construction
3 could alter the character-defining features of Treasure Island (i.e., the setting in which these
4 historic properties are located).

5  The prepared MOA requires that any rehabilitation work performed prior to final Navy
6 disposal conform to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
7 Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (US Department of the Interior 1996). Following Navy disposal,
8   the MOA stipulates that the properties would be subject to San Francisco Planning Code,
9     Article 10, Preservation of Historical and Aesthetic Landmarks, to insure long-term protection

10       of the properties and their setting. The impact therefore, would not be significant.

11 Loss of potentiallw sign#icant archaeological resources (Factor 21. Implementing Alternative 1 could
12   result in the repair, relocation, or construction of supporting infrastructure on Yerba Buena
13     Island in archaeologically sensitive zones (Figure 3-3).  The MOA identifies required measures
14    to guard against the potential loss of important information about the prehistoric or historic
15  occupation of the island and for the unexpected discovery of archaeological remains.
16     Implementing the MOA would insure that archaeological resources would not be significantly
17 affected.

18 4.4.2 Alternative 2

19   A summary of the proposed reuse for the NRHP-listed and NRHP-eligible buildings under
  20 Alternative 2 appears in Table 4.4-1.

21         Signiji'cant and Not Mitigable Impact

22 Impact: Demolition of historic resources (Factor 11. Alternative 2 involves the demolition of
23   Building 2 and Building 3 on Treasure Island, both of which are eligible for listing on the
24       NRHP. This demolition would result in the loss of significant historic resources.

25   Mitigation. This adverse effect carl be lessened by recording the affected resources to the
26    standards of either the Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) or the Historic American

 
27 Engineering Record (HAER). HABS/HAER recordation would reduce but would not eliminate

-- 28 the adverse effect caused by demolishing NRHP-eligible resources. Available mitigation

 
30 significance. This mitigation measure is consistent with recordation requirements stipulated by
29 measures, short of preservation, would not reduce impacts of demolition below the threshold of

31      the MOA.

 
32 Not Signifi cant Impacts

33      Loss of potentially sign#icant historic resources (Factor 11. Alternative 2 proposes alteration of
34 historic properties for reuse, as described in Table 4.4-1, construction in the vicinity of the
35 historic properties, or deterioration of vacant buildings after transfer. As described above for
36     Alternative 1, the MOA requires that any rehabilitation work performed or any construction in
37 the vicinity of historic structures prior to Navy disposal conform to the Secretary of the
38 Interior's Standards jbr Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (US
39      Department of the Interior 1996).
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1   Following Navy disposal, the MOA stipulates that the properties would be subject to San
2 Francisco Planning Code, Article 10, Preservation of Historical and Aesthetic Landmarks, to
3 insure long-term protection and historically appropriate rehabilitation of the structures and
4 their setting. Following provisions in the MOA, rehabilitation of historic properties would not
5      constitute a significant impact.

6 Loss ofpotentially sign#icant archaeological resources (Factor 21. Implementing Alternative 2 could
7   result in the repair, relocation, or construction of supporting infrastructure on Yerba Buena
8       Island in archaeologically sensitive zones (Figure 3-3).  The MOA identifies measures that guard
9     against the potential loss of important information about the prehistoric or historic occupation

10    of the island and for the unexpected discovery of archaeological remains. Implementing the
11 MOA would insure that archaeological resources would not be significantly affected.

12 4.4.3 Alternative 3

13   A summary of the proposed reuse for the NRHP-listed and NRHP-eligible buildings under
14   Alternative 3 appears in Table 4.4-1. The projected reuse of NRHP-listed or NRHP-eligible
15 buildings would be identical to that of Alternative 1, although on a smaller scale.

16 Not Significant Impacts

17        Loss of potentially signi icant historic resources (Factor 11. Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative  3
18 proposes alteration of historic properties for reuse, as described in Table 4.4-1, construction in
19 the vicinity of the historic properties that affects the character of those properties, or
20   deterioration of vacant buildings after transfer. As described above for Alternative 1, the
21   prepared MOA requires that any rehabilitation work performed or any construction in the
22    vicinity of historic structures prior to Navy disposal conform to the Secretary of the Interior's
23      Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (US Department of
24 the Interior  1996).

25   Following Navy disposal, the MOA stipulates that the properties would be subject to San
26 Francisco Planning Code, Article 10, Preservation of Historical and Aesthetic Landmarks.
27    Article 10, which includes preservation measures that protect the character of historic districts.
28  The MOA ensures that potential reuse activities would not result in construction that
29      diminishes the character of historic resources.

30   Loss of potentially signi#cant archaeological resources (Factor 21. Similar to Alternative 1,
31 implementing Alternative 3 could result in the repair, relocation, or construction of supporting
32      infrastructure on Yerba Buena Island in archaeologically sensitive zones (Figure 3-3).  The MOA
33 identifies measures that guard against the potential loss of important information about the
34  prehistoric or historic occupation of the island and for the unexpected discovery of
35 archaeological remains. Following the measures within the MOA would eliminate any
36 potential significant impacts.

37 4.4.4 No Action Alternative

38     Deterioration of historic property and archaeologically sensitive areas (Factors 1 and 21. The No
39 Action Alternative would be a continuation of the caretaker status of NSTI surplus property.
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4.4 Cultural Resources

1 There would be minimal use of the property and facilities under this alternative. Ongoing
2 activities would include maintenance to minimize deterioration and essential security
3     operations. No structures would be demolished or reused, and NRHP-listed and NRHP-eligible
4 buildings would not be affected. Archaeologically sensitive areas would remain under the control
5  and jurisdiction of Navy and would be afforded the protection of federal historic and
6 archaeological preservation laws and regulations.

7
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1 4.5 TRANSPORTATION

2 Potential transportation impacts resulting from disposal and reuse of NSTI are discussed in this
3 section. Potential impacts are characterized by the changes in the movement of vehicles on
4 freeways, ramps, and intersections, changes in demand for transit services, changes in delivery
5      and loading operations (truck traffic), parking availability, and emergency access on and off the
6      site. A summary of the transportation features assumed for the reuse alternatives is included in
7   Appendix F.3-B. Factors considered in determining whether an alternative would have a
8 significant transportation, traffic, and circulation impact included the extent or degree to which
9      its implementation would:

  10 1. Exceed the capacity of on- and off-ramps, cause LOS at intersections and freeway
11 mainline segments to deteriorate from LOS A through D to LOS E or F, cause LOS to
12 deteriorate from LOS E to LOS F, or increase congestion at intersections currently

 
13 operating at (or anticipated to operate at) LOS F (San Francisco 2000);
14             2. Increase demand on public transportation in excess of planned or anticipated capacity at
15                   time of increase;

I
16 3. Increase demand for bicycle and pedestrian facilities in excess of planned or anticipated

= 17 capacity at time of increase;

  18 4. Increase truck traffic;

19             5.   Result in parking demand exceeding the supply; or
20             6. Impede emergency access on or off the site.

21 Traffic Analysis Methodology

22 Traffic impacts of the reuse alternatives are described for 2010, which is representative of year
23 2015 conditions (the assumed build out year for all the reuse alternatives).  The year 2010 was

 
24 selected since it is a common benchmark for long-range planning by regional agencies such as
25     ABAG and MTC, including planning for regional transportation improvements.  The MTC has
26 developed forecasts of year 2010 travel demand based on anticipated land use and

 
27 demographic patterns developed by ABAG (Projections '94), and the planned and funded
28 transportation improvements identified by the nine Bay Area counties, Caltrans and MTC.  An
29       update of the year 2025 conditions is presented in Appendix F.3-A.

30         NSTI is connected   to the region  by   only one route- the SFOBB/I-80. SFOBB/I-80 traffic
31     volumes are controlled by metering lights in the westbound approach and are constrained by

 
32 the number of traffic lanes on the SFOBB in the eastbound approach. Further, as described in
33     section 3.5.2, the SFOBB has operated and is expected to continue to operate at capacity during
34 peak periods. (The SFOBB replacement alternative may improve traffic operations but

 
35 congestion is unlikely to be affected [Caltrans and FHWA 2000]). Therefore, traffic at NSIT

- 36 would not be substantially affected by changes in the regional growth or transportation systems
37    and so, the established regional growth and transportation projections for 2010 are therefore

 
38 taken to be an accurate representation of year 2015 conditions (see Appendix F.3-B, Future
39 Travel Forecasts).
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4.5 Transportation

1 Typical traffic conditions were evaluated for weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hours (during the
2       morning and evening commute periods). In addition, because  some  of the reuse alternatives
3 would generate a large amount of weekend traffic and because the SFOBB has high traffic
4 volumes during the weekend midday period, the weekend midday peak hour also was
5 evaluated.

6    Impacts from each reuse alternative to SFOBB/I-80 freeway operations and local intersections
7    on Treasure Island were determined by the increase in delay caused by the addition of reuse-
8 generated traffic. Impacts on SFOBB/I-80 operations were evaluated using the FREQ11
9 freeway travel operations model. Impacts at local intersections were evaluated using the

10 TRAFFIX software program, which incorporates methodologies from the 1994 update to the
11 Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board 1994). Traffic impacts at the SFOBB

12     ramps were evaluated by comparing projected demand under the reuse alternatives (expressed
13    in number of vph) to existing ramp capacity and queuing. The SFOBB East Span is currently
14 under construction.  As a part of this project, the eastbound on-ramp on the east side of the
15     tunnel will be reconstructed with standard merging distance, and the traffic impact analysis for
16     this ramp incorporates this change.

17 Traffic impact analyses for closing military installations typically compare traffic conditions for
18 each reuse alternative to baseline traffic conditions (traffic levels at or just prior to the decision
19 to close NSTI [1993]) under projected build out time frames (year 2010). However, because the
20     SFOBB has operated, does operate, and will continue to operate at or above capacity, comparing
21 peak period traffic generated by the reuse alternatives to a traffic condition that combines
22     baseline trip generation for the reuse plan area with projected year 2010 traffic generation in the
23 region would not change either the SFOBB/I-80 mainline   or ramp impact analysis   or
24   conclusions. The following analysis presents average daily trip (ADT) traffic and peak-hour
25 vehicle-trip volumes for each of the three reuse alternatives and compares these volumes to
26    future (year 2010) background conditions without the project (No Action Alternative). Reuse
27 traffic volumes also are compared to a fully operational baseline (representing conditions at the
28      time of or prior to closure [1993]) for informational purposes. Table 4.5-1 identifies vehicle-trips
29    generated by the three reuse alternatives and a fully operational baseline; these trips form the
30           basis  of the transportation impact analysis  on the SFOBB/ I-80 corridor and its associated ramps.

31 Future Travel Forecasts

32 The development of year 2010 travel forecasts used the regional MTC model to identify traffic
33     growth in the region and the land use components of the reuse alternatives to determine travel
34   demand to and from NSTI. A detailed description of the methodology and assumptions is
35   presented in Appendix F.3-B. This approach includes a cumulative impacts assessment for
36 2010, taking into account both the growth expected at NSTI and the growth forecasts for San
37     Francisco and the Bay Area.
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Table 4.5-1. Estimated NSTI Vehicle-trip Generationl
Weekday Daily, A.M. and P.M. Peak Hour (2010)2

1993 EXISI1NG

(OPERATIONAL
BASELINE)4 ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3

A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. A.M. PM. A.M. P.M.

Weekday Peak Peak Weekday Peak Peak Weekday Peak Peak Weekday Peak Peak
Daily Hour Hour Daily Hour Hour Daily Hour Hour Daily Hour Hour

Total 6,480 442 475 10,525 960 1,555 6,140 385 775 5,390 610 800

Vehicle
Trips3

1 Includes inbound and outbound trips.  Does not include vehicle-trips for persons arriving at ferry terminals
in San Francisco and the East Bay by auto (see Tables 4.5-2 and 4.5-3 for total vehicle-trip numbers).

2         The A.M. peak hour of 8:00 to 9:00 A.M. occurs within the A.M. peak period of 6:00 to 9:00 A.M.  The P.M. peak
hour of 5:00 to 6:00 P.M. occurs within the P.M. peak period of 3:00 to 7:00 P.M.

3 Total vehicle-trips do not include any internal trips since they would be walking, bicycle, or shuttle trips.
4         Trips are presented for 6:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. period.
Souny: DON 1997d; DON 1986.

1 4.5.1 Alternative 1

Vehicle Trips

3     Weekday and weekend vehicle-trips projected to be generated in 2010 under Alternative 1 are
4  shown in Tables 4.5-2 and 4.5-3, respectively. This alternative is estimated to generate
5     approximately 960 vehicle-trips during the weekday A.M. peak hour, 1,555 vehicle-trips during
6    the weekday P.M. peak hour, and 1,440 vehicle-trips during the weekend midday peak hour.
7 Vehicle-trips would be by private auto, carpool vehicles, taxis, limousines, vanpools, and buses,
8    including tour buses and public transit buses. In comparison, there were approximately 442

 
10 peak hour under fully operational baseline conditions (Table 4.5-2).

9 vehicle-trips during the weekday A.M. peak hour and 475 vehicle-trips during the weekday P.M.

11         Signifi'cant and Mitigable Impacts

12 Impact: Increased volumes and queuing on two SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena Island ramps (Factor 11.
13   Alternative 1 would result in traffic volumes that exceed the capacities of two ramps: the
14 SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena Island westbound on-ramp on the west side of Yerba Buena Island,
15     and the eastbound off-ramp on the west side of Yerba Buena Island. The remainder of the on-
16 and off-ramps would operate within their given capacities, as discussed below under Not
17 Significant Impacts. Figure 3-5 in section 3.5 shows on- and off-ramp locations, while Table
18 4.5-4 summarizes ramp volumes and queuing. The ramps are discussed separately below.

19 SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena Island westbound on-ramp (west sidel. The projected traffic
20 demands during the A.M., P.M., and weekend midday peak hours would exceed the current
21 ramp capacity of 330 vph. The projected demands on the westbound on-ramp
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Table 4.5-2
Estimated Vehicle-trip Generation by Travel Model

Weekday Daily, A.M. and P.M. Peak Hour (2010)2

Mode Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Daily A.M. P.M. Daily A.M. P.M. Daily A.M. P.M.

Auto 9,210 875 1,390 5,200 330 660 4,790 545 715

Vanpool/Other 995        60 120 700         45         85      470       50        65

Bus 320        25        45         240         10         30      130       15        20

Total NSTI Vehicle-trips 10,525 960 1,555 6,140 385 775 5,390 610 800

Auto trips to Ferry 7,575 450 975 6,945 150 900 1,310 100 175
Terminalsp

Total Vehicle-trips 4 18,100 1,140 2,530 13,085 535 1,675 6,700 710 975

1 Includes inbound and outbound trips.
2 The A.M. peak hour of 8:00 to 9:00 A.M. occurs within the A.M. peak period of 6:00 to 9:00 A.M.   The P.M. peak hour of 5:00 to 6.00 P.M. occurs within
the P.M. peak period of 3:00 to 7:00 P.M.
3 Ferry vehicle-trips include persons arriving at ferry terminals in San Francisco and the East Bay by auto.
4 Total vehicle-trips do not include any internal trips since they would be walking, bicycle, or shuttle trips.
Source: DON 1997d.



Table 4.5-3
Estimated Vehicle-trip Generation by Travel Model

Weekend Daily and Midday Peak Hour (2010)2

Mode Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternatiue 3

Daily Midday Daily Midday Daily Midday

Auto 7,795 1,300 6,210 670 5,340 695

Vanpool/Other 980 100 1,020                    85                     745                   55

Bus 295              40               275            30             155           20

Total NSTI Vehicle-trips 9,070 1,440 7,505 785 6,240 770

Auto trips to Ferry 6,465 780 6,830 820 1,210 130
Terminals3

Total Vehicle-trips4 15,535 2,220 14,335 1,605 7,450 900

1 Includes inbound and outbound trips.
2The midday peak hour of 12:00 to 1:00 P.M. occurs within the midday peak period of 10:00 A.M. to 1:00 P.M..

3Ferry vehicle-trips include persons arriving at ferry terminals in San Francisco and the East Bay by auto.
4Total vehicle-trips do not include any internal trips since they would be walking, bicycle or shuttle trips.
Source: DON 1997d.



Table 4.5-4
SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena Island Ramp Demand Volumes and Maximum Queue

Existing and Year 2010 Weekday and Weekend Peak Hour Conditions

2010
1993 Background

Existing Conditions (No 2010 2010 2010

Peak Hour/Rampi (Operational Baseline) Action) Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Volume Queue4 Volume Queue* Volume Queue4 Volume Queue* Volume Queue#

Weekday A.M. Peak Hour
westbound on-rampl                   40         --                 15        --                145          --              40        --                75        --
(east side)
westbound on-ramp2                       90          --                    35         --                   335            7                 90         --                 170          --
(west side)
westbound off-ramp 190          --                    45         --                   160            --               145          --                 160
(east side)
eastbound on-ramp 215          --                    80         --                   300            --               135          --                 190
(east side)
eastbound off-ramp 120          --                    95         --                   235            --               205          --                 235
(west side)
eastbound off-ramp                     20         --                  5        --                145          --             135        --               145        --
(east side)

Total ramp volumes 675 275 1,320 750 975

Weekday P.M. Peak Hour
westbound on-ramp                      25         --                  15         --                   85           --                70         --                  65         --
(east side)
westbound on-ramp 135          --                    60         --                   355           22               295          --                 270
(west side)
westbound off-ramp 240          --                    35         --                   375            --               145          --                 160          --
(east side)
eastbound on-ramp 250          --                    80         --                   300            --               275          --                 250
(east side)



Table 4.5-4
SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena Island Ramp Demand Volumes and Maximum Queue

Existing and Year 2010 Weekday and Weekend Peak Hour Conditions
(continued)

2010
1993 Background

Existing Conditions (No 2010 2010 2010
Peak Hour/Ramp3 (Operational Baseline) Action) Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternatiue 3

Volume Queue* Volume Queue4 Volume Queue4 Volume Queue4 Volume Queue4
Weekday P.M. Peak Hour (continued)
eastbound off-ramp                      60                              55                            535          36              190         -                 240
(west side)
eastbound off-ramp                      20         --                    5                            145            -               45                             60
(east side)

Total ramp volumes 730 250 1,795 1,020 1,045
Weekend Midday Peak Hour
westbound on-ramp                     20                              15         -                 195                             90         -                 110
(east side)
westbound on-ramp 125                  35 570 239 260         --                 320

(west side)
westbound off-ramp 130                  45                 175       -        150     --          100

(east side)
eastbound on-ramp 155                  80 480 295      -          320

(east side)
eastbound off-ramp                      75         -                   95         -- 230 210 160

(west side)
eastbound off-ramp                        20          -                      5         -                    60                               50                               30
(east side)

Total ramp volumes 525 275 1,710 1,055 1,040
1 Ramp located east of Yerba Buena Island tunnel.
2 Ramp located west of Yerba Buena Island tunnel.
3 Maximum on-ramp capacity = 330 vehicles per hour per ramp; Maximum off-ramp capacity = 500 vehicles per hour per ramp. Total on-ramp capacity = 990
vehicles per hour and total off-ramp capacity = 1,500 vehicles per hour.
4 Number of vehicles.
Source: DON 1997d.



4.5 Transportation

1    west of the Yerba Buena Island tunnel would result in a queue of 7 vehicles during the A.M.
2     peak hour, 22 vehicles during the P.M. peak hour, and 239 vehicles during the weekend midday
3     peak hour. A queue of 239 vehicles would be approximately 4,800 feet (1,463 m) in length and
4 would constrain vehicular and bus movements throughout Yerba Buena Island and onto
5 Treasure Island.  The wait time for vehicles in a queue of this length would be substantial.  This
6     would be a significant and mitigable impact.

7     Mitigation. The following mitigation measures are recommended:

8    • As described in section 3.5, the SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena Island on-ramps are
9                      substandard by current Caltrans standards, primarily in acceleration/deceleration

10               lengths, ramp radii, and sight distances. Upgrading the on-ramps would increase ramp
11            capacity and level of operation and decrease queuing impacts. However, upgrades to
12 the on-ramps may be constrained by the geology of the site (elevation change and
13               bedrock) and structural limitations due to the viaduct. Implement measures, including
14            signage and notices to residents, to encourage residents and visitors to use the second
15 westbound on-ramp east of the Yerba Buena Island tunnel. These measures would
16            reduce the queue at most times of the day and week except for the weekend midday
17                 peak hour.
18           • Redirecting traffic during the weekend midday peak hour to the second on-ramp east of
19 the Yerba Buena Island tunnel could reduce the queue at the first westbound on-ramp
20              from 4,800 feet to approximately 3,225 feet (977 m). A queue of this length still would
21 extend beyond the Treasure Island Road southbound "Y" split and the intersection of
22            Macalla Road and Treasure Island Road but would not extend to the Treasure Island
23               Main Gate. Mitigation measures to reduce the volume of ramp traffic and thus further
24                 reduce the queue length are described below.

25      •  Implement a Travel Demand Management (TDM) program to further reduce traffic
26 generation during peak hours, especially during weekend peak hours. TDM measures
27 encourage individuals to travel during off-peak times or to use alternative means of
28               transportation to reduce the number of vehicles on area roadways during high-volume
29             periods. TDM measures may include flextime, employer-provided shuttles, subsidy of
30 transit services, limiting available visitor parking, and implementing tolls (see TDM
31 assumptions described in Appendix F.3-B). Based on nationwide averages, aggressively
32         implemented TDM measures are anticipated to reduce traffic volumes on these on-
33         ramps by between 6 and 12 percent during the weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hour
34 commute times.

35           • Implement additional or enhanced TDM measures, such as discounted ferry passes, flex-
36 time, public relations campaigns, and giving employees working on Treasure Island or
37 Yerba Buena Island preferential access to housing on NSTI, to encourage ferry use or to
38 encourage vehicle-trips during the nonpeak period to reduce queues on both westbound
39                on-ramps to tolerable levels.

40    • Monitor NSTI ramp traffic volumes to ensure that the transportation goals and
41 objectives established by the Draft Reuse Plan are successfully implemented.
42 Monitoring traffic volumes would inform San Francisco whether westbound on-ramp
43 traffic demand would reach capacity at each phase of development.  If at some point it is
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/ 1 determined that demand on the westbound on-ramps would approach capacity, either

2 more aggressive TDM and transit improvements must be implemented or additional

 
3 developments should be delayed until such improvements are implemented.

4           •    Monitor NSTI bus transit demand on an annual basis (or at each phase of development)

 
5 and ensure that planned services are implemented to meet or exceed demand.  If the

results of this monitoring program indicate that there is an imbalance between transit
7            service and demand, the planned land use development on NSTI could be limited by

. 8 San Francisco (which has permit approval authority) until required services are funded
9           and implemented. Limiting land use development at NSTI would ensure that major

10 development would not occur until adequate transit service is provided. Implement a
11 similar monitoring program for ferry demand.

12            •    Restripe the portion of Treasure Island Road between the Main Gate and the westbound
13       on-ramp on the west side of the Yerba Buena Island tunnel from two lanes to
14 accommodate three traffic lanes. The narrowest segment of the roadway is
15               approximately 32.5 feet (9.9 In) wide and could accommodate three 10-foot (3-m) lanes,
16       one in the northbound direction (inbound to Treasure Island) and two in the
17 southbound direction (outbound from Treasure Island). Reconfiguring this portion of
18 Treasure Island Road to accommodate two southbound lanes would ensure that
19 southbound vehicles traveling to the southern half of Yerba Buena Island would not be
20              impeded by vehicles queuing to enter the westbound on-ramp on the west side of the
21                   tunnel.

22      Implementing all of these measures would reduce this impact to a not significant level.

23 SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena Island eastbound off-ramp (west sidel. The projected traffic increase
24     during the P.M. peak hour would exceed the current ramp capacity of 500 vph. The projected

 
25 demand of 535 vph would result in a maximum queue of 36 vehicles, or about 720 feet (219 m)
26      on the SFOBB. This could result in a significant impact if vehicles destined to exit the SFOBB/I-
27     80 were to queue along the left (fast-moving) lane of the freeway. This would be a significant

 
28 and mitigable impact.

29      Mitigation. The following mitigation measures are recommended:

30        • Use traffic control measures, such as signage, to encourage eastbound motorists to use
31 the second Yerba Buena off-ramp (the off-ramp on the east side of Yerba Buena Island).
32             By shifting demand to the off-ramp on the east side of Yerba Buena Island, projected
33 traffic volumes on each off-ramp could be reduced to approximately 340 vph, well
34            below the off-ramp capacities of 500 and 560 vph for the west side and east side off-

 
35 ramps, respectively.
36            •    Implement TDM and monitoring measures to reduce traffic volumes on this off-ramp by
37              between 6 and 12 percent as described above for increased volumes on the westbound
38                on-ramp on the west side of Yerba Buena Island. Even without shifting demand to the
39 eastbound off-ramp on the east side of Yerba Buena Island, this level of decrease by
40 TDM measures would lower traffic volumes on the eastbound off-ramp on the west side
41                   of the tunnel to between approximately 503 and 471 vph. These reduced traffic volumes
42 would slightly exceed or be below the off-ramp capacity of 500 vph and would not
43 substantially constrain access to NSIT or substantially affect SFOBB traffic operations.
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1      Implementing both of these measures would reduce this impact to a not significant level.

2 Impact: Increased volume on SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena Island eastbound on-ramp (east side) (Factor 11.
3    The eastbound on-ramp on the east side of the tunnel will be upgraded as part of the SFOBB
4     East Span project.  This ramp upgrade would significantly increase the ramp capacity from the
5    current 330 vph to approximately 900 vph, and, therefore, could accommodate the projected
6     demand in number of vehicles getting onto SFOBB East Span. While this ramp upgrade could
7 significantly reduce queuing impacts, it could potentially cause a secondary impact in terms of
8 potential impacts on SFOBB mainline operation.

9 Mitigation. Caltrans should consider the installation of a ramp metering devise on this ramp in
10 the future.  A ramp metering devise would restrict the number of vehicles getting on the SFOBB
11      for the benefits of maintaining free flow conditions on the SFOBB.

12 Impact: Increased peak spreading on SFOBB/I-80 (Factor 11. Under Alternative 1, increased traffic
13     onto and off of the SFOBB during the A.M. peak period (6:30 to 9:30) and P.M. peak period (3:30
14    to 6:30) would cause westbound traffic on certain segments of the SFOBB to deteriorate from
15    LOS D to LOS F during the last hour of the A.M. peak period (8:30 to 9:30) and to deteriorate
16      from LOS B to LOS E or LOS F during the first hour of the P.M. peak period (3:30 to 4:30) (Table

; 1 17 F-22). The increase in other connecting regional freeways would likely be less.
/

.   <  ' 18 Mitigation. Monitor traffic volumes to ensure that the transportation goals and objectives
19    established by the Draft Reuse Plan are successfully implemented. Monitoring traffic volumes

: 420 would inform San Francisco whether traffic onto or off of the SFOBB at each phase of
*"  " 21 development is resulting in deterioration of traffic conditions on the SFOBB.  If at some point it is

22  determined that traffic from NSTI is constraining the capacity of the SFOBB, either more
23   aggressive TDM and transit improvements must be implemented or additional developments
24    should be delayed until such improvements are implemented. Implementing this mitigation
/25 measure would reduce this impact to a not significant level.

N,
26 Impact: Transit operations - bus service to East Bay (Factor 21. Lack of direct bus service between

27      NSTI and the East Bay is a significant and mitigable impact (bus service between San Francisco
t\

28 and Treasure Island is provided   by MUNI). Approximately 4,290 weekday daily   and
29    approximately 4,000 weekend daily bus transit patrons are estimated between NSTI and the
30    East Bay (Table 4.5-5). Without direct service, bus patrons would be required to travel to San
31 Francisco using the MUNI service, and transfer at the Transbay Terminal to AC Transit service
32    to the East Bay or to drive, which would add to the vehicular demand and congestion at the
33 Yerba Buena Island ramps and would be a significant and mitigable impact.

34      Mitigation. The following mitigation measures are recommended:

35        • Establishing direct transit service between NSTI and the East Bay would mitigate this
36        impact to a not significant level.  To meet the estimated demand, bus service for
37                Alternative 1 would need to be at 10-minute headways (the interval between the trips of
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Table 4.5-5
Estimated Bus Transit Person-Trips
Weekday and Weekend Conditions

Origin/Destination Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Weekday Conditions Daily A.M. P.M. Daily A.M. P.M. Daily A.M. P.M.

San Franciscol 5310 440 750 3,620 135 460 2,140 240 325

East Bay 4,290 260 530 3,480 150 450 1,785 190 260

Total 9,600 700 1,280 7,100 285 910 3,925 430 585

Weekend Conditions Daily Midday Daily Midday Daily Midday

San Franciscol 4,760 670 3,960 455 2,255 300

East Bay 4,000 440 4,210 420 2,395 210

Total 8,760 1,110 8,170 875 4,650 510

i Transit trips from the South Bay and North Bay included with San Francisco.
Source: DON 1997d.
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1         2 successive vehicles) throughout the day during the weekday and at 15-minute
2 headways throughout the day during the weekend.

3           •    Monitor NSTI bus transit demand on an annual basis (or at each phase of development)
4            and ensure that planned services are implemented to meet or exceed demand.  If the
5             results of this monitoring program indicate that there is an imbalance between transit
6            service and demand, the planned land use development on NSTI could be limited by
7              San Francisco (which has permit approval authority) until required services are funded
8           and implemented. Limiting land use development at NSTI would ensure that major
9 development would not occur until adequate transit service is provided. Implement a

10 similar monitoring program for ferry demand.

11        •  Implement TDM measures to encourage transit rather than auto use. Such measures
12 include placing limits on parking and tolls (see TDM assumptions described in
13           Appendix F.3-B). Additional TDM measures, such as discounted ferry passes, public
14 relations campaigns, and housing preferences for NSTI employees, are described under
15 the mitigation for increased volumes on the SFOBB/I-80 westbound on-ramp and
16 eastbound off-ramp west of Yerba Buena Island.

17      Implementing all of these measures would reduce this impact to a not significant level.

18 Not Significant Impacts

19 SFOBB/1-80 operations (Factor 1). Access to the SFOBB/I-80 from the East Bay at the toll plaza
20 metering lights and from San Francisco at the approach to the SFOBB would remain
21 constrained. Traffic volumes and operating conditions in 2010 are anticipated to be similar to
22 both fully operational base conditions and future year 2010 background conditions (No Action

234 Alternative) and are therefore considered not significant (Table 4.5-6). Since the SFOBB

2# westbound traffic volumes are controlled by signal lights west of the toll booth, westbound traffic
261    volumes on the bridge structure would not change (the metering lights only allow a sufficient
26   number of vehicles on the bridge to have a free flow operation) regardless of what level of
27 jr development occurs at Treasure Island.

28 Other ramp operations (Factor 11. The vehicle-trips generated by Alternative 1 would increase
29 ramp volumes (Table 4.5-4). Except for the westbound on-ramp (west of Yerba Buena Island)
30 and eastbound off-ramp (west of Yerba Buena Island), all other on- and off-ramps would
31      operate with the ramp demand less than the capacity during the weekday peak hour conditions
32 and would therefore not result in any significant queuing impacts.

33 Delivery/goods movement/loading (Factor 41. A guiding policy of the Draft Reuse Plan is to limit
34 truck service and freight delivery to off-peak hours (generally between 10:00 A.M. and 3:00 P.M.
35 and after 7:00 P.M. on weekdays).  It is estimated that Alternative 1 typically would generate
36    approximately 57 service and freight delivery trips (18 inbound and 39 outbound) during the
37     A.M. peak hour and 39 service and freight delivery trips (24 inbound and 15 outbound) during
38     the P.M. peak hour. Since service and delivery vehicles would occur during the off-peak hours
39   to reduce potential conflicts with peak period SFOBB/I-80 traffic, increases in truck traffic
40      would not result in a significant impact.

41
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Table 4.5-6
SFOBB/I-80 Operations

Existing and Year 2010 Weekday and Weekend Peak Hour Conditions

2010

Background
Existing Conditions (No 2010 2010 2010

Peak Hour/Direction (Operational Base) Action) Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Speed3 LOS# Speed3 LOS4 Speed3 LOS# SpeedP LOS4 Speed3 LOS4

Weekday A.M. peak
hours

Eastboundl                      57             8            57             8                57          8          57             8             57            B

Westbound2                     45             0           23             F                22           F          23             F             23            F
Weekday P.M. peak houi6

Eastboundl                      46             D           46             D                46          D         46             D             46            D

Westbound2                     56             8            18             F                17           F          17             F             17            F
Weekend midday peak
hour7

Eastboundl                     57            8           57            8               56          8         57            8            56           B

Westbounc12                    57            B           57            B               57          B         57            B            57           B
1Eastbound SFOBB/I-80 east of Yerba Buena Island tunnel.
2'Westbound SFOBB/I-80 west of Yerba Buena Island tunnel.

Speed is expressed in miles per hour.

*LOS is based on mainline travel speeds, consistent with San Francisco Congestion Management LOS designations.
5The A.M. peak hour of 8:00 to 9:00 A.M. occurs within the A.M. peakperiod of 6:00 to 9:00 A.M..

6The P.M. peak hour of 5:00 to 6.00 P.M. occurs within the P.M. peak period of 3:00 to 7:00 P.M..

7Ihe midday peak hour of 12:00 to 1:00 P.hi. occurs within the midday peak period of 10:00 A.M. to 1:00 P.M..

Note: Degraded operating conditions on the SFOBB/I-80 in 2010 (without reuse) would be attributable to regional growth. The additional vehicle-trips associated with each
reuse alternative would contribute to increases in queues at the SFOBB toll plaza, congestion and queues in downtown San Francisco, and in the duration of the peak periods.
Source: DON 1997d.
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1     The eastbound off-ramp at the east side of the Yerba Buena Island tunnel has a 12-foot (3.5-rn)
2 height restriction, thereby limiting larger trucks to the off-ramp on the west side of the Yerba
3 Buena Island tunnel. The existing ramp geometry can accommodate any California highway-
4 legal trucks. However, due to the constrained ramp geometries and slower acceleration
5    capabilities of trucks, trucks would take longer to enter the traffic stream than autos. During
6 peak periods, trucks merging with mainline traffic could cause short-term disruptions in traffic
7 flow. Water transportation of goods delivery to NSTI also would be an option. However,
8 unless truck access to NST[ from the SFOBB/I-80 is limited to late night/early morning hours,
9 truckers would likely find ferry access to be inconvenient and expensive. No mitigation is
10   proposed.

11 Construction activities (Factors 1 and 41. Construction impacts are generally short-term in nature.
12 They usually carl be managed through proper phasing, sequencing, and scheduling of the
13 construction activities. However, construction would cause a temporary inconvenience to
14    motorists.  Due to the short-term nature of construction-related impacts, they are usually not
15 considered significant. Construction activities on NSTI would include existing roadway work,
16   buildings, the causeway, dike improvements and other seismic work, utility lines, and piers.
17        For each, the following phases generally would or could be included - demolition, excavation,
18    foundation, and for buildings, construction of building structure, and finishing. Construction
19 vehicles would include trucks removing demolition debris and delivering materials and
20  supplies, as well as construction worker vehicles. The volume of construction vehicles
21    accessing NSTI would vary, depending on the specific construction activity and construction
22      schedules for the various components of the alternatives.

23       Existing ramp geometry would allow all size construction vehicles to enter or exit the SFOBB/I-
24     80 ramps. However, due to the slower acceleration capabilities and larger turning radii, large
25 construction trucks would take longer to enter the SFOBB traffic stream. The additional
26 construction-related traffic would add to traffic at East Bay and San Francisco approaches to the
27    SFOBB and could conflict with SFOBB/I-80 and NSTI traffic; this effect could be reduced by
28 shuttling workers to NSTI from parking areas off of NSTI, such as in San Francisco or the East
29 Bay.

30 Water transportation of demolition and construction materials could avoid transporting
31   materials on the SFOBB/I-80. There are two possible approaches include a roll-on, roll-off
32 vehicular ferry or a barge. No mitigation is proposed.

33 Transit operations -.ferry   and bus service (Factors   2   and   51. This alternative includes   a
34 comprehensive transportation program that relies on passenger ferries and buses to transport
35 most residents and visitors between NSTI, San Francisco, and the East Bay. The ferry plan
36    identified for phase three of the Draft Reuse Plan would adequately serve the ferry trip daily
37   demand of approximately 34,635 person-trips on weekdays (Table 4.5-D and approximately
38 32,120 person-trips on weekends (Table 4.5-8). The Draft Reuse Plan includes two new ferry
39      terminals    (at Candlestick Point   in San Francisco   and at Golden Gate Fields   on   the
401 Berkeley/ Albany border). The new terminals would provide sufficient capacity to
41     accommodate the ferry demand and would include parking for those ferry patrons arriving by
42 auto. Under Alternative 1, a new ferry terminal would be built on the west side of Treasure
43      Island.  Pier 1 would be retrofitted to serve as a ferry landing on the east side of the island.

441
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Table 4.5-7
Estimated Ferry Person-Trips by Mode of Access

Weekday Daily, A.M. and P.M. Peak Hour
FERRY TERMINAL LOCATION ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3

Daily A.M. P.M. Daily A.M. P.M. Dai4/ A.M. P.M.

TRANSrr/PEI)ESIRIAN ACCESS TO TERMINAL
Downtown San Francisco/
Ferry Building

Transit 5,615 535 905 3,955 135 535 3390 440 595

Pedestrian 6,940 170 635 7,785             95 955 2,545 115 255

Marin County 550        20         60       550        10         70       165        10         20

Candlestick Point 1,450             80 180 1,345        30        170          0         0          0

Jack London Square/Alameda/ 3,020             70 285 3,495            30 435 685        25         70
Golden Gate Fields

Total 17,575 875 2,065 17130 300 2,165 6,735 590 940

VEHICULAR ACCESS TO TERMINAL

Downtown San Francisco/ 1,395            80 170 1,305             25 165 655        60         95

Ferry Building
Marin County 450        15         50       450        10         60       135        10         15

Candlestick Point 6,150 350 765 5,665 125 715                0               0                  0

Jack London Square/Alameda/ 9,065 210 850 10,490            95 1,305 2,055             75             210

Golden Gate Fields
Total 17,060 655 1,835 17,910 255 2,245 2,845 145 320

TOTAL FERRY PERSON-TRIPS

Downtown San Francisco/ 13,950 785 1,710 13,045 255 1,655 6,540 615 945

Ferry Building
Marin County 1,000            35 110 1,000             20 130 300        20         35

Candlestick Point 7,600 430 945 7,010 155 885                0               0                  0

Jack London Square/Alameda/ 12,085 280 1,135 13,985 125 1,740 2,740 100 280
Golden Gate Fields

Total 34,635 1,530 3,900 35,040 555 4,410 9,580 735 1,260
Source: DON 1997d.
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Table 4.5-8
Estimated Ferry Person-trips by Mode of Access

Weekend Daily and Midday Peak Hour

FERRY TERMINAL LOCATION ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3

Daily Midday Daily Midday Daily Midday
TRANSIT/ PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO TERMINAL

Downtown San Francisco/Ferry Building
Transit 4,070 770 3,795 475 2,550 465

Pedestrian 7,140 505 8,505 955 155           15

Marin County 525                45               525                65 3,375 225

Candlestick Point 1,285 145 1,395 160             0             0

Jack London Square/Alameda/Golden 3,000 215 3,580 425 730           55
Gate Fields

Total 16,020 1,680 17,800 2,080 6,810 760

VEHICULAR AcCESS TO TERMINAL
Downtown San Francisco/Ferry Building 1,245 140 1,365 160 645            75

Marin County 430           35           430           50           125           10

Candlestick Point 5,430 620 5,835 675             0             0

Jack London Square/Alameda/Golden 8,995 640 10,740 1,270 2,195 160
Gate Fields

Total 16,100 1,435 18,370 2,155 2,965 245

TOTAL FERRY PERSON-TRIPS

Downtown San Francisco/Ferry Building 12,455 1,415 13,665 1,590 6,470 765

Marin County 955           80 955 115 280           25

Candlestick Point 6,715 765 7,230 835             0            0

Jack London Square/Alameda/Golden 11,995 855 14,320 1,695 2,925 215
Gate Fields

Total 32,120 3,115 36,170 4,235 9,675 1,005
Source: DON 1997d.
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1 Ferry service also would be provided between NSTI and the Ferry Building in San Francisco
2    and between NSTI and Jack London Square area in Oakland. The ferry terminal at the Ferry
3    Building in downtown San Francisco does not provide dedicated parking for ferry patrons.
4 Under Alternative 1, a daily demand of approximately 540 spaces is estimated (Table 4.5-9).
5 This demand represents daily pick-up/drop-off activities in front  of the Ferry Building;  it
6      translates into about two to three on-street pick-up and drop-off spaces. Although a substantial
7     supply of parking is available within half a mile (0.8 km) of the Ferry Building (approximately
8 16,500 off-street spaces on weekdays and approximately 11,500 spaces on weekends within a 7-
9 block radius), these spaces are generally occupied during the weekday. NSIT visitors who

10 would drive to the Ferry Building may not find readily available parking in the vicinity or may

  1::12 Francisco, with its "Transit First" policy, parking shortfalls are not considered significant
not be willing to pay the cost of parking in downtown San Francisco. However, in San

13 impacts because ferry patrons could park farther away or could switch travel modes.  In
14 practice, existing ferry patrons regularly use public transit from their homes or places of
15      business to access the ferry terminal because parking in San Francisco is scarce and often costly.
16      No mitigation is proposed.

  17 The Jack London Square area in Oakland has approximately 1,110 parking spaces, the Alameda
18 Main Street terminal has approximately 250 parking spaces, and Golden Gate Fields has
19   approximately 5,000 parking spaces (the existing racetrack operates 110 days a year, and
20     parking lots are not completely filled during typical events). If sufficient parking could not be
21     provided at the Jack London Square or Alameda Main Street terminals, the terminal at Golden
22 Gate Fields would need to serve a greater portion of the East Bay demand. Ferry riders driving
23     to the ferry terminals would add to cumulative traffic volumes and congestion in the vicinity of
24      these East Bay terminals (see Chapter 5, Cumulative Projects and Impacts).

25 The number of transit-trips on bus lines connecting with the ferry terminals would increase.
26 Public transit access to the Ferry Building is via MUNI, Golden Gate Transit San Mateo County
27 Transit District (SamTrans), BART, and California Train (Caltrain). During the peak periods,
28 the greatest number of additional transit riders destined to the San Francisco Ferry Building
29   would be during the weekday P.M. peak-hour condition, when approximately 905 new trips
30   would be made (Table 4.5-D. Transit access to Candlestick Point would be via MUNI and
31 shuttle buses, with a shuttle between the transit stations and ferry terminals. The weekday P.M.
32 peak-hour trips would be approximately 180 transit-trips to the ferry at Candlestick Point.
33   Access to Jack London Square/Alameda and Golden Gate Fields would be via AC Transit
34 (BART access with an AC Transit connection is also possible to the Jack London Square
35      terminal), with a total of approximately 285 weekday P.M. trips destined to and from both these

 
37 spread over a number of lines and would include inbound and outbound trips.
36    terminals. In general, the additional transit demand destined to the ferry terminals would be

38    Approximately 700 bus transit-trips during the weekday A.M. peak, approximately 1,280 trips
39   during the weekday P.M. peak, and about 1,110 trips during the weekend midday peak are
40    estimated for this alternative (Table 4.5-5). Headways (the wait time between two scheduled
41      bus runs) of 10 minutes would be required throughout the day for weekday service to both San
42    Francisco and the East Bay, and 15-minute headways would be required throughout the day
43      during the weekends.

I „
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Table 4.5-9
Estimated Parking Demand at Ferry Terminals

Weekday and Weekend Conditions

Ferry Terminal Location Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

WEEKDAY CONDITIONS (DAILY)

Downtown SF/Ferry Buildingl 540 345 340

Marin County 190 165                              75

Candlestick Point2 2,640 1,745                                                      0

Jack London 1,835 1,950 510

Sq./Alameda/Albany/ Berkeley 3,4
Total 5,205 4,205 925

WEEKEND CONDITIONS (DAILY)

Downtown SF/Ferry Buildingl 365 315 230

Marin County 160 140                               65

Candlestick Point 2 1,815 1,550                                                      0

Jack London Sq./ 1,715 1,940 475

Alameda/Albany/ Berkeley3,4

Total 4,055 3,945 770

1 This demand represents needs for pick-up/drop-off activities in front of the Ferry Building.  In the San Francisco downtown (bounded by Bryant Street, Second/Sansome,
and Broadway) there is a supply of approximately 16,500 off-street parking spaces during the weekday and 11,500 off-street spaces during the weekend.  Most of these
spaces are occupied by workers and visitors to the area.

2 Candlestick Point currently has approximately 18,000 parking spaces in paved and dirt lots that could be used throughout the week. During twelve days during football
games, these parking spaces would not be available for ferry parking.

3   The Jack London Square area has approximately 1,110 parking spaces, and the Alameda Main Street terminal has approximately 250 spaces.

4    Golden Gate Fields  on the Albany/ Berkeley border has approximately 5,000 parking spaces. The existing horsetrack operates  110  days  per year. The parking  lots  are not
completely filled during typical event operations.

Source: DON 1997d.
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1     A condition of the Draft Reuse Plan is that transit service would be provided to accommodate
2  the demand; therefore, transit requirements would not result in a significant impact.
3     Traditionally MUNI has provided services to areas where warranted. Increasing frequency on
4    MUNI line 108, which serves Treasure Island, would require additional funding.  MUNI has
5 been subject to increasingly severe funding constraints and thus has limited ability to expand.
6 Without additional funding to pay for further needed service expansion, service may need to be
7 reduced elsewhere in San Francisco or additional funding sources found.  The City and County8  of San Francisco Transportation Commission holds regular public hearings on service
9     modifications.  MUNI also prepares short-range transit plans to assess the need for changes in

10 service deployment. Mitigation for transit operations to the East Bay would ensure that major

/ 11 development would not occur until adequate transit service is provided.

12      Intersection LOS (Factors 1 and 31. Tables 4.5-10 and 4.5-11 present the results of the intersection
13     level of service analysis at the five study intersections within Treasure Island for weekday and
14 weekend conditions, respectively. Under Alternative 1, all five study intersections, except
15    Avenue of Palms/California Street would operate at LOS A and B during the weekday A.M.
16    and P.M. peak and weekend midday peak hours. Traffic analysis intersections are shown in
17   Figure 4-5. The intersection of Avenue of Palms/California Street would operate at LOS D
18   during the weekday P.M. peak and weekend midday peak hours; LOS D and better are
19 considered acceptable service levels. All intersections would operate as unsignalized
20 intersections.

21 The intersection of Avenue of Palms/California Street serves as the gateway to Treasure Island;
22 therefore, heavy pedestrian traffic is anticipated at this location. However, projected traffic
23     volumes are not at levels to warrant a traffic signal. This alternative would include sidewalks,
24    crosswalks, and a system of pedestrian and bicycle paths, lanes, and routes. These facilities
25 would allow for convenient and safe travel among the various uses and travel modes on NSTI.
26    A shuttle service, operating between Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island, would further
27 facilitate internal trips. No mitigation is required.

28 Parking (Factor 51. Table 4.5-12 presents the parking demand calculations for NSTI.  It is
29    estimated that there would be a daily parking demand of approximately 6,820 spaces during
30 the weekday, including about 2,560 nonresidential spaces and 4,260 residential spaces. During
31 the weekend, the total parking demand would be approximately 6,660 spaces (2,300
32 nonresidential spaces and 4,360 residential spaces). As these estimates show, a substantial
33       portion of the demand would be attributed to the residential component of this alternative.

34   Alternative 1 would include parking facilities to accommodate the vehicular demand, and
35   approximately 2,560 spaces would need to be provided to accommodate the nonresidential
36 demand during the weekday. Residential parking would be provided, and nonresidential
37 parking would be provided in parking lots.

  38 In San Francisco, which has a "Transit First" policy, parking shortfalls are not considered a

39 significant impact. However, an implementing ordinance would limit the parking demand by
40       encouraging use of transit and discouraging use of private autos. No mitigation is proposed.
41
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Table 4.5-10
Intersection Level of Service---Weekday A.M. and P.M. Peak Hours

2010 Conditions

ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3

A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M.

Study Intersection Delayi LOS Delay LOS Delayi LOS Delay LOS Delayi LOS Delay LOS
Avenue of Palms/ 6.2            B            28.9 D 0.7         A         3.4        A        2.8         B          3.8         A

California
Avenue C/California 0.1        A        0.9       A       0.1         A         0.0        A        0.1         A          1.2         A

Street
Avenue C/9th Street 0.2        A         2.4       B       0.2         A         0.1        A        0.3         A          2.5         A

Avenue H/4th Street 0.3        A         0.3       B       0.4         A         0.6        A        0.5         A          0.4         A

Avenue  H/ 9th Street 2.5        A        4.5       A       1.1         A         1.3        A        1.2         A          1.2         A

1 Delay is expressed in seconds per vehicle.
Sourre:  DON  1997(1.

Table 4.5-11
Intersection Level of Service-Weekend Midday Peak Hour

2010 Conditions

ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3

Intersection Delayi LOS Delayi LOS Delayi LOS
Avenue of Palms/California Street 21.9                     D                    3.4                    A                   3.5                    A
Avenue C/California Street 0.1                  A                0.0                A                0.1                A

Avenue  C/ 9th Street 0.2                  A                0.2                A                0.5                A

Avenue H/4th Street 0.0                  A                0.2                 A                0.1                A

Avenue H/9th Street 4.1                  A                1.1                 A                1.1                A

1 Delay is expressed in seconds per vehicle.
Source: DON 1997D.
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Table 4.542
Estimated Parking Demand at NSTI
Weekday and Weekend Conditions

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Origin/Destination

NONRESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL TOTAL NONRESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL TOTAL NONRESIDENITAL RESIDENTIAL TOTAL

Weekday
Conditions

Short-terml 845          0 845 590          0 590 390          0     390

Long-term 1,715 4,260 5,975 1,355 375 1,730 945 1,710 2,655

Total 2,560 4,260 6,820 1,945 375 2,320 1,335 1,710 3,045

Weekend
Conditions

Short-termi 930          0 930 1,045 0 1,045 800          0     800

Long-term 1,370 4,260 5,630 1,025 375 1,400 710 1,710 2,420

Total 2,300 4,260 6,560 2,070 375 2,445 1,510 1,710 3,220

1 Residential assumes that no short-term parking would be required.
Source: DON 1997d.



4.5 Transportation

1 Emergency access (Factor 61. A guiding policy of the Draft Reuse Plan is to prepare an
2 emergency response plan for all reuse alternatives to identify critical facilities, roles and
3     responsibilities, and procedures during emergencies.  Also, in accordance with the Draft Reuse
4  Plan, an updated emergency response plan (including alternative emergency evacuation
5 scenarios) would be required prior to approving new development. Alternative 1 includes fire
6  stations and medical facilities at NSTI that would handle day-to-day emergencies and
7    participate in larger emergency responses. If emergency evacuation from NSTI could not be
8  made via the SFOBB/I-80, emergency access would be possible by ferry or helicopter.
9      Implementing this plan would assure that there are no significant impacts impeding emergency

10      access to NSTI. No mitigation is proposed.

11 4.5.2 Alternative 2

12 Traffic generated on NSTI by Alternative 2 would be 6,140 weekday ADT compared to 10,525
13   weekday ADT under Alternative 1 (Table 4.5-1). Under Alternative 2, approximately 385
14 vehicle-trips would be generated during the weekday A.M. peak hour, 775 vehicle-trips during
15    the P.M. peak hour (Table 4.5-2), and 785 vehicle-trips during the weekend midday peak hour
16    (Table 4.5-3). In comparison, there were approximately 442 vehicle-trips during the weekday
17  A.M. peak hour and 475 vehicle-trips during the weekday P.M. peak hour under fully
18     operational base conditions (Table 4.5-1). There would be more trips during the P.M. peak hour
19 and fewer trips during the A.M. peak hour, compared to fully operational base conditions,
20    because the type of reuse land uses (i.e., fewer housing units and jobs and more recreational
21   land use) would generate fewer trips. The number of daily and peak-hour vehicle-trips
22       generated by Alternative 2 would be less than the number generated by Alternative 1.

23        Significant and Mitigable Impact

24 Impact: Increased peak spreading on SFOBB/7-80 (Factor 11. Under Alternative 2, increased traffic
25     onto and off of the SFOBB during the A.M. peak period (6:30 to 9:30) and P.M. peak period (3:30
26    to 6:30) would cause westbound traffic on certain segments of the SFOBB to deteriorate from
27    LOS D to LOS E or LOS F during the last hour of the A.M. peak period (8:30 to 9:30) and to
28     deteriorate from LOS B to LOS E or LOS F during the first hour of the P.M. peak period (3:30 to
29 4:30) (Table F-22). The increase in other connecting regional freeways would likely be less.

30 Mitigation. Monitor traffic volumes to ensure that the transportation goals and objectives
31 established by the Draft Reuse Plan are successfully implemented. Monitoring traffic volumes
32 would inform San Francisco whether traffic onto or off of the SFOBB at each phase of
33     development is resulting in deterioration of traffic conditions on the SFOBB.  If at some point it
34   is determined that traffic from NSTI is constraining the capacity of the SFOBB, either more
35    aggressive TDM and transit improvements must be implemented or additional developments
36    should be delayed until such improvements are implemented. Implementing this mitigation
37 measure would reduce this impact to a not significant level.

38 Impact: Transit operations - bus service to East Bay (Factor 2). Approximately 3,480 weekday daily
39 and approximately 4,210 weekend daily bus transit patrons are estimated between NSTI and
40    the East Bay under Alternative 2 (Table 4.5-5). The impact associated with increased demand
41   for bus service to the East Bay would be similar to that described under Alternative 1 and
42      would be significant and mitigable.
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1 Mitigation. Mitigation measures would be the same as those described for Alternative 1.
2     However, at build-out bus service for Alternative 2 would need to be at 15-minute headways
3      (rather than 10-minute headways for weekdays under Alternative 1) throughout the day during
4   the weekdays and weekends. Implementing these mitigation measures would reduce the
5      impact to a not significant level.

6        Not Significant Impacts

7 Tra ic operations (Factor 11. Similar to Alternative 1, traffic volumes on SFOBB would not have a
8 significant change due to the metering lights at the toll plaza. In addition, there would be no
9 significant traffic impacts at the six on-ramps and off-ramps that serve NSTI and NS'IT internal

10 intersections during both weekday and weekend conditions because estimated demand on
11 these ramps would be less than capacity during these periods (Table 4.5-4), and no intersection
12 would operate at LOS E and F conditions (Tables 4.5-10 and 4.5-11). Under Alternative 2, traffic
13 volumes would be greater than fully operational baseline (1993) traffic volumes and 2010
14 background conditions (No Action Alternative). Under Alternative 2, total ramp volumes for
15 the weekday A.M. peak hour would be 750 vph, the weekday P.M. peak hour would be 1,020

 
16 vph, and the weekend midday peak hour would be 1,055 vph (Table 4.5-4).

17 Delivery/goods movement/loading (Factor 41. The estimated delivery vehicle trips would be less
18 than those identified under Alternative 1; similarly, Alternative 2 would not generate significant
19 delivery vehicle-related impacts.

20 Transit operations - ferry and bus service (Factor 21. Under Alternative 2, a new ferry terminal
21      would be built on the west side of Treasure Island, and Pier 1 would be retrofitted to serve as a
22 ferry landing on the east side of the island. Alternative 2 would generate marginally higher
23 ferry ridership than Alternative 1 on a typical weekday (approximately 1.2 percent), but
24 modestly higher ferry ridership than Alternative 1 on a typical weekend (approximately 13
25   percent) due to the differences in land use mixes. These changes would not increase the
26   impacts on ferry services (Tables 4.5-7 and 4.5-8). Alternative 2 would generate less bus
27      ridership than Alternative 1 (Table 4.5-5); therefore, it would have less impacts than Alternative
28    1.

29 Parking (Factor 51. Parking demand would be approximately 35 percent of Alternative 1;
30       therefore, no significant parking-related impacts would occur.

  31 Construction impacts (Factors 1 and 41. Impacts associated with construction activities would be
32       similar to those identified under Alternative 1. Construction activities would cause
33    inconvenience to motorists, but they can be managed by proper phasing and sequencing to
34      reduce the short-term impacts.

35 Emergency vehicle impacts (Factor 61. Impacts associated with emergency vehicle access would be

 
36 similar to those identified under Alternative 1. Day-to-day emergency needs would  be
37  accommodated by the on-site fire and medical facilities. Major evacuation would be
38       accommodated by the SFOBB or ferry and helicopters.
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1 4.5.3 Alternative 3

2 Traffic generated on NSTI by Alternative 3 would be 5,390 weekday ADT compared to 10,525
3   weekday ADT under Alternative 1 (Table 4.5-1). Alternative 3 would generate about 610
4 vehicle-trips during the weekday A.M. peak hour, 800 vehicle-trips during the weekday P.M.
5      peak hour (Table 4.5-2), and 770 vehicle-trips during the weekend midday peak hour (Table 4.5-
6    3).  In comparison, there were approximately 442 vehicle-trips during the weekday A.M. peak
7     hour and 475 vehicle-trips during the weekday P.M. peak hour under fully operational baseline
8 conditions (Table 4.5-1). In general, this alternative would generate fewer daily and peak hour
9    vehicle-trips than the other reuse alternatives. However, during the weekday A.M. peak hour,

10 the number of vehicle-trips would be greater than Alternative 2, reflecting this alternative's
11 greater number of residential dwelling units.

12       Significant and Mitigable Impact

13 Impact: Increased peak spreading on SFOBB/I-80 (Factor 1). Under Alternative 3, increased traffic
14     onto and off of the SFOBB during the A.M. peak period (6:30 to 9:30) and P.M. peak period (3:30
15    to 6:30) would cause westbound traffic on certain segments of the SFOBB to deteriorate from
16    LOS D to LOS F during the last hour of the A.M. peak period (8:30 to 9:30) and to deteriorate
17     from LOS B to LOS E or LOS F during the first hour of the P.M. peak period (3:30 to 4:30) (Table
18      F-22). The increase in other connecting regional freeways would likely be less.

19 Mitigation. Monitor traffic volumes to ensure that the transportation goals and objectives
20    established by the Draft Reuse Plan are successfully implemented. Monitoring traffic volumes
21 would inform San Francisco whether traffic onto or off of the SFOBB at each phase of
22     development is resulting in deterioration of traffic conditions on the SFOBB.  If at some point it
23   is determined that traffic from NSTI is constraining the capacity of the SFOBB, either more
24    aggressive TDM and transit improvements must be implemented or additional developments
25   should be delayed until such improvements are implemented. Implementing this mitigation
26 measure would reduce this impact to a not significant level.

27 Impact: Transit operations - bus service to East Bay (Factor 21. Approximately 1,785 weekday daily
28 and approximately 2,395 weekend daily bus transit patrons are estimated between NSTI and
29    the East Bay under Alternative 3 (Table 4.5-5). The impact associated with increased demand
30  for bus service to the East Bay would be similar to but less than that described under
31      Alternative 1 and would be significant and mitigable.

32 Mitigation. Mitigation measures would be the same as those described for Alternative 1.
33   However, at build-out, service for Alternative 3 would need to be at 20-minute headways
34  throughout the day during weekdays (rather than 10-minute headways) and 15-minute
35 headways throughout the day during weekends. Implementing these mitigation measures
36 would reduce the impact to a not significant level.

37 Not Significant Impacts

38 Trafic operations (Factor 1). Similar to Alternative 1, traffic volumes on SFOBB as a result of this
39 alternative would not change significantly due to the metering lights at the toll plaza.  In
40 addition, there would be no significant traffic impacts at the six on-ramps and off-ramps that
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1   serve NSTI and NSTI internal intersections during both weekday and weekend conditions
2 because estimated demand on these ramps would be less than capacity during these periods
3     (Table 4.5-4), and no intersection would operate at LOS E and F conditions (Tables 4.5-10 and
4 4.5-11). Under Alternative 3, traffic volumes would be greater than fully operational baseline
5 (1993) traffic volumes and year 2010 background conditions (No Action Alternative). Under
6   Alternative 3, total ramp volumes for the weekday A.M. peak hour would be 975 vph, the
7    weekday P.M. peak hour would be 1,045 vph, and the weekend midday peak hour would be
8     1,040 vph.

9 Deliven//goods movement/loading (Factor 41. The estimated delivery vehicle trips would be less
10 than those identified under Alternative 1; therefore, Alternative 3 would not generate

 
11 significant delivery vehicle-related impacts.

12 Transit operations - ferry and bus service (Factor 2). Under Alternative 3, piers 1 and 12 would be
13     adapted to accommodate ferry service. Alternative 3 would generate substantially lower ferry
14   ridership than Alternative 1 on a typical weekday (approximately 28 percent) and a typical
15 weekend (approximately 30 percent) (Tables 4.5-7 and 4.5-8); therefore, Alternative 3 would not
16 generate significant impacts. Alternative 3 would generate substantially less bus ridership
17      (more than 50 percent lower) than Alternative 1 (Table 4.5-5) and subsequently would have less
18      impact than Alternative 1.

19 Parking (Factor 51. Parking demand under Alternative 3 would be approximately 50 percent of
20      Alternative 1; therefore, there would be no parking-related impacts.

  21 Construction impacts (Factors 1 and 41. Impacts associated with construction activities would be
22      similar to those identified under Alternative 1. Construction activities would cause
23  inconvenience to motorists, but construction can be managed by proper phasing and
24      sequencing to reduce the short-term impacts.

25 Emergency vehicle impacts (Factor 61. Impacts associated with emergency vehicle access would be
26  similar to those identified under Alternative 1. Day-to-day emergency needs would be
27  accommodated by the on-site fire and medical facilities. Major evacuation would be

 
28 accommodated by the SFOBB or ferry and helicopters.

29 4.5.4 No Action Alternative

30    Under this alternative, property available for disposal at NSTI would continue under federal
31    ownership in caretaker status, and existing interim leases would be allowed to expire. There
32   would be minimal use of the property and facilities under this alternative.  The year 2010

 
33 background conditions shown on Table 4.5-4 represent the No Action conditions. A minimal
34      number of trips would be directly generated by this alternative, and these trips would not affect
35 the local or regional transportation system. The SFOBB/I-80 ramps would remain open,

 
36 providing access to the US Coast Guard facilities and occasional sightseers. Traffic conditions
37      under the No Action Alternative on the SFOBB/I-80 are briefly described below.
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4.5 Transportation

1 SFOBB/7-80 Operations

2 Degraded operating conditions on the SFOBB/I-80 in 2010 (without reuse) would be
3    attributable to regional growth from projected development assumed to occur under the No
4 Action Alternative (but not caused by the No Action Alternative); therefore, no impact to traffic
5 would occur under this alternative.

6     During peak periods of operation, traffic demand projected for year 2010 conditions is expected
7      to exceed the current maximum volumes on the SFOBB of approximately 10,500 vph. However,
8 existing metering practices in the westbound direction at the toll plaza would limit the number
9    of vehicles that could access the SFOBB/I-80. Westbound traffic accessing the SFOBB/I-80 is

10     restricted to approximately 10,500 vehicles during the A.M. peak hour and approximately 9,000
11 vehicles during the P.M. peak hour. More vehicles are controlled with toll plaza metering lights
12      during the P.M. peak to prevent congestion and backups caused by traffic entering westbound I-
13   80.

14    As traffic increases, the peak period of delay and congestion would be extended over a longer
15 period.  By 2010, during both the A.M. and P.M. peak hours, the westbound traffic on the
16    SFOBB/I-80 is projected to operate at capacity for more than 3 hours, compared to 2.5 hours
17 under existing conditions (MTC 1991; BCDC 1994).

18      In the eastbound direction, the capacity and congestion in downtown San Francisco segments of
19 I-80 restrict the number of vehicles accessing the SFOBB/I-80 to approximately 9,500 vph
20     during both A.M. and P.M. peaks. This condition is anticipated to continue under the No Action
21   Alternative, as there are no planned improvements on the San Francisco approach of the
22           SFOBB/ I-80.   As  in the westbound direction, an increase in eastbound demand could extend  the
23    duration of the peak period and could exacerbate queuing. The projected increase in traffic
24    congestion on the SFOBB during the weekday A.M. and P.M. peaks is attributable to regional
25      growth, not from trips generated under the No Action Alternative.

26      Weekday A.M. peak. During the A.M. peak period, year 2010 traffic demand on the SFOBB/I-80 is
27   anticipated to increase over 1994 conditions by approximately 6 percent (from 10,535 vph in
28    1994 to 11,135 vph in 2010) in the westbound direction and approximately 14 percent (from
29    8,320 vph in 1994 to 9,470 vph in 2010) in the eastbound direction.  In the morning, the peak
30      direction of travel is westbound into San Francisco.  In this direction, travel speeds would drop
31 (from about 45 mph to 23 mph [72 km/hour to 37 km/hour]) east of the Yerba Buena Island
32       tunnel (from LOS E to LOS F). More aggressive metering at the toll plaza would be required to
33 maintain travel speeds at about 45 mph (72 km/hour). Additional metering would result in
34 longer queues at the toll plaza.  In the eastbound direction, travel speeds would generally
35      remain the same as under existing conditions (57 mph [92 km/hour], LOS B).

36     Weekday P.M. peak. By 2010, overall increases in traffic demand over existing conditions during
37     the P.M. peak period are anticipated to be approximately 13 percent in the westbound direction
38     (8,235 vph in 1994 to 9,310 vph in 2010) and 13 percent in the eastbound direction (8,235 vph in
39     1994 to 9,310 vph in 2010). During the P.M. peak hour, travel speed in the westbound direction
40     would drop east of the Yerba Buena Island tunnel from about 56 mph to 18 mph (90 km/hour
41     to 29 km/hour), and thus operating conditions on the SFOBB/I-80 would drop from LOS B to
42    LOS F. This decrease is due to the extension of the duration of congestion from San Francisco
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1    across the SFOBB/I-80. While this change is significant it would be caused by future traffic
2      conditions in 2010; it would not be generated by the No Action Alternative.

3     As identified for the A.M. peak conditions, more aggressive metering at the toll plaza would be
4    required to maintain operating conditions at 1994 levels. More aggressive metering would
5    result in longer queues at the toll plaza.  In the eastbound (nonpeak) direction, travel speeds
6 generally would remain the same (about 46 mph [74 km/hour]) as existing 1994 levels (LOS D).
7   The existing constraint to traffic accessing the SFOBB/I-80 at the downtown San Francisco
8 approach would continue to restrict traffic accessing the SFOBB/I-80, would extend the peak
9      period, and would exacerbate queuing at SFOBB/I-80 ramps and connecting arterial roads in

10 San Francisco.

  11 Weekend midday. During the weekend midday peak hour, the anticipated growth in traffic

12 volumes would be similar to the weekday A.M. peak hour (approximately 6 percent in the
13 westbound direction and approximately 14 percent in the eastbound direction). Since the
14   SFOBB/I-80 has available capacity on weekends under existing conditions, the increase in
15 traffic volumes during the weekend due to regional growth could be accommodated without
16 substantially affecting traffic operating conditions. Under No Action Alternative conditions,
17 travel speeds on the SFOBB/I-80 would remain similar to 1994 conditions in both eastbound
18 and westbound directions (about 57 mph [92 km/hour], LOS B).

  19 Other ramp operations.  As a result of the closure of NSTI, traffic volume on the ramps connecting
20 the SFOBB/I-80 with Yerba Buena Island has decreased. During both the weekday A.M. and
21      P.M. peak hours, the ramp volumes are anticipated to be approximately a third of the 1993/1994
22  levels and would not have a significant impact on ramp operations. Under No Action
23 Alternative conditions, total traffic entering and exiting NSTI in both the eastbound and
24 westbound directions would decrease from about 675 vph under 1993/1994 conditions to
25     approximately 275 vph during the A.M. peak hour and from approximately 730 vph to 250 vph
26    during the P.M. peak hour. During the weekend midday peak hour, total ramp volumes are
27    estimated to be similar to weekday A.M. conditions (approximately 275 vph). These vehicles
28 would include trips to and from the US Coast Guard Station.

29
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1 4.6 AIR QUALITY

2    Potential air quality impacts resulting from disposal and reuse of NSTI are discussed in this
3 section. Factors considered in determining whether an alternative would have significant air
4 quality impacts included the extent or degree to which its implementation would:

5             1.    Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality attainment plan;

 
6 2.  Exceed an ambient air quality standard or substantially contribute to an existing or

7                  projected air quality violation;

8 3.   Create or contribute to a non-stationary source "hot spot" or

  9 4. Expose sensitive receptors (e.g., children, elderly, or persons with respiratory
10                    conditions) to substantial pollutant concentrations.

  11 Dispersion modeling analyses have been performed and are documented in Appendix F.

/
12 General Conformity

13   On November 30, 1993, EPA published the federal General Conformity Rule (40 C.F.R. §§
51.850-51.860 and 40 C.F.R. Part 93).  The US Navy document ChiefofNaval Operations Interim

15    Guidance on Compliance with the Clean Air Act General Conformity Rule (DON 1994c) provides
16      policies and procedures for conformity evaluations.

 
17 As specified in 40 C.F.R. § 51.853 and 40 C.F.R. § 93.153, certain actions are exempt from general
18 conformity determinations, including the action to dispose of NSIT. This finding is based on the
19 following exemption as stated in 40 C.F.R. § 51.853(c)(2)(xix) and 40 C.F.R. § 93.153(c)(2)(xix):

 
20 "Actions (or portions thereof) associated with transfers of land, facilities, title, and real

--
21 properties through an enforceable contract or lease agreement where the delivery of the deed is

 
23 the land is certified as meeting the requirements of CERCLA, and where the federal agency
22     required to occur promptly after a specific, reasonable condition is met such as promptly after

24    does not retain continuing authority to control emissions associated with the land, facilities,
25    title, or real properties." This is further explained in Volume 58 Number 228 of the Federal

 
26 Register, "Supplementary Information on the Final Rule." Subsection III.J(3)(e) states that

- 27 "Federal land transfers are included in the regulatory list of actions...exempt from the final
28 conformity rules." The Navy's Record of Non-Applicability (RONA) is included in Appendix F.

29 4.6.1 Alternative 1

30     Buildout of Alternative 1 would result in short-term air pollutant emissions from construction
31 activities, long-term emissions from operation of new uses, and potential long-term emissions
32 from hazardous air pollutants.

  33 Not Significant Impacts

34    Construction and demolition (Factors 1 and 21. Clearing and grading of sites and construction,
35    demolition, and remodeling activities within the reuse plan area would generate fugitive dust
36   (PM10) and combustive emissions from equipment and from workers' vehicles. Building

 
37 demolition, site preparation for new building construction, and roadway reconstruction would
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1  be the primary emission-generating activities. Construction-related emissions would be
2      temporary and limited to the construction period.

3     Development is expected to occur in phases (see section 2.4). Each phase would include some
4    demolition and construction activities and would lead to additional employment and housing
5     development.  In this way, construction and demolition activities at NSTI are expected to occur
6   incrementally, and the inconveniences and impacts associated with construction would be
7      spread out in terms of time and location.

8    The impact of combustive emissions from proposed construction sources would be insignificant
9     as construction emissions from land use development projects have been included in the regional

10 air quality attainment plans and they are not expected to delay attainment or maintenance of the
11   03 and CO standards within the SFBAAB (BAAQMD 1996). Therefore, fugitive dust is the
12     pollutant of greatest concern with respect to construction activities. The BAAQMD's approach
13 to CEQA analyses of construction impacts is to emphasize implementation effective and
14 comprehensive fugitive dust control measures rather than on detailed emissions quantification.
15   Implementation of feasible control measures would ensure that emissions from construction
16 activities would produce less than significant impacts to air quality (BAAQMD 1996).

17   Since the proposed reuse construction activities would disturb more then 4 acres of ground,
18   implementation of the following BAAQMD "basic" and "enhanced" PM,0 control measures
19 would ensure that proposed construction would produce less than significant impacts to air
20 quality:

21       •  Minimize the area disturbed by clearing, earthmoving, or excavation activities at all
22                times;

23     • Sufficiently water all areas to be excavated or graded to prevent excessive dust
24            generation;

25            •    Seed and water all unpaved, inactive portions of the construction site to maintain a grass
26                   cover if they are to remain inactive for a long period during building construction;

27       •  Water or treat all unpaved active portions of the construction site with dust control
28 solutions, twice daily, to minimize windblown dust and dust generation by vehicle
29               traffic;
30        • Sweep paved portions of the construction site daily or as necessary to control wind-
31                   blown dust and dust generation by vehicle traffic;

32        • Limit on-site vehicle speeds on unpaved areas on the construction site to 15 mph (24
33                 km/hour) or less;
34          • Sweep streets adjacent to the construction site as necessary to remove accumulated dust
35                and soil;

36      •  Halt all clearing, grading, earthmoving, and excavating activities during periods of
37 sustained strong winds (hourly average wind speeds of 25 mph [40 km/hour] or
38 greater);

39        • Use tarpaulins or other effective covers for piles stored onsite and for haul trucks that
40                 travel on streets; and

4.6-2 Disposal and Reuse of Nava t Station Treasure Island FEIS

June 2003                   



4.6 Air QuaUty

. 1 •     On haul trucks, maintain at least 6 inches (15 centimeters [cm]) of freeboard between the

2                  top of the load and the top of the trailer.

3  Transportation-related air pollutant emissions (Factors 1 and 21. By providing for increased
4    employment and housing, Alternative 1 would result in increased travel, including personal
5 vehicle travel, travel to and from off-site ferry terminals, bus travel, and ferry vessel travel.
6 Travel associated with buildout under Alternative 1 would result in an increase in ozone
7 precursor emissions (reactive organic compounds and nitrogen oxides) and PM10 (direct PM10
8     emissions plus organic compounds and nitrogen oxides, which are precursors of the portion of
9 PM10 formed through chemical reactions). However, the increase in these emissions would not

10      contribute to an exceedance of any ambient air quality standard for ozone or PM10.

  11 The 2000 Clean Air Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area estimates that regional emissions in

12    2006 (the last year for which a projection is available) would be approximately 460 tons (383
13   metric tons) per day for reactive organic compounds and nitrogen oxides and 185 tons (154
14    metric tons) per day for PM10 (BAAQM[) 2000). Compared to operational (baseline) activity
15     levels, the net addition of less than 0.2 tons (0.18 metric tons) per day of either ozone precursor
16   or PMio emissions by 2010 under Alternative 1 (Table 4.6-1) would not cause a measurable
17  change in the location, magnitude, or frequency of high ozone or PM10 concentrations.
18    Consequently, the change in land use and vehicle travel patterns resulting from buildout of
19     Alternative 1 would not lead to additional violations of ambient air quality standards for ozone
20      or PM10. No mitigation is proposed.

21 Potential carbon monoxide hot spots (Factors 1 and 21. Implementation of Alternative 1 would add
22 vehicular trips to the local roadways. Therefore, the potential exists for localized carbon
23   monoxide hot spots. A carbon monoxide hot spot is created when sensitive receptors are
24      exposed to carbon monoxide levels that exceed either federal or state ambient carbon monoxide

 
25 standards. The federal standards for carbon monoxide are an average of 9.0 ppm (parts per
26    million) over an 8-hour period, and an average of 35 ppm over a 1-hour period. The state

 
28 average of 20 ppm over a 1-hour period.
27   standards for carbon monoxide are an average of 9.0 ppm over an 8-hour period, and an

29    Areas on Yerba Buena Island in the vicinity of the SFOBB corridor, which would support the
30     highest peak hour traffic volumes, were chosen for analysis. The CALINE4 dispersion model
31   (Caltrans 1989) was used to estimate the carbon monoxide concentrations from vehicular
32     exhaust at three locations: near Macalla Road at the eastern end of Yerba Buena Island, about
33     300 feet (91 m) east of the eastern SFOBB tunnel opening, and about 160 feet (49 m) west of the
34 western SFOBB tunnel opening. Receptor locations were established at 50, 75, 100, 200, and 300
35     feet (15, 23, 30.5. 61, and 91 In) from the centerline of the SFOBB. Vehicle emission rates were
36   estimated for 2010 conditions using the California Air Resources Board's EMFACZF model
37      (California Air Resources Board 1993). Emission rates produced by the EMFAC7F model were
38       adjusted to account for vehicle idling during peak period traffic periods.

  39 As shown in Table 4.6-2, the CALINE4 model demonstrates that carbon monoxide levels would
40     not be expected to exceed federal or state standards at 50 feet (15 m) from the centerline of the
41 SFOBB. Carbon monoxide concentrations would be less at distances greater than 50 feet (15 In).
42     Because no sensitive receptor would be located closer than 50 feet (15 in) from the center of the
43    SFOBB, no sensitive receptors in this area would be exposed to carbon mono)dde hot spots in

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS 4.6-3

Tune 2003
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1 2010. Therefore, carbon monoxide impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is
2 proposed.

Table 4.6-1
Summary of Transportation-Related Air Pollutant Emissions for the Reuse Alternatives

*age 1 of 2)
ESTIMATED 2010 EMISSIONS

(TONS PER YEAR)Alternative Component Amount
ROG NO* CO SO*

PMM  
NSTI Operational Activity Vehicle Traffic 21,677,000 annual 7.6 14.5 61.0 0.7 22.3

VMT

Mobile Equipment                                                1.6       0.5       6.6        0.01        0.04

Ships 0.2 1.4 0.7 0.5 0.1

Small Craft                                                     17.7     87.1     19.8       12.3         3.0
Totals 27.1 103.4 88.0 13.5 25.4

Alternative 1 Vehicle Traffic 72,800,428 annual 32.8 58.7 316.9 2.4 74.8

VMT

Bus System Travel 1,059,503 annual  4.6 20.4 19.5  0.7  4.0
VMT

To/From Terminals 15,476,203 annual  6.1 8.5 67.9  0.5 15.6
VMT

Ferry Vessel Trips 41,170 annual 1.5 18.4 3.7 7.7 1.0trips                           Totals 45.0 105.9 408.1 11.3 95.5

Alternative 2 Vehicle Traffic 36,413,204 annual 15.0 31.7 138.5 1.2 37.8

VMT

Bus System Travel 852,113 annual  3.7 16.4 15.7  0.6  3.2
VMT

To/From Terminals 14,813,005 Annual 5.8 8.1 65.0 0.5 14.9
VMT

Ferry Vessel Trips 42,800 Annual 1.5 19.1 3.9 8.0 1.1trips                            Totals 26.0 75.3 223.1 10.3 57.0

Alternative 3 Vehicle Traffic 35,725,521 Annual 16.8 29.3 149.6 1.2 36.8

VMT

Bus System Travel 468,023 Annual  2.1 9.0 8.6  0.3  1.8
VMT

To/ From Terminals 2,741,663 Annual  1.1 1.5 12.0  0.1  2.8
VMT

Ferry Vessel Trips 17,520 Annual 0.4 6.7 1.7 2.9 0.4

trips

Totals 20.4 46.6 172.0 4.5 41.7
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4.6 Air Quality

Table 4.64
Summary of Transportation-related Air Pollutant Emissions for the Reuse Alternatives

(page 2 of 2)

NET CHANGE COMPAREDTO THE

Alternative Component (TONS PER YEAR)1

OPERATIONAL AcrnTry SCENARIO

ROG NOx CO SOX PM10

Alternative 1 Total mobile source emissions                                   17.9 2.5 320.1 -2.2 70.0
Alternative 2 Total mobile source emissions -1.1 -28.2 135.1 -3.3 31.6

Alternative 3 Total mobile source emissions -6.7 -56.9 84.0 -9.0 16.3

Notes: 1 All values rounded independently after calculation.
VMT = vehicle miles traveled

ROG = reactive organic compounds NO. = nitrogen oxides

CO = carbon monoxide SO* = sulfur oxides

PM10 - inhalable particulate matter

Annual carbon monoxide emissions from motor vehicle traffic assume 8 months of summer temperature patterns and 4 months of
winter temperature patterns.

SO. emissions for vehicle traffic based on an average emission rate of 0.3 grams/vmt (BAAQMD 1996).

PMio emission estimates for motor vehicle and bus traffic include a resuspended dust component based on the BAAQMD
recommended factor of 0.69 grams per vmt (BAAQMD 1996).

Emissions associated with the NSTI operational activity scenario based on Radian International (1997), with adjustment of motor
vehicle emissions for emission rate changes between 2001 and 2010.

Mobile equipment under the operational activity scenario include forklifts, pile drivers, and mobile generators.

The operational activity scenario assumes 250 work days per year. The reuse alternatives assume 365 work days per year.

Motor vehide and bus traffic emissions for reuse alternatives calculated for 2010 using emission factors from the Ca]ifornia Air
Resources Board's EMFAC7F vehicle emission rate program.

Ferry trip estimates assume average passenger loads of 200 per trip for Alternative 3 and 300 per trip for Alternatives 1 and 2.

Ferry vessel emissions based on data in California Air Resources Board 199la assuming diesel-fueled ferry vessels and an average
run Hme of 15 minutes per trip.

1    The maximum CO impact from project and future traffic in the year 2010 was estimated to
2       occur just north of I-80 near the vicinity of Macalla Road at eastern end of Yerba Buena Island.
3       In the year 2025, traffic volumes/speeds within this portion of I-80 would be about 6 percent
4      greater/less then those considered in the CALINE4 dispersion modeling analysis for year 2010.
5     A comparison of applicable emission factors for years 2010 and 2025 shows that CO emissions
6 would decrease by approximately 69 percent during this time period within this portion of I-80
7      (California Air Resources Board 2002).   As a result the project CO impacts analyzed for year
8 2010 would be greater then those analyzed for year 2025 conditions. Therefore, the current
9 analysis represents a worst-case analysis compared to conditions beyond year 2010.

10 Potential toxic air emissions (Factors 3 and 41.  Some land uses that may be developed in
11      Alternative 1 may generate air contaminants (other than the criteria pollutants discussed above)
12    that have the potential to harm human health and the environment. Toxic air contaminants
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4.6 Air Quality

1

2

Table 4.6-2
Summary of Dispersion Modeling Results For Yerba Buena Island

(page 1 of 2)

Modeled Peak 1-hour Total Estimated 8-hour CO Value (ppm)
Location and Distance Hour CO Background CO    Peak Hour By Reuse Alternative
From the Centerline Value Value CO Value

of the SFOBB (ppm) Ppm) (ppm) ALTERNATIVE 1   ALTERNATIVE 2  ALTERNATIVE 3

NEAR MACALLA ROAD AT EASTERN END OF YERBA BUENA IsLAND

50 ft N of I-80                          5.0                     1.0                        6.0                  5.1                    5.0                   4.8

75 ft N of I-80 3.4 1.0 4.4 3.7 3.7 3.5

100 ft N  of I-80                                        3.0                                    1.0                                        4.0                              3.4                                 3.3                                 3.2

200 ft N of I-80 2.0 1.0 3.0 2.6 2.5 2.4

300 ft N of I-80                      1.6                   1.0                      2.6                2.2                  2.2                  2.1

50 ft S of I-80 2.5 1.0 3.5 3.0 2.9 2.8

75 ft S of I-80 2.1 1.0 3.1 2.6 2.6 2.5

100 ft S of I-80                       1.8                   1.0                      2.8                2.4                  2.3                  2.2

200 ft S of I-80 1.5 1.0 2.5 2.1 2.1 2.0

300 ft S of I-80                         1.3                     1.0                        2.3                  2.0                    1.9                   1.8

ABOUT 300 FEET EAST OF EASTERN TUNNEL OPENING, YERBA BUENA ISLAND

50 ft N of I-80                          4.3                     1.0                        5.3                  4.5                    4.4                   4.2

75 ft N of I-80                        3.4                   1.0                      4.4                3.7                  3.7                  3.5

100 ft N of I-80 2.8 1.0 3.8 3.2 3.2 3.0

200 ft N of I-80 1.9 1.0 2.9 2.5 2.4 2.3

300 ft N of I-80 1.8 1.0 2.8 2.4 2.3 2.2

50 ft S of I-80                           3.6                     1.0                        4.6                  3.9                    3.8                    3.7

75 ft S of I-80                           2.7                     1.0                        3.7                  3.1                    3.1                    3.0

100 ft S of I-80 2.2 1.0 3.2 2.7 2.7 2.6

200 ft S of I-80                            1.5                        1.0                          2.5                    2.1                      2.1                      2.0

4.6-6 Disposal and Reuse OfNava/ Station Treasure Island FEIS

June 2003                  



4.6 Air QuaUty

Table 4.6-2
Summary of Dispersion Modeling Results For Yerba Buena Island

(page 2 of 2)

Modeled Peak 1-hour Total Estimated 8-hour CO Value (ppm)
Location and Distance Hour CO Background CO    Peak Hour By Reuse Alternative
From the Centerline Value Value CO Value

of the SFOBB (Ppm) Ppm) (Ppm) ALTERNATIVE 1    ALTERNATIVE 2  ALTERNATIVE 3

300 ft S of I-80 1.2 1.0 2.2 1.9 1.8 1.8

                                                                                                      ABOUT 160 FEEr WES'r OF WESIERN TUNNEL OPENING, YERBA BuENA ISLAND

50 ft N of I.80                                 4.1                      1.0                       5.1                  4.3                          4.2                        4.1

75 ft N of I-80 3.1 1.0 4.1 3.5 3.4 3.3

100 ft N of I-80                               2.6                     1.0                       3.6                  3.1                          3.0                        2.9

200 ft N of I-80 1.9 1.0 2.9 2.5 2.4 2.3

300 ft N of I-80                               1.6                     1.0                       2.6                 2.2                          2.2                        2.1

50 ft S of I-80                                  3.5                     1.0                       4.5                  3.8                          3.7                        3.6

75 ft S of I-80 2.6 1.0 3.6 3.1 3.0 2.9

100 ft S of I-80                                2.2                     1.0                       3.2                 2.7                          2.7                        2.6

200 ft S of I-80 1.5 1.0 2.5 2.1 2.1 2.0

300 ft S of I-80                                1.0                     1.0                       2.0                  1.7                          1.7                        1.6

Notes: CO = carbon monoxide.
ppm = parts per million by volume.

Modeling analyses were performed with the CALINE4 dispersion model, assuming poor dispersion conditions
(1 meter per second wind speeds, mild inversion conditions [aass E stability], a 50-meter midng height limit, and a horizontal
wind fluctuation parameter of 10 degrees. Wind directions were varied in 10-degree increments. This table presents only the
highest modeled CO concentration for each receptor location.

Emission rates were calculated for 2010 using the EMFACZF vehicle emission rate program, with additional idling emissions
added to account for peak period congestion conditions.

Due to SFOBB capacity limitations, peak hour traffic volumes are nearly identical for each alternative, resulting in identical peak
1-hour CO levels. Background CO values represent contributions from unmodeled sources (minor roadways, parldng facilities,

:      
ek).

Potential 8-hour CO values are estimated by applying a persistence (extrapolation) factor to the total peak hour CO value.  The
duration of near capacity traffic flows varies among reuse alternatives, resulting in somewhat larger persistence factors for higher
intensity reuse alternatives.

Persistence factors assumed for this analysis are:  78% for the No Action Alternative, 85% for Alternative 1,83% for Alternative 2,
and 80% for Alternative 3.

The federal 1-hour CO standard is 35 ppm. The state 1-hour CO standard is 20 ppm. The federal and state 8-hour CO standards
are 9 ppm.
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1 (TACs) could be generated from stationary sources. Although no industrial land use is
2     proposed on NSTI, certain retail establishments could be potential sources of TACs. However,
3    the actual amount of these air contaminants cannot be quantified due to a lack of information
4 about specific business uses that may be located in the reuse plan area.

5      The BAAQMD limits emissions of and public exposure to TACs through a number of programs.
6     TAC emissions from new and modified stationary sources are limited through an air toxics new
7 source review program, which implements the district's Risk Management Policy via the
8 district's permitting process for stationary sources. These analyses help to establish buffer
9 zones around proposed new uses, preventing the exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs.

10     Evaluation of potential impacts attributable to TAC emissions from stationary sources would be
11 speculative because no specific types or sizes of stationary sources have been proposed.
12  Therefore, at this time, there is not sufficient information to evaluate the significance of
13 stationary source emissions from future individual projects. Future air permit review (for both
14   construction and operation) required by the BAAQMD would determine the significance of
15 these potential impacts and could require new stationary sources to adopt specific mitigations
16     as a condition for new permits.

17   In addition to stationary sources, vehicle trips generated under Alternative 1 would cause
18 motor vehicle exhaust and evaporative emissions, known mobile sources of TACs. Exposure of
19 TAC emissions from mobile sources would be roughly proportional to traffic volumes on the
20 area roadway network. The further away from high-volume traffic arteries, the lower the
21     exposure to all mobile source emissions. Reuse of NSTI would not result in traffic volumes on
22 the local roadway network that would be unusually high in comparison to traffic volumes on
23 comparable types of roadways elsewhere in the urbanized portions of the Bay Area.
24     Furthermore, the BAAQMD's Impact Assessment Guidelines (BAAQMD 1996) do not include a
25  requirement for including mobile sources of TACs when evaluating impacts. Therefore,
26     exposure to TAC emissions from mobile sources is considered not significant. No mitigation is
27 proposed.

28 4.6.2 Alternative 2

29 Not Significant Impacts

30    Construction and demolition (Factors 1 and 21. Construction emissions from the development of
31   Alternative 2 would be less than but similar in nature to those that would result from the
32       development of Alternative 1. These activities would occur incrementally  over an extended
33 build-out period, making it impossible to estimate specific numbers for any particular year.
34     Construction-generated dust would be reduced to a less than significant level by implementing
35 dust control measures as required by the BAAQMD. No mitigation is proposed.

36    Transportation-related air pollutant emissions (Factors 1 and 21. Development of Alternative 2
37 would generate air pollutants from transportation-related emissions (Table 4.6-1). Under this
38 alternative, reactive organic compound emissions in 2010 (26 tons/year [23.5 metric tons/year])
39 would be a little more than half of those projected under Alternative 1 (45 tons/year [41 metric

40 tons/year]).
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1    The 2000 Clean Air Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area estimates that regional emissions in
2    2006 (the last year for which a projection is available) would be approximately 460 tons (383
3    metric tons) per day for reactive organic compounds and nitrogen oxides and 185 tons (154
4    metric tons) per day for PMio (BAAQMD 2000). Compared to operational (baseline) activity
5     levels, the net decrease of approximately 0.07 tons per day (0.06 metric tons per day) of ozone
6 precursor emissions and the net increase of about 0.08 tons per day (0.07 metric tons per day) of
7 PM10 emissions by 2010 under Alternative 2 would not cause a measurable change in the
8 location, magnitude, or frequency of high ozone or PMio concentrations. Consequently, the
9     change in land use and vehicle travel patterns resulting from buildout of Alternative 2 would

10   not lead to additional violations of ambient air quality standards for ozone or PM10.  No
11      mitigation is proposed.

/ 12 Potential carbon monoxide hot spots (Factors 1 and 21. Traffic associated with Alternative 2 would
13 produce carbon monoxide concentrations that are well within the limits of the federal and state
14 air quality standards (Table 4.6-2). Consequently, this impact is considered not significant.  No
15      mitigation is proposed.

16 Potential toxic air emissions (Factors 3 and 41. Unlike Alternative 1, Alternative 2 does not
17      propose to develop any land uses that are anticipated to be major generators of TAC emissions.
18 However, weekday daily vehicle trips generated under Alternative 2, although fewer than
19 under Alternative 1, would cause motor vehicle exhaust and evaporative emissions, known
20 mobile sources of toxic air contaminants. This potential impact is similar to, but less than, the
21 not significant impact described for Alternative 1. No mitigation is proposed.

22 4.6.3 Alternative 3

23 Not Signihcant Impacts

24     Construction and demolition (Factors 1 and 21. Construction emissions from the development of
25     Alternative 3 would be substantially less than but similar in nature to those that would result
26 for Alternative 1. Lower emissions are expected because several existing buildings would be
27  reused and there would be limited new construction. These activities would occur
28   incrementally over an extended build-out period, making it impossible to estimate specific
29   numbers for any particular year. Construction-generated dust would be reduced to a not
30 significant level by implementing dust control measures as required by the BAAQMD.  No
31       mitigation is proposed.

32    Transportation-related air pollutant emissions (Factors 1 and 21. Development of Alternative 3
33 would generate air pollutants from transportation-related emissions (Table 4.6-1). Under this
34 alternative, ozone precursor and PMio emissions in 2010 would be less than half of those
35 projected under Alternative 1.

36    The 2000 Clean Air Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area estimates that regional emissions in
37    2006 (the last year for which a projection is available) would be approximately 460 tons (383
38    metric tons) per day for reactive organic compounds and nitrogen oxides and 185 tons (154
39    metric tons) per day for PM10 (BAAQMD 2000). Compared to operational (baseline) activity
40    levels, the net decrease of approximately 0.2 tons per day (0.18 metric tons per day) of ozone
41 precursor emissions and the net increase of about 0.04 tons per day (0.04 metric tons per day) of
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1 P /ho emissions by 2010 under Alternative 3 would not cause a measurable change in the
2 location, magnitude, or frequency of high ozone or PM10 concentrations. Consequently, the
3     change in land use and vehicle travel patterns resulting from buildout of Alternative 3 would
4   not lead to additional violations of ambient air quality standards for ozone or PM10.  No
5      mitigation is proposed.

6 Potential carbon monoxide hot spots (Factors 1 and 21. Traffic associated with Alternative 3 would
7 produce carbon monoxide concentrations that are well within the limits of the federal and state
8     air quality standards (Table 4.6-2). Consequently, this impact is considered not significant.  No
9     mitigation is proposed.

10 Potential toxic air emissions (Factors 3 and 41. Similar to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 does not
11      propose to develop any land uses that are anticipated to be major generators of TAC emissions.
12 However, weekday daily vehicle trips generated under Alternative 3, although fewer than
13      under both Alternatives 1 and 2, would cause motor vehicle exhaust and evaporative emissions,
14 known mobile sources of toxic air contaminants. This potential impact is similar to, but less
15      than, the impact described for Alternative 1. No mitigation is proposed.

16 4.6.4 No Action Alternative

17    The No Action Alternative would not result in an increase in air pollutant emissions.  The site
18   would be retained under federal ownership under a caretaker maintenance program.  No
19 operations other than minimal maintenance and security would occur. Existing interim leases
20     would be allowed to expire.  As a result, this alternative would have a beneficial impact on air
21 quality because it would eliminate the majority of existing air pollutant emissions associated
22      with the site and would not generate new emissions.
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1 4.7 NOISE

2 Potential noise impacts from disposal and reuse of NST[ are discussed in this section. Existing
3     and future noise levels along roadways in the reuse plan area were projected using data from
4     the traffic analysis (see section 4.5). Noise impacts were analyzed considering a full build-out
5     condition for each reuse alternative. Technical terms used in this section are defined in section
6      3.7. Noise level calculations are indicated in tables to tenths of a dB; noise levels in the text are
7      rounded to the nearest whole dB.

8 Factors considered in determining whether an alternative would have significant noise impacts
9      included the extent or degree to which its implementation would:

10            1. Expose sensitive receptors to noise above standards or guidelines;

 
11 2.   Permanently and noticeably increase ambient noise in a manner that could affect the use
12 and enjoyment of adjacent areas or facilities;
13            3.   Locate a noise sensitive reuse such that it is negatively affected by existing or projected

 
14 noise levels; or

15 , 4.    Result in temporary noise levels in excess of limits set by San Francisco's Noise

 
16 Ordinance.

17 Residences, schools, libraries, hospitals, and recreational areas generally are considered to be
18 noise sensitive receptors. New development within the reuse plan area would include noise
19 sensitive receptors, such as residences, schools, and recreation areas.

20 4.7.1 Alternative 1

21 Not sig,«ficant Impacts

22 Noise generated by trafic associated with reuse (Factors 1 and 21. Implementation of Alternative 1
23 would result in minor additional vehicular noise from traffic generated by new development.
24 Projected vehicle noise levels along major roadways on Yerba Buena Island are summarized in

 
25 Table 4.7-1 and assume the existing SFOBB configuration.

26   As indicated in Table 4.74, traffic added to the SFOBB by Alternative 1 would not cause a
27 noticeable change in freeway noise levels; compared to future baseline conditions without the
28 project noise levels would increase by less than one-tenth of an A-weighted decibel. Predicted
29 traffic volumes on most Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island roadways would not generate
30 CNEL levels above 60 dB for locations approximately 50 feet (15 m) from the edge of the road
31 because traffic speeds generally would be low (25 mph [40 km/hour]). Even along major collector
32 road segments where traffic speeds would be about 35 mph (56 km/hour) with substantial shuttle
33 bus traffic, CNEL levels generally would be less than 61 dB at a distance of approximately 50 feet
34    (15 m) from the edge of the road. Predicted noise levels do not exceed any adopted land use
35 compatibility thresholds (see Table 3.7-1); therefore, the noise impact from on-site traffic would be

 
36 less than significant and no mitigation is proposed.

37 Ferry service to and from Treasure Island would not be a significant noise source. Boat engines

 
38 and boat horns would be a minor localized noise source. Based on observations at the San
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Table 4-74. Summary of Traffic Noise Modeling 24-hour Results for Yerba Buena Island (page 1 of 2)
MODELED CNEL LEVELS (dBA) FOR WEEKDAY CONDITIONS

Fu ture Baseline
Baseline Change Change Cliange

Location and Distance Existing Without .#om due to due to Change due
From SFOBB Baseline Project Existing    Alternative 1     Project    Alternative 2 Project     Alternative 3    to Project

NEAR MACALLA ROAD AT EASTERN END OF YERBA BUENA ISLAND
100 ft N of I-80 81.1 81.4 +0.3 81.5 +0.1 81.5 +0.1 81.3 -0.1

200 ft N of I-80 75.9 76.2 +0.3 76.3 +0.1 76.3 +0.1 76.1 -0.1

300 ft N of I-80 72.9 73.3 +0.3 73.3 +0.1 73.3 +0.1 73.1 -0.1

500 ft N of I-80 69.1 69.5 +0.3 69.5 +0.1 69.5 +0.1 69.3 -0.1

750 ft N of I-80 66.0 66.3 +0.3 66.4 +0.1 66.4 +0.1 66.2 -0.1

1000 ft N of I-80 63.7 64.1 +0.3 64.1 +0.1 64.1 +0.1 63.9 -0.1

100 ft S of I-80 81.1 81.4 +0.3 81.5 +0.1 81.5 +0.1 81.3 -0.1

200 ft S of I-80 76.3 76.6 +0.3 76.7 +0.1 76.7 +0.1 76.5 -0.1

300 ft S of I-80 73.5 73.9 +0.3 73.9 +0.1 73.9 +0.1 73.7 -0.1

500 ft S of I-80 70.0 70.4 +0.3 70.4 +0.1 70.4 +0.1 70.2 -0.1

750 ft S of I-80 67.1 67.5 +0.3 67.5 +0.1 67.5 +0.1 67.3 -9.1

1,000 ft S of I-80 65.0 65.3 +0.3 65.3 +0.1 65.3 +0.1 65.1 -0.1

ABOUT 300 FEET EAST OF EASTERN TUNNEL OPENING, YERBA BuENA ISLAND
100 ft N of I-80 80.9 81.2 +0.3 81.3 +0.1 81.3 +0.1 81.1 -0.1

200 ft N of I-80 75.8 76.2 +0.3 76.2 +0.1 76.2 +0.1 76.0 -0.1

300 ft N of I-80 72.8 73.2 +0.3 73.2 +0.1 73.2 +0.1 73.0 -0.1

500 ft N of I-80 69.1 69.4 +0.3 69.5 +0.1 69.4 +0.1 69.2 -0.1

750 ft N of I-80 66.0 66.3 +0.3 66.4 +0.1 66.4 +0.1 66.2 -0.1

1,000 ft N of I-80 63.8 64.1 +0.3 64.2 +0.1 64.2 +0.1 64.0 -0.1

100 ft S of I-80 80.9 81.2 +0.3 81.3 +0.1 81.3 +0.1 81.1 -0.1

200 ft S of I-80 75.9 76.2 +0.3 76.2 +0.1 76.2 +0.1 76.0 -0.1

300 ft S of I-80 72.8 73.2 +0.3 73.2 +0.1 73.2 +0.1 73.0 -0.1

500 ft S of I-80 69.1 69.4 +0.3 69.5 +0.1 69.5 +0.1 69.3 -0.1

750 ft S of I-80 66.1 66.4 +0.3 66.5 +0.1 66.5 +0.1 66.3 -0.1

1,000 ft S of I-80 64.0 64.3 +0.3 64.4 +0.1 64.4 +0.1 64.2 -0.1



Table 4.74. Summary of Traffic Noise Modeling 24-hour Results for Yerba Buena Island (Page 2 of 2)
MODELED CNEL LEVELS (dBA) FOR WEEKDAY CONDITIONS

Future Baseline
Baseline Change Change Change

Location and Distance Existing Without hom due to due to Change due
From SFOBB Baseline Project Existing     Alternative 1     Project     Alternative 2      Project      Alternative 3     to Project

ABOUT 160 FEET WEST OF WESTERN TUNNEL OPENING, YERBA BUENA ISLAND
100 ft N of I-80 80.5 80.9 +0.3 81.0 +0.1 81.0 +0.1 80.7 -0.1

200 ft N of I-80 75.1 75.5 +0.3 75.6 +0.1 75.5 +0.1 75.3 -0.1

300 ft N of I-80 72.1 72.4 +0.3 72.5 +0.1 72.4 +0.1 72.2 -0.1

500 ft N of I-80 68.3 68.6 +0.3 68.7 +0.1 68.7 +0.1 68.5 -0.1

750 ft N of I-80 65.5 65.8 +0.3 65.8 +0.1 65.8 +0.1 65.6 -0.1

1,000 ft N of I-80 63.4 63.7 +0.3 63.8 +0.1 63.8 +0.1 63.6 -0.1

100 ft S of I-80 80.6 80.9 +0.3 81.0 +0.1 81.0 +0.1 80.7 -0.1

200 ft S of I-80 75.1 75.5 +0.3 75.5 +0.1 75.5 +0.1 75.3 -0.1

300 ft S of I-80 72.0 72.4 +0.3 72.4 +0.1 72.4 +0.1 72.2 -0.1

500 ft S of I-80 68.3 68.6 +0.3 68.7 +0.1 68.7 +0.1 68.5 -0.1

750 ft S of I-80 65.4 65.8 +0.3 65.8 +0.1 65.8 +0.1 65.6 -0.1

1,000 ft S of I-80 63.4 63.7 +0.3 63.8 +0.1 63.8 +0.1 63.6 -0.1

Notes:    dBA = A-weighted decibels.
CNEL = Community noise equivalent level (a 24-hour weighted average noise level, with evening noise weighted by 5 dBA and nighttime noise weighted by 10 dBA).
Noise modeling performed using a spreadsheet version of the Federal Highway Administration Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA 1978) to model a full 24-hour pattern of traffic volumes. Noise

contdbutions from trucks modeled using Caltr:ins data (Caltrans 1984).
Modeled CNEL values are about 3.3 dBA greater than the maximum 1-hour dBA value.
Upper and lower decks of the SFOBB modeled as separate roadways; tunnel sections were treated as being completely shielded.
Hourly traffic volumes were extrapolated from 1994 patterns, making adjustments to match traffic analysis predictions of peak period volumes, and total daily traffic based on future No Action

volumes plus weekday vehicle traffic added by reuse alternatives.
Modeled vehicle speeds adjusted according to estimated hourly volume/capacity ratios. Truck volumes set as fractions of the hourly total volume. Daily medium truck volume averages about 2%;

daily heavy truck volume averages about 2.4%.
Noise drop-off rate for the lower deck modeled as 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance; noise drop-off rate for the upper deck modeled as 5 dBA per doubling of distance.



4.7 Noise

1 Francisco Ferry Building, boat engine noise is about 70 to 75 dBA at approximately 50 feet (15
2      m) when boats are maneuvering away from the dock during ferry departures (Tetra Tech 2001).
3 Boat engine noise levels are lower while arriving ferry boats dock.  Boat horn noise is about 85
4    dBA at approximately 50 feet (15 m), but this is a brief noise event. The ferry dock area on
5 Treasure Island would not contain noise-sensitive land uses, and these noise conditions would
6       not be a significant impact. No mitigation is proposed.

7     Noise-related land use compatibility on Treasure Island (Factor 31. The proposed themed attraction
8   would be a potential source of locally high noise levels. Potential impacts on nearby noise-
9    sensitive land uses, such as persons engaged in recreational activities, would be avoided by

10   appropriate site design. Reasonable attention to site planning and building design would
11    minimize the potential for noise problems in mixed-use zones. Future noise-sensitive uses on
12 Treasure Island would be developed in accordance with applicable regulations and would have
13 adequate noise protection. For example, the San Francisco Building Code includes standards
14 for noise insulation that would be met by new residential construction. In addition, the San
15 Francisco Noise Ordinance is an enforcement mechanism that would limit noise impacts from
16 construction activities and stationary sources. Existing on-site housing units planned for reuse
17 are separated from proposed uses that would be sources of high noise levels by approximately
18   0.25 mile and, therefore, are not anticipated to experience noise levels greater than 60 dBA.
19 Because predicted noise levels do not exceed any adopted land use compatibility thresholds
20 (see Table 3.7-1), no significant noise-related land use compatibility conflicts are anticipated on
21 Treasure Island. No mitigation is proposed.

22     Noise-related land use compatibility on Yerba Buena Island (Factor 31. Alternative 1 would include
23 noise-sensitive residential and commercial uses on portions of Yerba Buena Island that are
24 currently subject to high levels of noise from existing traffic on the SFOBB. Existing CNEL noise
25   levels of up to 81 dBA were found during computer modeling (see Table 4.7-1). Locations
26 within approximately 800 feet (244 in) of the freeway would be subject to CNEL levels above 65
27 dBA except where intervening topography provides noise shielding. Locations within
28     approximately 500 feet (152 m) of the freeway may be exposed to CNEL levels above 70 dBA.
29 These noise levels could pose land use compatibility problems for residential land uses and
30 some commercial land uses (such as restaurants, hotels, and conference centers) if they are not
31 addressed through building design and construction to minimize indoor noise levels.  It is
32   difficult to mitigate outdoor noise levels for low-density residential development, especially
33 when noise sources are elevated with respect to residential areas. For residential and
34 commercial developments using tall buildings, the building structures can be used to mitigate
35 outdoor noise levels in relatively modest, largely enclosed outdoor spaces. Since precise site
36      design and building design plans are not known, it is speculative to draw conclusions regarding
37 the significance of outdoor noise impacts for locations relatively close to the SFOBB.

38 For development on the northern portion of Yerba Buena Island, the Draft Reuse Plan design
39 guidelines identify methods to reduce bridge noise effects (including arranging proposed
40   buildings to open away from the bridge and designing buildings with a "U" or courtyard
41   shape). In addition, state requirements for building insulation would reduce interior noise
42      levels to acceptable levels. If feasible, existing buildings that would be retained in areas of high
43 ambient noise levels (e.g., historic structures on Yerba Buena Island) could be retrofitted with
44 noise insulation features such as fixed windows and climate controls. These building insulation
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1    requirements and the associated noise reduction benefits apply to all structures regardless of
2 interior noise levels.  Land use compatibility conflicts, therefore, would be not significant and
3      no mitigation is proposed.

4     Construction and demolition noise (Factor 41. Construction, demolition, and pile-driving activities
5     have the potential for causing temporary disturbance to adjacent land uses. Construction and
6 demolition activities would occur intermittently over an extended period; economic conditions
7 would influence the amount duration, and location of construction activities.

8 Noise levels from typical construction and demolition activities are summarized in Table 4.7-2.
9 Most construction and demolition activity would result in CNEL levels above 70 dBA within

10     approximately 200 feet (61 m) of construction sites. Pile-driving equipment generates a highly
11 disturbing impulsive noise; over an 8-hour work day, CNEL increments would exceed 70 dBA
12 for locations within approximately 600 feet (183 m) of pile-driving sites. Most pile-driving
13 activity would occur on Treasure Island. Construction noise would become objectionable when
14 areas close to noise-sensitive land uses are developed. Under Alternative 1, proposed noise-
15     sensitive land uses include new residences, as well as parks, plazas, and other open space and
16 recreational areas.

17 Construction noise impacts would be reduced to acceptable levels by restricting construction
18   activities to normal daytime periods, by providing temporary noise barriers, such as heavy
19 plywood fencing where necessary, and by sequencing development to the extent feasible and
20   practicable, such that noise-sensitive land uses are constructed last. Conditions would be

 
21 imposed through San Francisco's building permit process and would result in controlled and
22 reduced noise emissions.  If pile driving during nighttime hours is required, it would be
23      necessary to obtain a work permit from the San Francisco Director of Public Works, pursuant to
24 San Francisco Noise Ordinance Section 2908. Construction noise, therefore, would not result in
25      a significant impact. No mitigation is proposed.

26 4.7.2 Alternative 2

27      Not Significant Impacts

28 Noise generated by tranic associated with reuse (Factors 1 and 21. Noise levels on NSTI roadways
29      and from ferry service to and from Treasure Island would not be significant as described above

  30 for Alternative 1.

31 Noise levels on Yerba Buena Island are dominated by existing freeway noise from the SFOBB.

 
33 noticeable change in freeway noise levels; compared to future baseline conditions without the
32   Similar to Alternative 1, traffic added to the SFOBB by Alternative 2 would not cause a

34 project noise levels would increase by less than one-tenth of an A-weighted decibel (see Table
35 4.7-1). Consequently, Alternative 2 would not generate significant traffic noise impacts.  No

 
36 mitigation is proposed.

37   Noise-related land use compatibility on Treasure Island (Factor 31. Similar to Alternative 1, the
38 proposed themed attraction would be a potential source of locally high noise levels from traffic,
39    visitors, and rides and attractions, but potential impacts would be avoided by appropriate site
40   design. In addition, noise-sensitive land uses such as residences or schools would not be
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1     developed on Treasure Island. Consequently, no significant noise-related land use conflicts are
2      anticipated on Treasure Island. No mitigation is proposed.

Table 4.7-2. Typical Construction Noise Impacts

Distance CNEL INCREMENTS (dBA) FROM TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION PHASES

from Site Building Site Pile

(feet) Demolition Preparation Excavation Driving

50 85.1 84.7 85.7 92.0
100 79.0 78.6 79.6 85.9

200 72.8 72.5 73.5 79.7

400 66.5 66.2 67.2 73.4

600 62.7 62.3 63.4 69.6

800 59.9 59.6 60.6 66.8

1,000 57.6 57.3 58.4 64.5

1,500 53.3 53.1 54.1 60.2
2,000 50.1 49.9 50.9 56.9

2,500 47.4 47.3 48.3 54.2

3,000 45.1 45.1 46.1 51.8
4,000 41.3 41.3 42.3 47.7

5,280 37.2 37.3 38.3 43.3
7,500 31.5 31.6 32.7 36.8

9,000 28.3 28.4 29.5 32.9

10,560 25.2 25.3 26.5 29.1
Notes: dB = decibel.  Decibel scales are a logarithmic index based on ratios between a measured value and

reference value.
dBA = A-weighted decibels.

CNEL = Community noise equivalent level. Noise calculations incorporate both distance attenuation and
atmospheric absorption effect. Noise estimates assume variable equipment use over a 10-hour work  day
with no nighttime construction activity. Building demolition assumed to be through use o f heavy
equipment rather than explosives. Building demolition assumed to require two bulldozers, one front end
loader, two heavy trucks, and a water truck. Site preparation assumed to require one bulldozer, one
backhoe, one front end loader, tWO heavy trucks, and one water truck. Foundation excavation assumed to
require one power shovel, one front end loader, two heavy trucks, and one water truck. Pile driving
assumed to require one heavy truck, one crane, one forklift, and one pile driver.

Sources: EPA 1971; Gharabegian, et al.  1985; Acoustical Society of America 1978.

3    Noise-related land use compatibility on Yerba Buena Island (Factor 31. Potential noise-related land
4      use compatibility impacts and their remedies on Yerba Buena Island under Alternative 2 would
5     be similar to those described for Alternative 1 and would be not significant. If feasible, existing
6    buildings that would be retained in areas of high ambient noise levels (e.g., historic structures
7   on Yerba Buena Island) could be retrofitted with noise insulation features, such as fixed

8      windows and climate controls. No mitigation is proposed.

9    Construction and demolition noise (Factor 41. Noise impacts from construction, demolition, and
10 pile driving would be similar for Alternative 2 to those discussed for Alternative 1. While the
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1    amount of construction activity would be less than for Alternative 1, the nature and scale of
2 individual construction projects would probably be similar.

3    As indicated in Table 4.7-2, most construction and demolition activity would result in CNEL
4 levels above 70 dBA within approximately 200 feet (61 m) of construction sites. Pile driving
5 would result in CNEL levels above 70 dBA within approximately 600 feet (183 m) of the
6   construction site. Most pile-driving activity would occur on Treasure Island. Construction
7 noise would become objectionable if areas close to noise-sensitive land uses are developed.  For
8  Alternative 2, noise-sensitive land uses include a golf course and other open space and
9 recreational areas. Construction noise impacts would be temporary, limited to the construction

10    period, and minimized by restricting construction activities to daytime periods, by providing
11 temporary noise barriers, by muffling and shielding construction equipment where necessary,
12       and by sequencing development. No mitigation is proposed.

13 4.7.3 Alternative 3

14 Not Signifi cant Impacts

  15 Noise generated bv trafic associated with reuse (Factors 1 and 21. Traffic generated by buildout of

16    Alternative 3 would not cause significant noise impacts on Treasure Island or Yerba Buena

 
17 Island.

18 Noise levels on Yerba Buena Island are dominated by existing freeway noise on the SFOBB.
19 Traffic added to the SFOBB by Alternative 3 would not cause a noticeable change in freeway
20 noise levels; compared to future baseline conditions without the project noise levels would
21 actually decrease by approximately one-tenth of an A-weighted decibel (see Table 4.7-1).
22 Consequently, Alternative 3 would not generate traffic noise impacts and would provide a
23 beneficial impact. No mitigation is proposed.

24     Noise-related land use compatibility on Treasure Island (Factor 31. The proposed themed attraction

 
25 would be a potential source of locally high noise levels, but potential impacts would be avoided
26    by appropriate site design. Reasonable attention to site planning and building design would
27   minimize the potential for noise problems in mixed-use zones; consequently, no significant

 
28 noise-related land use conflicts are anticipated on Treasure Island. No mitigation is proposed.

29    Noise-related land use compatibility on Yerba Buena Island (Factor 31. Potential noise-related land

 
30 use compatibility impacts and their remedies on Yerba Buena Island under Alternative 3 would

-- 31 be similar to those described for Alternative 1 and would not be significant. However, because

33    guidelines to reduce bridge noise effects in new construction and building design would not
32   Alternative 3 calls for extensive reuse of existing buildings, the Draft Reuse Plan design

34    apply. If feasible, existing buildings that would be retained in areas of high ambient noise
35      levels (e.g., historic structures on Yerba Buena Island) could be retrofitted with noise insulation

 
36 features, such as fixed windows and climate controls. No mitigation is proposed.

37    Construction and demolition noise (Factor 41. Although new construction under this alternative
38     would be substantially less than for the other reuse alternatives, the nature and scale of some
39 individual construction projects would be similar to those of the other reuse alternatives.
40 Construction noise would become objectionable if areas close to noise-sensitive land uses were
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1      developed, such as residential and recreation uses. Construction noise impacts generally can be
2     reduced by restricting construction activities to daytime periods, by providing temporary noise
3  barriers, by muffling and shielding equipment, where necessary, and by sequencing
4 development. Noise impacts from construction and demolition activities, therefore, would not
5      be significant. No mitigation is proposed.

6 4.7.4 No Action Alternative

7     Under the No Action Alternative, NST[ would remain in federal government ownership under
8   a caretaker maintenance program, and existing interim leases would be allowed to expire.
9   Minimal use of the property and facilities would occur under this alternative, and no noise-

10 sensitive land uses would be introduced on NSTI.  No new activity would occur on NSTI,
11   resulting in the elimination of traffic noise generated by vehicles traveling to and from the
12    islands.  As a result, the No Action Alternative would have a beneficial impact of reducing
13 traffic noise.

II
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1 4.8 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

2 Biological resources addressed in this section include sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and
3 wetlands. Factors considered in determining whether an alternative would have significant
4   impacts on biological resources included the extent or degree to which its implementation
5 would:

6             1. Damage wetlands or other special aquatic sites afforded protection under the  CWA,

  7 Section 404 (16 U.S.C. §1344) and the § 404(b)(1) guidelines (40 C.F.R. Part 230) or other

8 sensitive habitats;

 
9 2. Adversely affect sensitive species, including those listed or proposed for listing as

10          endangered or threatened under the ESA (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1544), marine mammals
11 afforded protection under the MMPA (16 U.S.C. §§ 1361-1421h), migratory birds
12 afforded protection by the MBTA (16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712) and Executive Order 13186, or
13 other species of concern; and,

14         3.  Degrade or destroy designated critical habitat as defined by the ESA, or Essential Fish

 
15 Habitat (EFH), as defined by the MSA.

16 4.8.1 Alternative 1

/ 17 Under this alternative, the planned actions most affecting biological resources would be
18 dredging, increased boat traffic, and increased human presence. The biological resources of
19    concern are the mudflat/eelgrass habitat shallow water marine habitat and salmonids (and
20 associated critical habitat and EFH). There would be no significant impacts to ESA protected
21 marine mammal, bird or sea turtle species.

22        Significant and Mitigable Impacts

 
23 Impacts to Sensitive Habitats

24 Impact: Mudflat habitat disturbance (Factor 11. Significant impacts to mudflat habitat including
25       eelgrass beds, may occur as a result of increased pedestrian and boating activity around Clipper
26 Cove (Figure 3-14). These impacts are not a direct consequence of the property transfer, but
27 could result from subsequent development. The eelgrass beds are the most sensitive habitats of
28 the designated EFH within the project area. Under Alternative 1, the proposed themed
29 attractions would attract approximately 13,700 daily visitors, which combined with residential
30   development on Treasure Island, would result in increased pedestrian activity in the area
31      adjacent to Clipper Cove.  This is likely to result in more people exploring the mudflats during
32      low tide, which could disturb this sensitive habitat.

33 The enlarged marina under this alternative would add approximately 200 new boat slips and
34       100 new tie-up buoys to the existing 100 slips and would quadruple boat traffic in Clipper Cove.
35 This would increase the potential for mudflat habitat disturbance, especially during low tides

37     invertebrate prey species in shallow water.
36 when recreational boating traffic could erode nearshore sediment which could directly affect

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS 4.8-1

June 2003



4.8 Biological Resources

1    Although the project area is not under BCDC jurisdiction as a Navy facility, conversion to a
2 nonfederal facility would place it within the jurisdiction of this agency. Expanding the marina
3     or constructing a yacht harbor, new docks, or other structures that would cover the surface of
4      the water would Waters of the United States and would require permits from the BCDC and the
5 COE.

6 Mitigation. Construction would require a permit from the COE under Section 404 of the CWA or
7    Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, as well as a permit from the BCDC. In conjunction
8     with the permitting process, the permittee (property recipient or developer) would be required
9   to minimize disturbance to mudflats and eelgrass beds during construction, and, in the long

10     term, to develop and implement a plan to minimize disturbance of these sensitive habitats from
11 recreational activity. Subject to COE and BCDC review and approval, the permittee could be
12   required to post signs along the shore adjacent to the mudflats and at the marina to inform
13    pedestrians and recreational boaters that the mudflats are a protected sensitive area and that
14   trespassing is not permitted. In addition, buoys could be placed in the bay to identify the
15 restricted mudflat area.  A 5-mph (8 kph) zone could be established in Clipper Cove to
16 minimize shoreline and mudflat erosion from high-speed recreational boats in shallow near-
17 shore areas. Placing buoys to mark the channel and establishing a 5-mph (8 kph) zone to
18 regulate impacts from recreational boats would require a US Coast Guard aid to navigation
19 permit. Posting the shoreline with information signs and establishing a 5-mph (8 kph) zone
20 could minimize impacts from recreational boats to sensitive mudflats and eelgrass beds.

21    Complying with these mitigation procedures would eliminate or reduce impacts to less than
22 significant.

23      Impacts to Sensitive Bird Species

24 Impact: Pedestrian and boating impacts on migratory birds (Factors 1 and 21. Increased pedestrian
25 and boating activity around Clipper Cove could have a significant impact on shore- and water-
26 birds (migratory birds protected by the MBTA and Executive Order 13186) by affecting
27    mudflats and eelgrass beds where shorebirds forage. An increase in pedestrian activity near
28   Clipper Cove from new residents and visitors to the themed attractions would be expected
29      result in more people exploring the mudflats during low tide, which could disturb avian species
30 and sensitive habitat zones. In addition, the enlarged marina would quadruple boat traffic in
31     Clipper Cove, increasing the potential for disturbing mudflat habitat and for eroding nearshore
32 sediments, especially during low tides, which could affect invertebrate and fish populations in
33 shallow water. This could affect food resources for migratory birds, and could result in a
34    decrease in foraging success and thus an increase to the birds' energy expenditure. Breeding
35    areas of shorebirds and other resident and migratory species are not likely to be affected. The
36 federally listed western snowy plover is not expected to occur at the project area and therefore
37     would not be affected. Any individual plovers that may be present would be protected by the
38 measures described below.

39    Mitigation. In conjunction with permitting by the BCDC and COE, the property recipient or
40 developer could be required to post signs along the shore adjacent to the mudflats and at the
41 marina, informing pedestrians and boaters that the mudflats are a protected and sensitive area.
42 Placing buoys in the bay, identifying the mudflat area as restricted, and establishing a 5-mph (8
43    kph) zone in Clipper Cove could reduce impacts by decreasing both numbers of people and
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1    boats in the area. Placing buoys and establishing a 5-mph (8 kph) zone would require a US
2 Coast Guard aid to navigation permit.

3 Implementing these mitigation measures would reduce the impacts on identified avian species
4      to a less than significant level.

5  The acquiring entity or entities would be responsible for implementing these mitigation
6 measures, which would reduce the impacts on migratory bird species to less than significant.  It
7   is noted that the regional office of the USFWS, in a letter to the Navy (see Appendix C)
8    recommended that a covenant for the protection of birds protected under the Migratory Bird
9    Treaty Act be included in the deed transferring ownership of the property.  The Navy, in the

10       absence of statutory authority, is without legal authority to impose such restrictions.

11       Impacts to Mudfat and Eelgrass Habitat (EFH)

12 Impact: Pedestrian and boating impacts on EFH (Factor 11. Increased boat and pedestrian activity
13 around Clipper Cove could have an indirect significant impact on EFH by degrading eelgrass
14 vegetated areas and shallow water and mudflat areas. These areas provide important fish
15 spawning, rearing, and foraging habitat. Impacts to EFH from pedestrian and boating activities
16       are the same as those described under the impact to sensitive habitats, described above.

17 Mitigation. Proposed mitigation measures are the same as those discussed under impacts to
18 sensitive habitat above. Complying with these mitigation procedures would eliminate impacts
19 or reduce impacts to less than significant.

20 Not Signi»ant Impacts

 
21 Dredging and construction impacts to mudRat and eelgrass habitat (EFH) (Factor 11.  Due to their

-     22     function as cover and feeding habitat for a number of species, eelgrass vegetated areas on the

 
24 area.  Herring are known to spawn and deposit their eggs in the eelgrass beds of the
23      southeastern side of Clipper Cove are considered the most sensitive aspect of EFH in the project

25 surrounding shallow water. A decrease in the quantity of eelgrass around the islands could

 
27 thereby reducing available forage for harbor seals. Any reduction in eelgrass habitat also
26      result in a decrease in egg deposits and a subsequent decrease in the local population of herring,

28 would affect shorebirds, such as dowitchers and sandpipers, by reducing foraging
29 opportunities.

30 The lower limit of eelgrass growth is determined by the amount of available light and plants at
31 the lower limits of growth areas may not have sufficient carbon reserves to withstand periods of
32 high turbidity (Zimmerman et al. 1991). Turbidity generated by dredging could significantly
33    lower the amount of light available to eelgrass at the lower limits and could make such areas
34     unsuitable as habitat for the species. If daily, monthly, and seasonal light requirements of the
35      species are not met a die-off and reduction in the extent of eelgrass may occur (Zimmerman et
36       al. 1991). Dredging is not proposed in or near eelgrass beds.

37 Some dredging and construction is proposed on the northwestern side of Clipper Cove for
38    expanding and maintaining the marina. This dredging would occur at a significant distance,
39      approximately 1,200 feet from eelgrass beds on the southeastern side of Clipper Cove (Figure 3-
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1   14). Dredging, inserting pilings, or installing the seismic wall on the northwestern side of
2     Clipper Cove is unlikely to affect these eelgrass beds due to the distance between construction
3     areas and eelgrass beds.

4      The property recipient or developer would have to obtain required permits from the COE under
5      section 404 of the CWA and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act.  Also, the ESA and CEQA
6 would require the property recipient or developer to consult and coordinate with the NMFS
7   and CDFG before beginning any activities that may adversely affect sensitive habitats or
8     species. The various permits and conditions resulting from consultations with state and federal
9 resource agencies would address mitigation, avoidance, or minimization of potential adverse

10 impacts. Required permits and consultations also would address impacts associated with
11     disposal of dredge material.

12   Impacts to other sensitive habimts (Factor 1). Impacts to jurisdictional wetlands, open water
13   habitats, and terrestrial habitats would be less than significant because most development
14 would occur on lands previously developed or disturbed and would not affect any lands
15    currently used or occupied by any sensitive species (Figure 3-14). Marsh gumplant, the only
16 plant species of concern known to occur on or near the project area, occurs to the east of the
17 main project area and would not be affected by project activities. Dredging could result in
18 short-term localized impacts to water quality in open water habitats. These activities are
19     unlikely to cause significant impacts to sensitive habitats because of the distance between these
20      habitats and the dredging activities. No mitigation is proposed.

21 Under Alternative 1, the number of boat slips in the proposed marina would quadruple,
22    increasing the risk of accidental oil or gas spills. Section 1321 of the CWA (33 U.S.C.  § 1321)
23     prohibits the discharge of oil or hazardous substances into or upon the navigable waters of the
24   U.S. Very small quantities of oil or gasoline spilled on surface waters can adversely affect
25 sensitive habitat, although in practice it is difficult to prevent the discharge of small quantities
26    of oil from the many possible sources. Two types of discharges are recognized by the EPA:
27 point discharges attributable to a single source, such as from a pipe or a vent, and nonpoint
28 discharges, which include the many small, accidental, and difficult to account for sources of
29 pollutants. Point discharges are prohibited except under an NPDES permit issued by the
30 RWRQB. NPDES permitting requirements cover runoff discharged from point sources and
31 would minimize potential impacts to sensitive habitats.

32   The EPA or the state implementing agencies also require that certain classes of industrial
33  facilities and activities, including marinas, obtain permits to allow them to discharge
34 stormwater, provided that they conduct monitoring and adopt best management practices
35      designed to identify and reduce the potential for nonpoint pollution. Certain shoreline facilities
36 that store oil or hazardous substances are required to prepare and implement spill prevention,
37  control, and countermeasures (SPCC) plans, which address the training and readiness to
38    prevent and respond to spills. Finally, accidental spills must be reported to the appropriate
39 regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over the affected waterbody, such as the US Coast Guard
40     and the RWQCB. The possibility of an accidental spill is unknown, as is the potential intensity,
41 which would depend on the volume released, wind patterns, tides, and other physical features.
42   While the potential for spills cannot be eliminated entirely, existing regulatory requirements
43   minimize the potential for spills to occur, require timely response to accidental spills, and
44     reduce the potential for nonpoint sources to cause significant adverse impacts on surface water
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1      quality.  The US Coast Guard would have a quick response time, given its proximity to the site;
2   any spills would be contained and would have less than significant impacts on biological
3 resources. Therefore, increased boat traffic, including from proposed ferry service, is not
4       expected to result in significant impacts to sensitive species.

5     Impacts to critical habitat (Factor 31. The project area is within designated critical habitat for two
6 fish species, the Sacramento River winter-run chinook salmon and the central California coast
7 coho salmon. Other listed salmonids can occur in the project area. However, the actual project
8     area is constitutes a very small portion of the specified habitat and provides very limited food
9     or other habitat resources for these species. Potential impacts under this alternative would be

10      localized and would not adversely affect critical habitat in the area. No mitigation is proposed.
11     The Navy has initiated and concluded informal consultation with NOAA Fisheries (NMFS) on
12 this project. On August 8, 2002 NOAA Fisheries concurred that the proposed action is not
13       likely to adversely affect listed species or their critical habitats (Appendix CD.

  14 The project area falls within designated critical habitat for the endangered Steller sea lion, but
15 this critical habitat zone covers almost all of the west coast of the US, including Alaska. Because
16 the project area makes up such a small portion of that critical habitat and the species is rarely
17      seen in the bay, impacts from project activities would be less than significant. No mitigation is
18 proposed.

  19 Impacts to sensitive marine mammal species (Factor 21. Increased boating activity from ferry service
20    or from expanding the marina would increase boat traffic and human presence in the project

 
21 vicinity and in the vicinity of the harbor seal haulout areas. Most impacts would come from
22 recreational boats because large vessels would not be found near the haulout area. The level of
23 boat traffic is the single strongest predictor of harbor seal haulout numbers; the more boat
24      traffic, the fewer seals at the haulout site (Lelli and Harris 2001). Wild animals must maintain a
25 balance between intake of nutrients and expenditure of energy to stay healthy. For example,
26    stress can be caused by too little food, or, conversely, too much energy expenditure.  If the
27 harbor seals are overly disturbed while hauled out which is generally a time of rest and
28   recovery, this could increase their energetic expenditure. Although this area is used as a
29 primary haulout site for seals in the bay, they are reasonably adaptable to disturbance from
30     noise and can tolerate some degree of continuous exposure to human-made sounds. Seals can
31 show short-term behavioral reactions to noise (Phillips 1999), especially at low tides or when
32      pups are present (Green 2001). An accurate prediction of the number of boaters in the vicinity
33     of the haulout area is not available; however, the level of potentially disturbing boat activity is
34 not expected to differ substantially from present conditions, in which there are more sailboats
35 than power boats, and in which boats have difficulty accessing the rocky shoreline in the
36      vicinity of the haulout. Additionally, there are signs posted presently warning boaters to keep
37 their distance from the harbor seal haulout site. Impacts to seals at the primary haulout and the
38 secondary haulout west of this site would not be significant.

39 Dredging could have an indirect impact on harbor seals by affecting herring, a preferred harbor
40    seal prey species that is a significant portion of their diet. Dredging also could have a direct
41       impact on harbor seals from noise associated with dredging to establish and maintain minimum
42   depths for the proposed marina and other boating activities. Dredging noise would be
43      comparable to the noise associated with ongoing vessel traffic in the vicinity and would not be
44      expected to increase the level of disturbance to harbor seals. These activities would occur on the
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1     opposite side of the island from the haulout, affect a relatively small area temporarily, and are
2    unlikely to significantly affect the food resources or normal activities of harbor seals, and no
3    mitigation is proposed. . The property recipient or developer would have to obtain required
4     permits from the COE under sections 404 and 401 of the CWA and Section 10 of the Rivers and
5    Harbors Act.  Also, the ESA and CEQA would require the property recipient or developer to
6   consult and coordinate with the NMFS and CDFG before beginning any activities that may
7 adversely affect sensitive habitats or species. The various permits and conditions resulting from
8    consultations with state and federal resource agencies would address mitigation, avoidance, or
9   minimization of potential adverse impacts. Required permits and consultations also would

10 address impacts associated with disposal of dredge material.

11   Impacts to all other marine mammals from dredging or increased boating and pedestrian
12     activity also would be less than significant. Other marine mammals species in the ROI occur on
13    an intermittent to rare basis and therefore are unlikely to be affected by dredging, increased
14      boating or pedestrian activities. No mitigation is proposed.

15   Impacts to benthic organisms (Factor 31. Dredging in Clipper Cove would have a short-term
16 adverse impact on benthic organisms and bottom-dwelling invertebrates found within the
17 shallow water habitat of the cove. This impact would affect local populations and is not
18   expected to affect the overall population of these species within the bay. Impacts to these
19 species would lead to impacts to fish and bird species that prey on them, in that the amount of
20      available prey in this area would be reduced temporarily. There are no sensitive aquatic species
21      within this area, except for eelgrass, described in the previous section. Invertebrates affected by
22     dredging are expected to reestablish themselves in the dredged zone over time. No mitigation
23     is proposed.

24     Impacts to sensitive bird species (Factors 1 and 2). Except for the pedestrian and boating impacts
25     on MBTA-protected shorebirds described previously, there would be no significant impacts to
26   sensitive bird species. Habitat degradation, human presence, and expansion of the marina,
27 including dredging, under this alternative would not have a significant impact on bird species
28 protected under ESA.

29 American peregrine falcons, a federally delisted but state-listed threatened species, forage in the
30      Central Bay and nest on the SFOBB and Golden Gate Bridge. As noted in section 3.8, two pairs
31           nest on SFOBB - one  on the support structure  east of Yerba Buena Island  and  one  on the central
32 support structure between the island and San Francisco. This species may hunt over the water
33     and land portions of the site and is unlikely to be adversely affected by development proposed
34   under this alternative because the habitat of the falcon's common prey species (small birds)
35 would remain similar to existing conditions. The peregrine falcon has adapted to an urban
36    setting that includes SFOBB traffic noise and lights; therefore project-related noise and lighting
37     would not be expected to adversely affect this species. No mitigation is proposed.

38 The California brown pelican and California least tern, federally listed endangered species,
39 occasionally forage for fish in areas off NSTI. The California least tern generally forages in
40 shallow waters and mudflat areas; the California brown pelican generally forages in deeper
41    water on anchovies and sardines, both of which are abundant in the ROI and would not be
42    affected by project activities. Increased boat traffic is likely to be dispersed throughout deep
43 water surrounding NSTI and would not significantly affect foraging habitat or activities for the
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1 California brown pelican. There would be no significant impacts to prey species of these birds
2 from boating or from dredging, as described previously. No mitigation is proposed.

3      The Alameda song sparrow is considered unlikely to be affected due to its low numbers and the
4   lack of preferred habitat (salt marsh with marsh gumplant) in the main project area. This
5 species would most likely not be affected and there would be no significant impacts to their
6 prey species from boating activity or human presence, as described above. No mitigation is
7 proposed.

8 There would be no impacts to the California clapper rail because this species is not found in the
9   project area. There also would be no impacts to the double-crested cormorant because no

 
10 nesting sites are within the project area.

11    Impacts to sensitive Rsh species (Factors 1 and 21. The Central California coast steelhead is the
12     only ESA species that occurs in moderate numbers in the project area. Adults of this steelhead
13    ESU are most likely to be in the area during their migration to South Bay spawning grounds.
14   Juveniles are likely to be found in the proximity of the Central Bay, as they move from
15 upstream habitats to the deeper waters of the bay and eventually the Pacific Ocean.  Fish are
16   sensitive to high noise levels. Juvenile steelhead would be especially sensitive to noise and
17 elevated turbidity from dredging and in-water construction. Operational noise levels are
18     recommended to remain below 150 dB; noise levels above 200 dB are lethal to fish (Woodbury
19 2001). Dredging sounds are not expected to reach these levels, and would be comparable to
20 noise associated with ongoing vessel traffic. Dredging and in-water construction would require
21     permitting from the COE and consultation with the NMFS regarding potential effects on listed
22 fishes. Conditions agreed on in these consultations would be implemented as part of project
23 activities, ensuring that project activities would not adversely affect ESA species such as the
24 Central California coast steelhead.  Navy has initiated and concluded informal consultation
25    with NMFS on this project with the conclusion that the proposal disposal of NSTI would not
26 adversely affect listed species or their critical habitats (Appendix C).

  27 In addition, four salmon ESUs, including the Sacramento River winter-run, fall/late fall-run,

28 and spring-run chinook salmon and the Central Valley steell'lead, may occur in the Central Bay
29      in low numbers (Woodbury 2001). The project area is not along main migration routes used by
30   these ESUs, therefore these species are not likely to be affected by project activities. These
31    species have been observed in the Central Bay (Woodbury 2001; Hieb 2001) but are likely to
32     occur in the area in low numbers due to the distance between the project area and their known
33 migratory route.  Of the low numbers of individuals that occur in the project area, the majority
34 are likely to be juveniles (Woodbury 2001).

  35 Delta smelt are found in the South Bay, although in much smaller numbers in comparison to
36    North Bay populations (Ganssle 1966; Messersmith 1969). Movement of delta smelt and the
37 contiguous nature of these sections of the San Francisco Bay make it likely that individual smelt
38    would be found in the Central Bay. The delta smelt does not spawn in the area and is not
39       expected to be affected by proposed project activities.

40 Longfin smelt migrate from the ocean to the delta to spawn but are known to enter the Central
41 Bay. Longfin smelt are found in their largest numbers in San Francisco Bay during the spring
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1     and summer, when they are juverliles (Messersmith 1969; Aplin 1967). The longfin smelt does
2      not spawn in the area and would not be expected to be affected by proposed project activities.

3 Green sturgeon are anadromous and may be found in low numbers in the Central Bay before or
4 after spawning in the Delta. The green sturgeon does not spawn in the area and would not be
5      expected to be affected by proposed project activities.

6    Fish that are managed under the West Coast Groundfish FMP and the Coastal Pelagics FMP
7 could inhabit the Central Bay. While groundfish, such as the Pacific sand dab, and coastal
8    pelagics, such as the northern anchovy, are found in the project area, they are mobile and can
9    move into other portions of the bay; therefore, their populations would not be expected to be

10      affected by proposed project activities.

11    Impacts to EFH (Factor 3). Dredging, constructing a seismic wall, expanding the marina, and
12 implementing other in-water activities proposed under Alternative 1 would result in not
13 significant impacts to EFH.  All of the bay waters surrounding NSTI are designated as EFH for
14 fish managed under the three  FMPs - the Pacific Groundfish  FMP, the Coastal Pelagics  FMP,
15    and the Pacific Coast Salmon FMP (NMFS 2000).  The most delicate component of the Central
16    Bay EFH is the eelgrass vegetated areas. These areas are sensitive to high turbidity and are an
17 important resource to fish, which use eelgrass for depositing eggs, for foraging, and for seeking
18    shelter. The closest eelgrass vegetated area to potential dredging and in-water activities is on
19 the southeastern side of Clipper Cover.  It is approximately 1,200 feet away from the proposed
20        dredging area in Clipper Cove (Figure 3-14). This distance is great enough to prevent dredging
21 from disturbing eelgrass.

22 The property recipient or developer would have to obtain permits from the COE under Sections
23     404 and 401 of the CWA and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, and from BCDC.  Also,
24     the ESA and CEQA require the property recipient or developer to consult and coordinate with
25   the NMFS and CDFG before beginning any activities that may adversely affect sensitive
26     habitats or species. The various permits and conditions resulting from consultations with state
27 and federal resource agencies would address mitigation, avoidance, or minimization of
28 potential adverse impacts. Required permits and consultations also would address impacts
29     associated with disposing of dredge material and would incorporate measures consistent with
30      the LTMS.

31 4.8.2 Alternative 2

32  Under this alternative, the proposed actions most affecting biological resources would be
33 dredging, expanding the marina, and increasing boat traffic.

34       Significant and Mitigable Impacts

35     Impacts to Sensitive Habitat

36 Impact: Mudflat habitat disturbance (Factor 1). There could be significant impacts to mudflat
37 habitat, including eelgrass beds, because of increased pedestrian and boating activity around
38      Clipper Cove. Eelgrass beds are the most sensitive habitats of the designated EFH in the project
39 area. Treasure Island development under Alternative 2 would attract an estimated 5,000 daily
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1     visitors, or approximately half the increase in pedestrian activity anticipated under Alternative
2      1. As a result the impacts in the area of the themed attraction adjacent to Clipper Cove would
3      be  less  than  half of that under Alternative 1. Unlike Alternative 1, Alternative  2  does  not
4 include extensive residential development.

5      Expanding the marina to between approximately 500 and 675 slips and buoys would result in at
6    least a 500 percent increase in boat traffic in Clipper Cove over existing conditions and a 20
7 percent increase over that proposed under Alternative 1. This increases the potential for
8 recreational boating traffic to disturb the sensitive mudflat habitat including eelgrass beds.
9 Most impacts would come from recreational boats because large vessels other than ferries

10      would not be found in the project area.

11 Mitigation. Mitigation measures related to disturbance of mudflat/eelgrass habitats would be
12     the same as those described for Alternative 1. Implementing these mitigation measures would

 
13 reduce the impact to a less than significant level.

14     Impacts to Sensitive Bird Species

  15 Impact: Pedestrian and boating impacts on wading shorebirds (Factors 1 and 21. As described for
16   Alternative 1, increased pedestrian and boating activity around Clipper Cove could have a
17 significant impact on shorebirds by affecting mudflats and eelgrass beds where shorebirds
18 forage. Habitat degradation, human presence, and an enlarged marina under Alternative 2
19 could result in significant impacts to sensitive bird habitat and species. Although none of the
20 bird species are listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA, they are all protected under
21      the MBTA.

22   Development at Treasure Island under Alternative 2 would attract approximately half the
23     number of daily visitors proposed under Alternative 1.  As a result the impacts in the area of
24 the themed attraction adjacent to Clipper Cove also would be approximately half of those
25 described under Alternative 1. Expanding the marina to between 500 and 675 slips and buoys
26 would result in an approximately 500 percent increase in boat traffic in Clipper Cove over
27 existing conditions and a 20 percent increase over that proposed under Alternative 1.  This
28  increases the potential for increased recreational boating to disturb the sensitive mudflat
29 habitat including eelgrass beds.

30 Mitigation. Mitigation measures for disturbing mudflat habitat would be the same as those
31      described for Alternative 1. Implementing these mitigation measures would reduce the impact
32      to a less than significant level.

 
33 Impacts to Mud#at and Eelgrass Habitat (EFH)

34 Impact: Pedestrian and boating impacts on EFH (Factor 11. Increased pedestrian and boating
35 activity around Clipper Cove and along the perimeter of the islands could have a significant
36    impact on EFH in shallow water and mudflat areas, as described for sensitive habitats under
37        Alternative 1.
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1 Mitigation. Mitigation measures for disturbing EFH would be the same as those described for
2 sensitive habitats under Alternative 1. Implementing these mitigation measures would reduce
3      the impact to a less than significant level.

4     Not Significant Impacts

5 Dredging Impacts to mudflat and eelgrass habitat (Factor 11. Eelgrass vegetated areas on the
6      southeastern side of Clipper Cove are considered the most sensitive aspect of EFH in the project
7   area, due to their function as cover and feeding habitat for a number of species.  As for
8    Alternative 1, impacts to eelgrass and mudflat habitat resulting from dredging would be not
9 significant. Dredging and other activities for maintaining Pier 1 for ferry service are not likely

10 to adversely affect any protected bird species. Dredging and disposal activities would require
11     permitting and related agency coordination in compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water
12     Act, as described in Alternative 1.

13   Impacts to other sensitive habitats (Factor 1). Impacts to jurisdictional wetlands, open water
14     habitats, and terrestrial habitats would be less than significant. Most development would occur
15    on lands previously developed or disturbed and would not affect any lands currently used or
16     occupied by any sensitive species. Marsh gumplant, the only plant species of concern known to
17    occur on or near the project area, occurs to the east of the main project area and would not be
18     affected by project activities.

19 Any dredging would require a Section 404 permit. Placing pilings or expanding docks in
20 aquatic habitat would require a Section 10 permit from the COE. Impacts from these activities
21      would be addressed during the permitting process.

22 Short-term impacts to water quality in open water habitats near dredging areas could occur as a
23      result of dredging but are unlikely to cause significant impacts to sensitive habitats.

24   As described in Alternative 1, it is unlikely that increased boat traffic would affect sensitive
25     habitats, with the exception of eelgrass, discussed above. No mitigation is proposed.

26     Impacts to eelgrass beds from accidental oil releases from boats could have short-term impacts
27     on these habitats. Impacts of and prevention measures for accidental oil releases are discussed
28 under Impacts to Other Sensitive Habitats, Alternative 1.

29    Similar to Alternative 1, any shore-based spills that reach the bay via the stormwater system
30    would be regulated and monitored through the application of best management practices and
31   an SPCC Plan. These measures would reduce this impact to less than significant. Impacts
32    related to dredging to establish and maintain minimum depths for the proposed marina and
33 other boating activities would be the same as those described for Alternative 1 and would be
34      similarly less than significant.

35     Impacts to critical habitat (Factor 31.  As for Alternative 1, the project area overlaps a small area of
36 designated critical habitat for the Sacramento River winter-run chinook salmon and central
37 California coast coho salmon, but the affected area is unlikely to provide important food or
38 habitat resources for these species.  As such, there would be no significant impacts to critical
39 habitat.
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1    The project area falls within designated critical habitat for the endangered Steller sea lion, but
2 this critical habitat zone covers almost all of the west coast of the US, including Alaska. Because
3     the project area makes up such a small portion of that critical habitat and the species is rarely
4     seen in the bay, impacts from project activities would be less than significant. No mitigation is
5 proposed.

6   Impacts to sensitive marine mammal species (Factor 21. Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2
7    would have less than significant impacts on the harbor seals at the basking and haulout area.
8 While expanding the marina to between approximately 500 and 675 slips and buoys would
9 substantially increase in boat traffic in Clipper Cove and would mean a 20 percent increase over

10 that proposed under Alternative 1, this increase would not be expected to affect conditions at
11     the seal haulout sites or the sensitive mudflat habitat (including eelgrass beds), which support
12    harbor seal prey. Dredging and other activities for maintaining Pier 1 for ferry service would
13       also have impacts on seals similar to those discussed for Alternative 1, which would be less than
14    significant and addressed through permit conditions and requirements identified by state and
15 federal resource agencies.

16   Impacts to benthic organisms (Factor 21. Dredging in Clipper Cove to accommodate a yacht
17 harbor would have a short-term adverse impact on benthic organisms and bottom-dwelling
18 invertebrates found within the shallow water habitat of the cove. This impact would be to local
19     populations and is not expected to affect the overall population of these species within the bay.
20   There are no sensitive species within this habitat type except for eelgrass, described in the
21 previous section, and invertebrates affected by dredging are expected to reestablish themselves
22      in the dredged zone over time. No mitigation is proposed.

23   Impacts to sensitive bird species (Factors 1 and 21. Impacts to the American peregrine falcon,
24 California brown pelican, California least tern, and Alameda song sparrow are expected to be
25  similar to, but proportionally less than, those described under Alternative 1. These not
26 significant impacts include those to special status species and prey and avian foraging habitat
27 and would be from dredging, in-water or near-shore construction, and increased vessel traffic.
28      No mitigation is proposed.

29    Impacts to sensitive lish species (Factor 21. Dredging, constructing a seismic wall, expanding the
30     marina, and engaging in other in-water activities proposed under Alternative 2 would result in
31 not significant impacts to sensitive fish species, similar to that described under Alternative 1.

 

32 No mitigation is proposed.

33    Impacts to EFH (Factor 31. Dredging, constructing a seismic wall, expanding the marina, and
34  engaging in other in-water activities proposed under Alternative 2 would result in not
35 significant impacts to EFH, similar to that described under Alternative 1. No mitigation is
36 proposed.

37 4.8.3 Alternative 3

38 Under Alternative 3, many buildings and facilities at NSTI would be reused. Building upgrades
. 39 for seismic safety would be limited to minor rehabilitation to meet life safety requirements
-     40    recommended by FEMA-178 evaluations.  Most new development would be on sites already

41      occupied by buildings or parking lots, or on mostly landscaped areas, and therefore would not
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1 significantly affect natural habitat areas. Dredging would be required to maintain the marina
2   and for constructing a new ferry terminal. The planned actions that would affect biological
3 resources would be increasing boat traffic, constructing a ferry terminal at Pier 12 and a yacht
4      harbor, and humans using sensitive mudflat habitat.

5       Significant and Mitigable Impacts

6      Impacts to Sensitive Habitat

7 Impact: Mudfiat habitat disturbance (Factor 1). Significant impacts to mudflat habitat, including
8 eelgrass beds, may occur as a result of increased pedestrian and boating activity around Clipper
9    Cove.  Due to their function as cover and feeding habitat for a number of species, the eelgrass

10 vegetated areas on the southeastern side of Clipper Cove are considered the most sensitive
11      aspect of EFH. Development at Treasure Island under Alternative 3 would attract an estimated
12 2,740 daily visitors. Although this represents an 80 percent reduction in pedestrian activity
13    compared to Alternative 1, it is still significantly higher than under current conditions. There
14    would be a small increase in boat traffic from visitors to the island. This slightly increases the
15    potential for disturbing the sensitive mudflat habitat, including eelgrass beds, from increased
16 recreational boating.

17 Mitigation. Mitigation measures for disturbing mudflat habitat would be the same as those
18     described for Alternatives 1 and 2. Implementing these mitigation measures would reduce the

19      impacts to a less than significant level.

20     Impacts to Sensitive Bird Species

21 Impact: Pedestrian and boating impacts on shorebirds (Factors 1 and 21. Alternative 3 would result
22     in impacts to protected bird species from human disturbance similar to those under Alternative
23 2, though at a reduced level. Although none of the bird species are listed as endangered or

24 threatened under the ESA, they are all protected under the MBTA. Development at Treasure
25 Island under Alternative 3 would attract an estimated 2,740 daily visitors. Although this
26     represents an 80 percent reduction compared to Alternative 1, it is still significantly higher than
27 under current conditions. There would be a small increase in boat traffic from visitors to the
28  island. This slightly increases the potential for disturbing the sensitive mudflat habitat,
29 including eelgrass beds, which may have an indirect effect on protected birds.

30 Mitigation. Mitigation measures for disturbing shorebirds would be the same as those described
31 for Alternatives 1 and 2. Implementing these mitigation measures would reduce the impact to a
32      less than significant level.

33      Impacts to Mudflat and Eelgrass Habitat (EFH)

34 Impact: Pedestrian and boating impacts on EFH (Factor 1). Increased pedestrian and boat activity
35 around Clipper Cove and along the perimeter of the islands would affect EFH in shallow water
36 and mudflat areas, as described for sensitive habitats under Alternative 1.

37 MiNgation. Mitigation measures for disturbing EFH would be the same as those described for
38 sensitive habitats under Alternatives 1 and 2. Implementing these mitigation measures would
39      reduce the impact to a less than significant level.
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1        Not Significant Impacts

2 Dredging impacts to mudflat and eelgrass habitat (Factor 11. Impacts to eelgrass and mudflat
3 habitat resulting from dredging would be less than significant. Potential adverse effects would
4      be the same as those listed under Alternative 1.

5      Impacts to other sensitive habitats (Factor 11. Impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the
6     US would occur as a result of constructing a yacht harbor in Clipper Cove. Impacts related to
7   dredging to establish and maintain minimum depths for the proposed marina and other
8 boating activities would be the same as those described for Alternative 1. Dredging could result
9    in short-term localized impacts to water quality in open water habitats. These activities are

10     unlikely to cause significant impacts to sensitive habitats because of the distance between these
11   habitats and the dredging activities. Any dredging or construction in these waters would
12   require a Section 404 permit. Placing pilings in aquatic habitat would require a Section 10
13 permit from the COE. Impacts would be less than significant because these activities would be
14 conducted under Section 404 and coordinated with CDFG and NMFS, as described in
15   Alternative 1. Construction in Clipper Cove by a nonfederal agency would constitute fill,

 
16 according to BCDC, and would be regulated by that agency.

17      As described in Alternative 1, it is unlikely that increased boat traffic would cause an impact to
18 sensitive habitats, with the exception of eelgrass, discussed above. No mitigation is proposed.

19      Impacts to eelgrass beds from accidental oil releases from boats could have short-term impacts on
20 these habitats. Impacts of and prevention measures for oil releases are discussed under Impacts to
21 Other Sensitive Habitats, Alternative 1. Similar to Alternative 1, any shore-based spills that reach
22     the bay via the stormwater system would be regulated and monitored through the application of

  24 significant.
23 best management practices and an SPCC Plan. These measures would reduce this impact to not

25     Impacts to critical habitat (Factor 31. The project area overlaps critical habitat for two fish species,
26 but critical habitat would not be significantly affected. The project area constitutes a very small
27   portion of fish species critical habitat. Potential impacts under this alternative would be

 
28 localized and would pose no threat to the viability of critical habitat in the area.

29 The project area fa]ls within designated critical habitat for the endangered Steller sea lion;

 
31 Because the project area makes up such a small portion of that critical habitat and because the
30      however, this critical habitat zone covers almost all of the west coast of the US, including Alaska.

32      species is rarely seen in the bay, impacts from project activities would be less than significant.  No
33       mitigation is proposed.

34     Impacts to sensitive marine mammals (Factor 21. Impacts to MMPA-protected species from habitat
35   degradation and human presence under this alternative would be similar to, but less than,

 
36 impacts from Alternative 1. There would be a small increase in boat traffic from visitors to the
37    island. This slightly increases the potential for disturbing the sensitive seal habitat including
38    haulout and basking sites, from recreational boating. Impacts would be less than significant
39    and no mitigation is proposed. Dredging and other activities for building and maintaining a
40 ferry terminal at Pier 1 would also have impacts on seals similar to those discussed for
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1  Alternative 1, which would be addressed through adherence to permit conditions and
2 requirements identified by state and federal resource agencies.

3   Impacts to benthic organisms (Factor 21. Dredging in Clipper Cove to accommodate a yacht
4 harbor would have a short-term, adverse impact on benthic organisms and bottom-dwelling
5 invertebrates found within the shallow water habitat of the cove. This impact would be to local
6     populations and is not expected to affect the overall population of these species within the bay.
7   There are no sensitive species within this habitat type except for eelgrass, described in the
8 previous section, and invertebrates affected by dredging are expected to reestablish themselves
9     in the dredged zone over time. No mitigation is proposed.

10   Impacts to sensitive bird species (Factors 1 and 2). Impacts to the American peregrine falcon,
11 California brown pelican, California least tern, and Alameda song sparrow are expected to be
12        similar  to, but proportionally less than, those described under Alternative 1. These  less  than
13 significant impacts include impacts to special status species and prey and avian foraging
14 habitat, impacts from dredging and in-water and near-shore construction, and impacts from
15 increased vessel traffic. No mitigation is proposed.

16     Impacts to sensitive  ish species (Factor 21. Dredging, constructing a seismic wall, expanding the
17  marina, and other in-water activities proposed under Alternative 3 would result in not
18 significant impacts to sensitive fish species similar to, but less than, that described for
19      Alternative 1. No mitigation is proposed.

20    Impacts to EFH (Factor 31. Dredging, constructing a seismic wall, expanding the marina, and
21 other in-water activities proposed under Alternative 3 would result in not significant impacts to
22 EFH similar to, but less than, that described for Alternative 1. No mitigation is proposed.

23 4.8.4 No Action Alternative

24      Under the No Action Alternative, property available for disposal at NSTI would continue under
25 federal ownership in an inactive caretaker status, and existing interim leases would be allowed
26    to expire. There would be minimal use of NSTI property and facilities under this alternative.
27 Ongoing activities would include maintenance to minimize deterioration and essential security
28 operations.

29  Maintaining NSTI in caretaker status would result in no impacts to biological resources.
30     Because no reuse would occur, there would be no impacts to sensitive species, sensitive habitat,
31 marine mammal species, or essential fish habitat. No impacts to the mudflat habitat would
32 occur because no new docks or facilities for recreational boats would be constructed.

33

34
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1     4.9      GEOLOGY AND SOILS

2    The primary geotechnical hazards that may affect the reuse plan area, along with engineering
3     techniques that could avoid or reduce the risk from these hazards, are discussed in this section
4   as related to either seismic events or nonseismic events. The effects of earthquake-induced
5       tsunamis are addressed in Section 4.10, Water Resources.

6 Factors considered in determining whether an alternative would have a significant impact on
7       geology and soils included the extent or degree to which its implementation would:

8           1.   Cause soil erosion, sedimentation, or land subsidence;

  9 2. Adversely affect unique geologic or topographic features; or

10       3. Increase exposure of people, structures, or infrastructure to risk of catastrophic loss,
11         injury, or death from rupture of a known earthquake fault strong seismic ground
12                   shaking; or seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction.

13 4.9.1 Alternative 1

14        Significant and Mitigable Impacts

  15 Liquefaction, lateral spreading, and differential settlement (Factor 31. As discussed in Section 3.9,
16 Treasure Island has a high probability of liquefaction and associated lateral spreading and
17 differential settlement in the event of a major earthquake, due to the presence of sand fill below
18 the water table and the underlying shoal sands. Treasure Island is designated a Seismic
19 Hazards Studies Zone (SHSZ) by the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG).
20  During a strong earthquake, liquefaction and differential settlement would likely occur
21 throughout Treasure Island and the causeway and lateral spreading would likely occur within
22     500 feet of the perimeter dike (see Figure 3-19). In addition, approximately 6,700 linear feet of
23    shoreline, in the northwest and southeast portions of the island, is subject to rotational dike
24      failure (see Figure 2-2).

25 Low-lying areas of Yerba Buena Island underlain by heterogeneous artificial fill also are
26 potentially subject to liquefaction, lateral spreading, and differential settlement hazards.  The
27     severity of the damage would vary, depending on the nature of the structure and site-specific

 
28 geologic conditions.

29 The potential for damage to structures and infrastructure due to liquefaction-induced ground
30       failure is considered a potentially significant but mitigable impact. Alterative 1 includes seismic
31 stabilization improvements around the entire perimeter of Treasure Island, including the
32 causeway. Under this alternative, a 50-foot wide band of rows of stone columns would be
33 constructed along the shoreline to create an "improved zone" that is capable of confining and
34 retaining liquefied soil inland of the zone. In addition, 6,700 linear feet of cement columns
35       would be constructed in the areas prone to rotational dike failure (see Figure 2-2).

36 In addition to these proposed seismic stabilization improvements, the following mitigation

37 measures shall be implemented during perimeter stabilization and new construction:
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1 Mitigation. Interior island areas shall be improved to reduce large differential settlement caused
2   by liquefaction, using methods such as stone columns, dynamic compaction, chemical and
3 compaction grouting, dewatering the groundwater below the level of liquefiable soils, and
4      surcharge fill with wick drains (San Francisco 19951)).

5    All sensitive structures (e.g., buildings greater than three stories, buildings intended for public
6 occupancy, structures supporting essential services, and buildings housing schools, medical,
7  police, and fire facilities) shall be supported on pile systems or other specially designed
8 foundations. Smaller structures shall use mat foundations to distribute loads over a larger area
9    and to increase foundation flexibility. Essential utilities shall be fit with flexible connections

10      designed to withstand rupture (San Francisco 19951)).

11 Detailed geotechnical studies shall be completed in accordance with San Francisco requirements
12 for individual development sites to identify which specific engineering techniques should be
13  used to reduce liquefaction, lateral spreading, and differential settlement hazards to an
14 acceptable level of risk. Such geotechnical studies shall incorporate recommendations of a
15 California-licensed engineering geologist into future site preparation, foundation, and building
16 design.

17   Complying with these mitigation measures would eliminate or reduce impacts to less than
18 significant.

19 Not Significant Impacts

20 Non-Seismic Hazards

21 Geotechnical hazards not specifically related to earthquake activity include local settlement,
22 slope instability, and erosion.

23 Local settlement (Factor 11. Settlement is the localized lowering of the ground surface due to a
24      decrease in the volume of the underlying soil. Development under Alternative 1 could result in
25 settlement hazards associated with construction on the on-site fill sediments or the underlying
26    Bay muds as these materials adjust to new loading from heavy buildings, mat foundations, or
27    other new fills and drains. Although most of the potential settlement at existing loadings at
28 Treasure Island has already occurred, gradual area-wide settlement could be accelerated and
29 could continue for many more years, resulting in increased local ponding, increased flooding
30      potential, or water-logged soils.

31 Standard engineering techniques to remove and recompact loose, unconsolidated fill to
32 relatively noncompressible materials would be applied in those areas proposed for
33 development under Alternative 1. Geotechnical evaluations of proposed specific reuse
34 development projects would be required. Engineering techniques to remove and recompact
35 near-surface soils would be used to reduce hazards of local settlement. Because established
36 engineering techniques would be applied, as appropriate, the potential for settlement would be
37     minimized, and this impact would be not significant. No mitigation is proposed.

38 Slope instability (Factor 1).  Due to the steep slopes and landslide deposits around the margin of
39 Yerba Buena Island, development under Alternative 1 could result in increased exposure to
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1 hazards associated with slope instability. However, impacts on development would not be
2 significant because of requirements for construction. San Francisco's standard code
3     requirements for slope design and drainage would apply to new developments. San Francisco
4 would routinely check existing landslides and steep slope areas for slope movements. If slope
5   movement is detected, appropriate repairs would be initiated as soon as possible. Specific
6 requirements would be evaluated on a project-by-project basis. Therefore, this impact would
7       not be significant under Alternative 1. No mitigation is proposed.

8 Erosion (Factor 1). Demolition and construction activities within the reuse plan area could result
9    in increased potential for wind erosion of soils, especially if grading is conducted in dry, but

10 windy, summer weather.  Once an individual site is graded and landscaping vegetation is
 

11 established, the erosion potential of the soils would diminish.

12 Soil erosion from Treasure Island is not expected to be significant due to the relatively level
13   topography of the island. Construction on Yerba Buena Island could result in substantial
14    erosion due to its steep slopes, which in turn could affect slope stability. Temporary erosion
15 control measures would be provided during the construction phases of the project as required
16     by the local grading code and NPDES permits, to minimize these effects. A post-development
17 erosion-control program also would be implemented. This program could include regular
18    inspection and maintenance of drainage control devices, proper irrigation to minimize runoff,
19 and landscaping to reduce wind and water erosion. Implementation of these required
20 measures would ensure that erosion impacts are reduced to a not significant level.  No
21       mitigation is proposed.

22 Ferry wakes also could erode the perimeter dike, but it is in good repair and subject to regular
23   wave and wake action daily from local and international shipping vessels. Therefore, it is

  24 unlikely that ferry wakes would substantially affect the dike.

25 Seismic Hazards

  26 As discussed in Section 3.9, the reuse plan area lies within a region of northern California that is
27 seismically active and is subject to earthquake-related hazards, as discussed below.

 
28 Surface.fault displacement (Factor  31. The reuse plan area is not located within an Alquist-Priolo
29 Earthquake Fault Zone and no active or potentially active fault is known to exist at the ground

  31 potential risk of loss, injury, or death due to surface fault rupture would be minimal. There
30   surface on or immediately adjacent (i.e., within 5 miles [8 km]) to the site. Therefore, the

32  would be no impact from hazards to reuse development associated with surface fault
33 displacement.

34 Seismic shaking (Factor 31. As discussed in Section 3.9, the reuse plan area would be subject to
35 strong seismic ground shaking during major earthquakes. A maximum credible earthquake

 
36 centered on the northern segment of the Hayward Fault (Mercalli scale intensity IX at NSTI,
37 ABAG 1995a) would cause major damage to NSTI structures and utilities. A major earthquake
38 could severely limit or even prevent vehicular access to the site if the SFOBB is damaged,  39 impeding basic and emergency services to the site, even with the proposed dike improvements,
40 causeway reinforcement and the proposed SFOBB east span replacement and west span
41 strengthening.
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1     It is likely that emergency response systems, in San Francisco in particular and in the Bay Area
2     as a whole, would be overloaded in the immediate aftermath of a large earthquake. Because of
3   the large population that probably would be present at NSTI in an earthquake under this
4      alternative, it likely would be necessary for offices, hotels, recreational facilities, and residents to
5     be self-sufficient for several days until basic systems could be restored or until occupants could
6      be evacuated.

7     All new structures in California must be designed and constructed in compliance with seismic
8 safety standards and requirements of the State Uniform Building Code (UBC). San Francisco
9   requires all new development of existing structures to comply with the most current UBC

10    requirements and standards.  The San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (DBI) will
11     use the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program Handbook for the Seismic Evaluation of
12 Existing Building (FEMA-lD to assess seismic hazards in existing buildings; this is the federal
13     standard by which federal buildings are evaluated (San Francisco 1998c). Seismic upgrades of
14 existing structures designated for reuse would be performed to minimize life safety risks from
15     failures in a large earthquake. Structures that cannot feasibly be retrofitted to meet a life safety
16 objective would be demolished. Compliance with these regulations by each individual
17 development within the reuse plan area would reduce impacts related to seismic shaking to the
18 most current safety levels.

19 Several measures and policies to minimize the effects of seismic shaking are included as part of
20 the Draft Reuse Plan. These measures include investigating structural and geotechnical
21  conditions with appropriate upgrades prior to reuse of existing structures, preparing
22  geotechnical site investigations and conducting appropriate structural design for all new
23    development, and preparing emergency response plans. Therefore, the potential risk of loss,
24   injury, or death would be minimal and impacts would not be significant. No mitigation is
25 proposed.

26 Dike .failure (Factor 3). As discussed in mitigation measures provided above, placing stone
27 columns, soil<ement columns, and rock berms around the island perimeter would minimize
28 risks associated with perimeter dike failure from lateral spreading or slumping in an
29      earthquake or from wave action associated with large storms. Still, localized failures may occur
30     because of the thickness of the unconsolidated sediments underlying the dikes.  In the event of
31     a failure, or as a precautionary measure in areas deemed to be less resistant to failure, the rock
32     berm that forms the perimeter dike could be replaced or reinforced with a larger, exterior rock
33 berm. The larger rock berm would buttress the dike and would resist the forces imposed by
34  liquefied soil and fill behind the dike, as well as ground shaking.  The San Francisco

35   Department of Building Inspection will require peer review of permits for perimeter dike
36  improvements by structural and geotechnical engineers for the purpose of ensuring that
37 appropriate geotechnical data are collected and properly evaluated, and for ensuring that
38 appropriate corrective measures are proposed. Implementing these measures is expected to
39      reduce the hazards related to dike failure to acceptable levels. Localized dike failure, which has
40    occurred in the past, is not expected to result in an unacceptable risk of loss, injury, or death.
41      No mitigation is proposed.

42 Seismically induced slope .failure (Factor 31. As described in Section 3.9, slope failure can be
43    triggered by an earthquake. Slopes subject to earthquake-induced failure exist on steep slopes
44   of Yerba Buena Island. Existing landslide deposits are concentrated around the margins of
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1 Yerba Buena Island, particularly on the south shore of the island (see Figure 3-21). There is no
2    new habitable development planned for these areas; however, existing roads may continue to
3   be undercut by slope failures and earthquake-induced failures could threaten existing or
4 proposed development in other areas in which landslides have not been mapped. Alternative 1
5  would not increase the potential for earthquake-induced slope failure; however, it could
6    increase the number of people exposed to the hazards of slope failure to the extent that there
7      would be more traffic on existing roads on Yerba Buena Island. Major slope failure could result
8   in road closures, and this could impede transportation between NST[ and the mainland.
9     Landslides onto the roadway would endanger people using the road. As discussed above with

10   regard to seismic shaking, existing structures, including roadways, would be evaluated and
11   retrofitted or abandoned, if necessary, to reduce risks to acceptable levels. Therefore, the

 
12 impacts of earthquake-induced slope failure are not considered significant.

13      No Impacts

  14 Unique geologic and topographic features (Factor 21. The reuse plan area does not contain any

15 unique geologic or topographic features. Yerba Buena Island is a prominent topographic
16   feature, but it is not unique and would not be substantially altered under Alternative 1.
17 Therefore, there is no impact. No mitigation is proposed.

18 4.9.2 Alternative 2

19        Signiji cant and Mitigable Impacts

  20 The potential impacts under Alternative 2 would be comparable to those of Alternative 1
21       because the geotechnical hazards are associated with existing physical features of the reuse plan
22 area itself. However, the type, nature, and magnitude of development under Alternative 2
23    differ from those proposed under Alternative 1. Alternative 2 includes creating a golf course
24   instead of housing on the northwest portion of Treasure Island, eliminating the proposed
25 perimeter stabilization of that portion of the island, and building fewer residential units on
26 Yerba Buena Island. Less residential development under Alternative 2 would reduce the
27    magnitude of the geologic impacts described for Alternative 1 because a smaller permanent
28 population would be exposed to seismic hazards.

29 Greater impacts to unprotected recreational land uses would be created in the golf course area
30      due to lack of perimeter stabilization in that area. For example, substantial lateral spreading in

 
31 a major earthquake would result in a localized loss of recreational land near the point of a dike
32    failure and within 500 feet (152 m) or more inland.  If not promptly repaired, such a failure
33 would reduce the buffer area provided by the golf course and possibly subject any unsupported
34     structures and infrastructure inland of the failure to the secondary effects of future seismically
35 induced lateral spreading.

 
36 Similar to Alternative 1, impacts are considered potentially significant but mitigable.  With the

-- 37 exception of the area adjacent to the proposed golf course, Alterative 2 includes seismic

38 stabilization improvements around the perimeter of Treasure Island, including the causeway
39 (see Figure 2-2). Similar to Alternative 1, an "improved zone" would be created that is capable- 40 of confining and retaining liquefied soil inland of the zone.
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1   In addition to these proposed seismic stabilization improvements, the following mitigation
2 measures shall be implemented during perimeter stabilization and new construction:

3 Mitigation. Proposed mitigation measures are the same as those discussed for Alternative 1.
4      Complying with these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.

5       Not Significant Impacts

6    As discussed for significant and mitigable impacts above, the potential for less than significant
7 impacts under Alternative 2 would be comparable to those of Alternative 1. Compliance with
8    San Francisco requirements for site-specific geotechnical investigations would be required for
9 each individual development. Requirements identified for Alternative 1 to reduce local

10 settlement, slope instability, and erosion also would be required for development under
11      Alternative 2. No mitigation is proposed.

12 4.9.3 Alternative 3

13        Significant and Mitigable
Impacts                                                                                                                                                         

14 The potentially significant and mitigable impacts under Alternative 3 would be roughly
15   comparable to those of Alternative 1 because the geotechnical hazards are associated with
16 existing physical features of the reuse plan area itself. However, the type, nature, and
17   magnitude of development-related impacts under Alternative 3 differ from those proposed
18 under Alternative 1. Alternative 3 would involve extensive reuse of existing facilities, including
19    continuation of existing leases, and less intensive new development than the other two reuse
20   alternatives, and there may be more potential difficulty in retrofitting existing structures to
21 resist seismic hazards. Compared to Alternative 2, more residential development would
22      increase the magnitude of the impacts described because a larger resident population would be
23     exposed to seismic hazards, including greater nighttime exposure to these hazards. Perimeter
24 dike improvements would be limited to the northwest and southeast corners of Treasure Island
25    in the areas subject to rotational dike failures (see Figure 2-2). Therefore, greater impacts to
26 unprotected shoreline recreational land uses and some areas proposed for institutional and
27   community uses would be created due to the lack of perimeter stabilization in these areas.
28       Impacts are considered potentially significant but mitigable.

29     Similar to Alternative 1, an "improved zone" would be created in the northwest and southeast

30      portions of the island that is capable of confining and retaining liquefied soil inland of the zone.
31 The following mitigation measures shall be implemented during perimeter stabilization and
32 new construction:

33 Mitigation. Proposed mitigation measures  are  the  same as those discussed for Alternative  1.
34      Complying with these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.

35 Not Significant Impacts

36      As discussed above for potentially significant and mitigable impacts above, the potential for less
37 than significant impacts under Alternative 3 would be comparable to those of Alternative  1.
38      Compliance with San Francisco requirements for site-specific geotechnical investigations would
39   be required for each individual development. Requirements identified for Alternative 1 to
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1 reduce local settlement slope instability, and erosion also would be required for development
2 under Alternative 3. No mitigation is proposed.

4.9.4 No Action Alternative

4      The No Action Alternative would not result in new or additional geotechnical impacts. Existing
5 structures would continue to be subject to existing seismic and nonseismic hazards, and no
6      increase over existing seismic hazards would occur.

  7
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1 4.10 WATER RESOURCES

2 Potential water resources impacts resulting from disposal and reuse of NSTI are discussed in
3 this section. This section is closely related to section 4.11 (Utilities), which discusses water
4   supply and infrastructure for domestic use. Factors considered in determining whether an
5      alternative has significant impacts to water resources included the extent or degree to which its
6 implementation would:

:7 1. Adversely affect drainage patterns to the extent that the physical, chemical, or biological
8                      character of nearby bodies of surface water would be substantially altered;

.
9 2. Degrade water quality below levels established by regulatory agencies; or

10    3. Increase risk to human health and safety, or for economic damage, by siting

 
11 incompatible land uses and facilities within areas susceptible to flooding or ponding.

/ 12 4.10.1 Alternative 1

13     Alternative 1 would require dredging to develop and maintain the marina (including periodic
14 shoal dredging), for maintaining and using Pier 1 for ferry service, and possibly for developing
15       the new ferry terminal pier proposed for the west side of Treasure Island.

/ 16 The overall area of paved surfaces at NSTI would increase under this alternative. Assuming
17 that approximately 75 percent of open space areas on NSTI are developed, Alternative 1 would
18     generate an additional 37 acres (15 ha) of paved surfaces; therefore, the volume of stormwater
19      discharges also would increase.

20 The volume of wastewater discharged as treated effluent would remain below the permitted
21       capacity of the sewage treatment plant (see section 4.11.3).

22        Significant and Mitigable Impacts

23 Impact: Exposure ofindividuals and property to ponding hom high tides (Factor 31. The installation of
24 residential development in low-lying areas on Treasure Island would result in increased
25    exposure of occupants, visitors, and property to ponding hazards due to seepage through the
26      dike and underlying sediments during some high tide events.  The rate of flow from the bay to
27 the interior of the island is proportional to the difference in elevation between the bay and the
28 water table on the island, so the rate of seepage increases with higher tidal stands. This seepage
29 sometimes leads to water ponding in low4ying areas of the island. Compared to baseline
30 conditions, there would be a net increase of about 2,395 residents, plus approximately 13,700
31 daily visitors. The exposure of people and structures to this type of flooding is considered a
32 potential significant and mitigable impact.

  33 Mitigation. Filling low-lying portions of the residential area to at least 9 feet 0 m) NGV[) prior

34    to development would mitigate this impact by ensuring that the ground surface is above the
35 maximum average daily elevation of the bay. In addition, other low-lying areas within 500 feet

  36 (152 m) of the Treasure Island perimeter should be similarly filled before development is
37 allowed.
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1      Implementing this mitigation would reduce the impact to a not significant level.

2 Impact: Exposure of individuals and property to flooding (Factor 31. Developing and reusing
3 Treasure Island under Alternative 1 could expose occupants, visitors, and property to flooding
4 hazards caused by dike overtopping during storms, which could be a significant impact.  In a
5 worst-case scenario, a maximum high tide of 6.4 feet (2 In) NGVD, in combination with 60 mph
6     (97 km/hour) storm winds, could result in waves reaching 13 to 14 feet (4 to 4.3 m) above sea
7     level NGVD.  As the existing perimeter dike is at elevations ranging from about 7.7 to 13.8 feet

8     (2.3 to 4.2 m) NGVD, events of this magnitude would result in waves overtopping the dike in
9 some areas.

10 Sea level rise also could increase potential flooding problems at NSTI. Predictions of future
11    accelerated sea level rise due to global warming vary widely. The effect of sea level rise is
12   increased on a land mass that is concurrently subsiding. The EPA projects a 50 percent
13   likelihood that sea levels will rise about 4 inches (10 cm) (an average of 0.14 inches [0.36
14 cm]/year) by 2025 and about 8 inches (20 cm) (an average of 0.16 inches [0.39 cm]/year) by
15     2050. Such increases are the middle range of sea level rise estimates, which range from zero to
16      over 18 inches (46 cm) (an average of 0.03 feet [0.009 m]/year) by 2050 (EPA 1995).

17   When the highest current tide (approximately 6.4 feet [2 In]) is superimposed on the EPA's
18  estimates for rise in sea level (approximately 8 inches [20 cm]), high tides could reach

19   approximately 7 feet (2 m) and 1 inch (2.5 cm) NGVD. Such estimates do not include
20 compounding caused by high storm waves of approximately 7.5 feet (2 m) occurring
21     simultaneously with high tides.  They also do not include the effects of continued settlement of
22 the island, which has been estimated to be on the order of approximately 1 foot (0.3 m) over the
23     next 50 years (San Francisco 19951,). Therefore, significant flooding could still occur, even with
24 raised dikes.  This is considered a significant and mitigable impact.

25      Mitigation.  Set back development inboard of the perimeter dike to allow room for periodic dike
26 raising without substantially increasing bay fill. Raise the dike as necessary to account for site
27 settlement, changes in maximum tidal heights, and rises in sea levels. In addition, inspect the
28 dike after each major storm to identify repair needs, and repair the dike promptly.

29      Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the impacts to a not significant level.

30 Not Significant Impacts

31     Dredging and dredge material disposal (Factors 1 and 21. Dredging associated with this alternative
32 could disturb and disperse sediments, including any contaminated sediments, into the water
33 column, reducing dissolved oxygen and increasing suspended particulates (COE 1992).
34     Dredging also would cause temporary increases in water column sediment and turbidity as the
35     sediments are raised through the water column. Contaminants released by dredging activities
36 could significantly degrade water quality at or near the dredge sites, unless precautionary
37      measures are taken.

38  Sediments will be tested in place prior to dredging. If contaminants are identified at
39 concentrations capable of causing adverse water quality effects, appropriate measures will be
40   evaluated and adopted prior to undertaking dredging. Dredging contaminated sediments
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1    requires use of special dredging equipment such as an environmental or closed bucket high
2 solids slurry pumps, marine excavators, and silt curtains.  The site will be dredged using
3 appropriate dredging technology suitable to the site-specific conditions and in accordance with
4 future permit requirements placed by the appropriate regulatory agencies.

5 Sediment sampling conducted in late January through early February 1996 at the former
6     Clipper Cove Skeet Range indicated that there are contaminated sediments in the marina area
7 with elevated levels of lead and polychlorinated aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) (DON 1997q).
8 Dredging operations typically do not cause significant short- or long-term fluctuations in
9 salinity, temperature, or pH. However, temporary turbidity increases occur when the scow

10      receiving the dredged materials is allowed to overflow with sediment-laden water so that it can

 
11 be filled to capacity.

12 Dredging would require permits and approvals from BCDC San Francisco Bay RWQCB, and
13      the COE. Prior to dredging, and in compliance with the CWA (Section 404, EPA's 404[b][1]
14    Guidelines of 1980 [40 C.F.R. Part 230]), all materials proposed for excavation and dredging
15   must be tested for heavy metals, hydrocarbons, PCBs, tributyltin, pesticides, and any other
16  contaminants of concern to the RWQCB. Careful delineation and segregation of any
17 contaminated material would minimize the volume of contaminated sediments generated.
18    Compliance with all applicable regulatory requirements would ensure that potential impacts
19     would not continually violate water quality standards or requirements and therefore would be
20 not significant. No mitigation is proposed.

21 Marine disposal of contaminated dredged sediments also could contaminate receiving waters.
22 Uncontaminated dredge sediments could increase turbidity and suspended sediments at
23 marine disposal sites. Runoff from drying and dewatering dredge materials also could
24 adversely affect adjacent bay waters. However, similar to dredging, the dredge material
25 disposal process is strictly regulated by federal and state agencies. Any contaminated dredging
26    material must be disposed of in approved upland facilities. All sediment disposal programs
27 and methods would need to comply with applicable LTMS sediment disposal priorities, which
28 favor reusing sediments on land instead of disposing of them in the bay or ocean. Complying
29   with the LTMS Implementation Plan for dredge material disposal and all other applicable
30 regulatory requirements would ensure that dredging activities would not violate water quality
31   standards or requirements; therefore, impacts would be not significant. No mitigation is
32 proposed.

  33 Construction impacts (Factors 1 and 21. Alternative 1 would result in construction of buildings,
34 other structures, and infrastructure within the reuse plan area. Construction operations would
35    lead to silt-laden runoff from construction sites due to storm events and watering to reduce
36 PMio emissions. Dewatering of construction sites also could be employed if extensive ground
37   excavation, such as for deep foundations, were required. This runoff, which could contain
38   relatively high levels of petroleum hydrocarbons, would contribute to degrading local and
39 regional surface water quality. Construction would not impact groundwater in the regional
40 aquifer because NSTI is isolated from the water-bearing aquifers in the Oakland area.
41   Groundwater in the shallow aquifer beneath the islands might be locally lowered during
42 construction. However, this impact would be temporary and would not impact water
43 operations elsewhere in the Bay Area.
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1      A stormwater management plan would be developed for NSTI consistent with Clean Water Act
2        requirements  for the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP). The stormwater

3      management plan would address monitoring, source reduction, BMPs, and treatment strategies.
4      Examples of some general actions required by BMPs include the following:

5             • Schedule excavation and grading work for dry weather;

6             •    Use as little water as possible for dust control;

7               •     Use revegetation, if feasible, for erosion control after clearing, grading, or excavating; and

8            • Follow other BMPs required by general construction NPDES permits.

9 Therefore, construction impacts would not violate water quality standards or requirements and
10      would be not significant. No mitigation is proposed.

11 Water qualitw (Factors 1 and 21. Alternative 1 would result in a small increase in impervious
12      surface area (see below, for Factor 3), resulting in the potential for an increased rate of discharge
13     of stormwater to the bay. Higher flow velocities or increased ponding in low areas could cause
14 slightly increased loading of urban pollutants (e.g., sediments, oil and grease, etc.). Since the
15 percentage increase in the volume of stormwater runoff would be small, it is unlikely to result
16      in a significant increase in the amount of pollutants that flow into the bay.

17 Contaminants commonly associated with urban development include leal<ing motor oils, fuel,
18 and other vehicular fluids, fertilizers and pesticides from landscaping, and trash. These
19     contaminants can be washed by rain and carried with runoff into the bay. Ferry service to and
20 from Treasure Island also could contribute to pollutants in the bay. Similar to construction, an
21      SWPPP and BMPs may be required to limit the introduction of these contaminants into the bay.

22      As recommended in the Draft Reuse Plan, Alternative 1 would include implementation of BMPs
23     to improve water quality prior to discharging to the bay.  BMPs for stormwater runoff include
24     limiting oil and grease runoff from parking areas, limiting contaminants in wash-down of the
25 themed attraction, and managing herbicides and pesticides for open space areas and yards.
26 Wherever possible, grassy swales and detention ponds should be used to provide on-site
27      treatment of urban pollutants prior to water discharges to the bay.

28    Alternative 1 also could lead to dewatering of the high groundwater table beneath Treasure
29 Island if deep foundations or utilities were to be built. Since groundwater beneath Treasure
30 Island contains petroleum hydrocarbons, metals, and other contaminants, and this project
31 would contribute runoff to the bay, this dewatering would need to comply with BMPs
32    contained in the state's NPDES permit and local RWQCB permits.  It is anticipated that most
33 groundwater removed during dewatering activities would be discharged to the on-site
34 wastewater treatment plant. Any contaminated water not treatable by the plant would be
35     disposed of in an appropriately permitted facility. Discharge of the removed groundwater into
36 the on-site drainage system would be allowed only after obtaining a San Francisco discharge
37    permit. In reviewing the permit for discharge, the city would ensure that contaminant levels
38    would be reduced to the extent required to be protective of the bay and in compliance with
39 applicable permits from the RWQCB. If direct discharge to surface water is determined as the
40 appropriate method for disposal of groundwater removed during dewatering, permits issued
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1   by the RWQCB under the NPDES program would be required. Therefore, the impact of
2 dewatering would not be significant.

3       Exposure of individuals and property to.flooding (Factor 31. Although nearly all stormwater (except
4 that which evaporates) must be discharged to the bay to prevent flooding, Alternative 1 would
5     increase the amount of impervious surfaces, particularly in the residential area in the northwest
6    portion of the site, and therefore could increase the average volume and speed of stormwater
7 runoff. Developing sports fields on the central portion of Treasure Island, on the other hand,
8 would reduce the area of impervious surface, and slow the rate of runoff. Because much of the
9    island is already covered with impervious surfaces, the proposed net increase would not be

10     substantial.  It is estimated that Alternative 1 would generate an additional 37 acres (15 ha) of
11 impervious surfaces. The small increase in the runoff rate is not expected to substantially
12      increase the potential for flooding.

13   Tsunami and seiche wave heights are expected to be less than about 3 feet (0.9 In) (San
14 Francisco 19951,). For flooding to occur, tsunamis would need to coincide with combined tide
15     and wave heights of over 7.5 feet (2 m). The likelihood of a major tsunami (e.g., a 100- or 500-
16 year event) occurring simultaneously with a high tide is highly remote. For example, if we
17    estimate that over the next 100 years bay water levels (accounting for tidal levels, base swell,
18 wind-driven waves, rise in sea level, and settlement of the dikes) will exceed the equivalent of
19     7.5 feet (2 m) NGVD about 20 percent of the time, then the probability of a 100-year tsunami or
20 seiche occurring simultaneously with such a high tide would only be about 0.2 percent per year,
21   or equivalent to about a once in 500 years event.  This is not sufficiently probable to be
22      considered a significant impact.

23 4.10.2 Alternative 2

  24 Under Alternative 2, a golf course would be developed on the northern portion of Treasure

25      Island, and development would occur on the southern half of the island. Similar to Alternative
26    1, dredging would be required for expanding and maintaining the marina, maintaining and
27    using Pier 1, and constructing a ferry terminal on the west side of Treasure Island. Although
28 stormwater runoff in the northwest portion of Treasure Island (where the golf course is
29 proposed) would decrease, the overall amount of paved surfaces at NSTI would increase under
30 this alternative.

31 Golf course development is estimated to result in a net loss of approximately 25 acres (10.1 ha)
32     of paved surfaces. However, assuming that approximately 75 percent of open space areas on
33 Treasure Island is developed, Alternative 2 would generate an additional 37 acres (15 ha) of
34 paved surfaces, for a net increase of 12 acres (4.9 ha) of paved area. Therefore, the volume of
35 stormwater discharges also would increase. The volume of wastewater discharged as treated
36 effluent would remain below the permitted capacity of the sewage treatment plant.

37        Sign#ilcant and Mitigable Impacts

38 Impact: Exposure qf individuals and property to fooding (Factor 31. Compared to baseline

       39     conditions,
this alternative would subject fewer residents  (a net decrease of approximately

40     3,790) but more daily visitors (a net increase of 5,500) on the northern half of Treasure Island,
41   where a golf course is proposed, to existing flood hazards. Flood hazards on the southern
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1       portion of the site would be similar to those described for Alternative 1.   This is considered a
2      significant and mitigable impact.

3 Mitigation. Mitigation measures for flooding from dike overtopping would be the same as those
4        described for Alternative 1.

5 Implementing these mitigation measures would reduce the impact to a not significant level.  As
6    described for Alternative 1, flooding due to tsunamis or seiches is not considered a significant
7  impact

8      Not Significant Impacts

9   Not significant impacts related to dredging and dredge material disposal, and construction
10     impacts are the same as those described for Alternative 1. Ponding from high tides also would
11    be considered a not significant impact because only minimal structures (e.g., golf club house,
12      golf shop) are planned in the northern portion of the island where existing ponding occurs.

13 Water Ouality (Factors 1 and 21. Not significant impacts to water quality would be similar to
14 those described for Alternative 1 with the exception that Alternative 2 would have a slightly
15 greater potential impact to water quality as a result of the development of a golf course.
16 Chemicals associated with the golf course could adversely affect water quality if not adequately
17 managed. Hazardous materials management would be subject to all regulatory controls.  In
18   addition, a chemical application and management plan would be required to address the
19      management of these materials.

20 4.10.3 Alternative 3

21 Under Alternative 3, most existing facilities would be reused and existing interim uses, such as
22 the firefighting training facility, would continue. Dredging would be required only for
23    maintaining the existing marina. Dike improvements are proposed along the northwest and
24 southeast portions of Treasure Island in the areas subject to rotational dike failure.  It is
25     anticipated that the overall amount of paved surfaces at NSTI would remain roughly the same
26  under this alternative because minimal new development is proposed, so the volume of
27 stormwater discharges would remain roughly the same. The volume of wastewater discharged
28      as treated effluent would remain below the permitted capacity of the sewage treatment plant.

29       Signi cant and Mitigable Impacts

30     Impact: Exposure of individuals and property to flooding (Factor 31.  Alternative 3 could subject
31 occupants, visitors, and property to substantial flood hazards throughout Treasure Island.
32     Compared to operational baseline conditions, there would be fewer residents (a net decrease of
33    990) but more daily visitors (an increase of 2,740) throughout NSTI exposed to these existing
34      hazards.  This is considered a significant and mitigable impact.

35 Mitigation. Mitigation measures for flooding from dike overtopping would be the same as those
36           described for Alternative  1.

4.10-6 Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS

June 2003                  



4.10 Water Resources

1 Implementing these mitigation measures would reduce the impact to a not significant level.  As
2    described for Alternative 1, potential flooding due to tsunamis or seiches is not considered a
3 significant impact.

4 Impact: Exposure of individuals and property to ponding from high tides (Factor 31. Occupants of
5  structures in the low-lying areas of the residential portion of Treasure Island would be
6   susceptible to substantial ponding hazards.  This is considered a significant and mitigable
7 impact.

8 Mitigation. Mitigation measures for ponding during high tides would be the same as those
9      described for Alternative 1.

10 Implementing these mitigation measures would reduce the impact to a not significant level.

  11 Not Sign#icant Impacts

12   Dredging and dredge material disposal (Factors 1 and 21.  The only dredging activity proposed
13    under this alternative is maintenance dredging at the existing marina. This level of dredging
14     would be commensurate with historic maintenance dredging activities at NST[ and would not
15      be considered a significant effect. No mitigation is proposed.

  16 Construction impact (Factors 1 and 21. Construction-generated stormwater runoff from the
17    development of Alternative 3 would be substantially less than but similar in nature to what
18 would result for Alternative 1. Lower levels of runoff are expected because several existing

. 19 buildings would be reused and there would be limited new construction. Impacts would not
20 continually violate water quality standards or requirements and would be not significant.  No
21      mitigation is proposed.

22 Water quality (Factors 1 and 21. Compared to baseline conditions, Alternative 3 would generate
23     about 17 percent fewer daily vehicle trips, and there would be no expected increase in boating

  24 activity. Therefore, potential water quality impacts associated with urban pollutants in
--

25 stormwater runoff and boat discharges would not be significant. The existing firefighting

 
27 for treatment. No materials are burned, and no fire suppression chemicals are used during
26 training school is a contained facility, and all runoff is discharged directly to the sanitary sewer

28 training exercises; therefore, there would be no significant impacts on runoff water quality
29 generated at this facility. No mitigation is proposed.

  30 4.10.4 No Action Alternative

31       Under the No Action Alternative, property available for disposal at NSTI would continue under
32 federal ownership in an inactive caretaker status, and existing interim leases would be allowed
33    to expire. There would be minimal use of the property and facilities under this alternative.
34 Dike maintenance would provide continued flood protection under most conditions, although
35     in large storm events it is expected that waves would overtop the dikes occasionally, resulting
36      in flooding of low-lying areas unless the dike elevation is raised or sufficient pumping capacity
37    is installed to drain off the water. Cleanup of hazardous materials, petroleum products, or
38 waste sites also would be continued by the Navy. There would be no additional impervious
39 surfaces; therefore, there would not be an increase in runoff into the stormwater system relative
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1        to current conditions (except  if the dikes were overtopped). Ponding of stormwater  in  low-
2 lying areas would continue, as would settling of the sediments underlying the island, resulting
3    in the potential for continued and possibly increased localized flooding. These impacts would
4  be controlled through maintenance, such as by installing additional pumping capacity as
5     needed, and would be not significant. Existing residual urban pollutants would continue to be
6   discharged to the bay in stormwater runoff, resulting in not significant impacts on water
7    quality. No dredging would be required. No impacts to water resources would occur under
8 this alternative.
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1 4.11 UTILITIES

2 Utility services addressed in this section are potable water and fire protection distribution,
3 wastewater collection and treatment stormwater collection, electrical and natural gas,
4    telecommunications, and solid waste systems. Factors considered in determining whether an
5 alternative would have significant impacts on utilities included the extent or degree to which its
6 implementation would:

 7 1. Increase utility demand to a level in excess of current or planned capacity for major

8 utility system components, such as reservoirs, wastewater treatment plants, or landfills;
9 or

  10 2. Would cause the utility provider to violate applicable legal or regulatory environmental
11                 standards and requirements.

  12 The impacts presented in this section have been evaluated against the baseline environmental

13 conditions presented in Chapter 3. Navy recognizes that changes in the environmental
14   conditions may have occurred in the period between the baseline years and the present.
15 Although these changes may result in different and in many cases, lesser impacts to certain
16 resources, changes to the impact analysis based on any interim change in resource conditions is

  17 not appropriate.

18 Resolving utility issues related to ownership of certain portions of NSTI property and the utility
19     infrastructure that crosses that property owned by Caltrans would be the responsibility of San
20 Francisco.

  21 4.11.1 Alternative 1

22 Under Alternative 1, a new wastewater treatment plant would be constructed, and a new utility
23 corridor would be constructed around the perimeter of Treasure Island and under an east-west
24     roadway in the center of the island. This utility corridor would carry storm and sanitary sewer
25 mains, water mains, reclaimed water mains, and electricity, gas, and telecommunications lines.
26 Because construction of these facilities is part of Alternative 1 reuse, impacts related to air
27 quality, noise, and other environmental issues are described within various sections of chapters

--
28 4 and 5.

 29 Not Significant Impacts

30     Impacts to utility systems, including potable water and fire protection distribution, wastewater
31     collection and treatment stormwater collection, electrical and natural gas, telecommunications,
32 and solid waste, are considered not significant because they would not increase demand in
33     excess of current or planned capacity nor would they cause utility providers to violate applicable
34     regulations and standards or require unplanned construction of major additional infrastructure.
35 These impacts are discussed in the sections below.

36 Potable water and Rre protection distribution (Factors 1 and 21. Baseline domestic water usage was
37   0.96 MGD @.6 million liters per day) (see Table 4.11-1). The average daily domestic water
38   demand was estimated by applying per capita average water demands to the number of

  39 employees, residents, theme park visitors, hotel guests, and acres of sports fields anticipated
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1     under this alternative. The projected average daily domestic water demand for the reuse plan
2    area at buildout is estimated to be 2.1 MGD (7.9 million liters per day).  Thus, the total change
3 from baseline consumption under Alternative 1 would be an increase of approximately 1.04
4   MGD (3.9 million liters per day). Under this alternative, and in accordance with the Draft
5  Reuse Plan, the water supply system would be replaced with new pipes that could
6    accommodate the increase. With implementation of water conservation measures and a new
7 recycled wastewater system described in the Draft Reuse Plan (San Francisco 1996e), the potable
8 water demand would be reduced by an unknown amount.

9                          Table 4.11-1. Estimated Water and Wastewater Demand by Alternative

ESTIMATED DEMAND (MGD)
Potable Water Wastewater

NSTI Capacity 2.0 2.0

Baseline Conditionsi 0.96 0.772

Alternative 1 2.1 1.5

Alternative 2                                                         1.6                            0.49

Alternative 3 0.92 0.55
1        Source: DON 1997c
2 Baseline wastewater demand was estimated by assuming that 80 percent of potable

water consumed is discharged as wastewater.

10 The existing transmission pipeline attached to the SFOBB, with a capacity of approximately 2.5
11     MGD (9.5 million liters per day) (based on a pump rate of about 1,750 gallons [6,624 liters] per
12  minute), and water supply from the San Francisco Water Department are adequate to
13   accommodate the increase in demand (San Francisco Water Department 1998). This impact
14   would not be significant because it would not require the construction of major additional
15     infrastructure and all necessary infrastructure improvements would be implemented as part of
16 this alternative. No mitigation is proposed.

17 Wastewater collection and treatment (Factors 1 and 2). Assuming that 80 percent of potable water
18      consumed (not including sports field irrigation) is discharged as wastewater, sewage generation
19 with development of Alternative 1 would be approximately 1.5 MGD (5.7 million liters per
20       day). This amount of wastewater would be within the capacity  of the existing wastewater
21 treatment plant on Treasure Island (approximately 2 MGD [9.5 million liters per day]) and also
22      would be within the capacity of the new wastewater treatment plant. The wastewater collection
23 system experiences inflow and infiltration problems (DON 1994b), and the increase may
24 periodically exceed the capacity of the existing collection system. A replacement sewer system
25     is planned under this alternative that could accommodate the new uses and would be required
26      to meet applicable discharge standards. Therefore, the increase in sewage generation would not
27     be significant, and no mitigation is proposed.

28 Stormwater collection (Factor 11. Development of the reuse plan area would replace undeveloped
29   areas and undeveloped parcels with urban-type development. While sports fields and other
30 open spaces would provide some pervious surfaces to absorb rainwater, the overall amount of
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1 impervious surface would increase by 37 acres, thereby increasing the amount of surface water
2 runoff.

3    In accordance with the Draft Reuse Plan, new stormwater collection infrastructure would be
4  designed to accommodate projected increases in stormwater flow. Other systemwide
5 improvements could include implementing alternative technologies, including use of wetlands
6     to capture stormwater discharges. On-site storm drainage improvements would be required as
7   part of development approvals. This impact would not be considered significant because
8 infrastructure improvements implemented as part of this alternative would provide adequate
9      capacity for the increased stormwater flow. No mitigation is proposed.

10      Electricity and natural gas (Factor 11. The steam system supplying heat to a number of buildings
11    is dismantled, and buildings proposed for reuse that were previously heated by steam would
12 require either the installation of individual boilers or connection to the natural gas
13    infrastructure.  Most of the electrical distribution system at NSTI was upgraded in the early
14     1980s.  With some exceptions, the system is in adequate condition and is capable of providing
15      service to existing load demands (San Francisco 19951,). The natural gas distribution system is

 
16 in adequate condition for current needs.

17 The electrical and natural gas infrastructure would be modified or expanded to serve the
18 individual needs of the future users of NST[.  As of October 1, 1998, the San Francisco PUC is
19 purchasing natural gas through California consolidated purchase. Replacement of the steam
20     plant with individual building heating systems would result in a more efficient use of natural
21    gas. The capacity of the existing transmission line is adequate to supply future uses of the
22      property. No mitigation is proposed.

23   Telecommunications (Factor 11. This alternative would require expanding telecommunication
24 switch capacity to serve those portions of NSTI that were served by Navy telecommunications
25    systems and expanding service to the residential areas. The switch would be designed with
26 adequate capacity, or with the capability to expand, to serve future demands at NSTI.  These
27 actions would be phased in with reuse and individual developments. This impact would be
28  considered not significant because all necessary infrastructure improvements would be
29      implemented as part of this alternative. No mitigation is proposed.

30 Solid waste (Factor 11.  It is estimated that proposed development under Alternative 1 would
31 generate approximately 9,549 tons (8,665 metric tons) of solid waste per year, an average of 26
32    tons (29 metric tons) per day. This generation would be a decrease of about 5,691 tons (5,164
33    metric tons) per year of solid waste from the baseline generation of 15,240 tons (13,829 metric
34     tons) per year presented in section 3.11, which is equivalent to a decrease of 16 tons (18 metric
35     tons) per day.

36 Solid waste from development under Alternative 1 would be delivered to the Davis Street
37 Transfer Station and then transported to the Altamont Landfill. This landfill call accept a
38     maximum of approximately 11,150 tons (10,117 metric tons) per day and will reach capacity in
39     approximately 30 years. Based on an excess of approximately 5,000 tons in daily capacity, this
40 solid waste disposal facility has ample capacity to accommodate the solid waste generated daily
41 under Alternative 1.  No new facilities would be required; therefore, the impact under
42      Alternative 1 would not be significant. No mitigation is proposed.
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1     Construction and demolition activities would increase the amount of solid waste generated at
2      NSTI. This alternative would involve demolishing approximately 3,059,959 square feet (284,279
3   mD of NSTI structures, or about 70.5 percent of the built space. Such demolition would
4 generate approximately 801,097 cubic yards (612,482 m3) of solid waste, equivalent to
5     approximately 657 percent of the solid waste generated at NSTI in 1993. Assuming that all the
6 projected demolition occurs within two years after Navy disposal and that no reuse or recycling
7    occurs, the increase in the average amount of demolition solid waste transported daily to the
8 Altamont Landfill would be approximately 151 tons (137 metric tons). This amount would not
9 significantly contribute to the daily tonnage received by the landfill. As development proceeds,

10 the daily tonnage would decrease, due to the cessation of demolition activities and the lower
11 waste generation rates for constructing buildings. No new solid waste disposal facilities would
12  be required; therefore, the impact under Alternative 1 would not be significant, and no
13      mitigation is proposed.

14 The solid waste generated under this alternative would need to be accommodated within San
15 Francisco's effort to divert 50 percent of solid waste from landfills, as required by the California
16 Integrated Waste Management Act, Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 40000 et seq. San Francisco would
17    remain in compliance with this act by developing a solid waste management plan.  This plan
18 would contain programs and procedures to meet the requirements of this regulation and would
19 emphasize reusing and recycling solid waste, particularly construction and demolition debris.
20  At a minimum, the plan would include San Francisco's solid waste recycling and reuse
21 programs. Construction and demolition contractors could be required to submit individual
22 solid waste management plans consistent with the overall plan, detailing the types of waste to
23  be generated, material handling procedures, and the methods of disposal.  This is not
24      considered a significant impact, and no mitigation is proposed.

25 4.11.2 Alternative 2

26 Under Alternative 2, a new wastewater treatment plant would be constructed.  A new utility
27 corridor would be constructed around the perimeter of Treasure Island under Alternative 2, but
28      it would not extend to the perimeter adjacent to the proposed golf course. Because construction
29    of these facilities is part of Alternative 2 reuse, impacts related to air quality, noise, and other
30 environmental issues are described within various sections of chapters 4 and 5.

31 Not Significant Impacts

32 Potable water and.#re protection distribution (Factor 11. The average daily demand for water under
33 this alternative reuse development would be approximately 1.6 MGD (6.1 million liters per
34 day), which would be an increase of approximately 0.64 MGD (2.4 million liters per day) over
35 baseline demand at NSTI (Table 4.11-1).  More than half of the projected potable water demand
36   would be attributable to golf course development.  As with Alternative 1, the water supply
37 system would be replaced with new pipes that could accommodate the increased demand.
38 Water supply capacity is available to meet demand for potable water and fire protection;
39      therefore, the impact under Alternative 2 is not significant, and no mitigation is proposed.

40 Wastewater collection and treatment CFactor 11. The average daily wastewater flow generated by
41      Alternative 2 would be approximately 0.49 MGD (1.8 million liters per day). This average daily
42 flow would result in an increase of approximately 0.45 MGD (1.7 million liters per day) over
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1 baseline average daily flows.  As with Alternative 1, a new wastewater treatment plant would
2  be designed to accommodate reuse development. The wastewater collection system
3 experiences inflow and infiltration problems. However, a replacement sewer system is planned
4     under this alternative that could accommodate the new uses, and it would be required to meet
5 applicable discharge standards. This impact would not be significant because all necessary
6 infrastructure improvements would be implemented as part of this alternative. No mitigation is
7 proposed.

8 Stormwater collection (Factor 11. Although stormwater runoff in the northwest portion of
9 Treasure Island (where the golf course is proposed) would decrease, the overall amount of

10 paved surfaces at NSTI could increase by 12 acres under this alternative, so the volume of
11 stormwater discharges also would increase. On-site storm drainage improvements would be
12    required as part of development approvals, and the new stormwater collection infrastructure
13      would be designed to accommodate projected increases in stormwater flow. This impact would

 
14 not be considered significant and no mitigation is proposed.

15   Electricity and natural gas (Factor 11. Under Alternative 2, the electrical and natural gas
16 infrastructure would be modified or expanded to serve the individual needs of the future users
17       of NSTI.  Therefore, this would not be a significant impact. No mitigation is proposed.

18 Telecommunications (Factor 11. Alternative 2 would require expanding telecommunication switch
19      capacity to serve those portions of NS'Il that were served by Navy telecommunications systems
20 and expanding service to the residential areas. As described under Alternative 1, these actions
21     would be phased in with reuse and individual developments. This would not be a significant
22      impact. No mitigation is proposed.

23 Solid waste (Factor 11. Alternative 2 would generate approximately 4,062 tons (3,686 metric tons)
24    of solid waste per year, which is 11,178 tons (10,142 metric tons) per year less than baseline.
25 These rates represent an average of 11 tons (10 metric tons) of solid waste generated per day, a
26     decrease of 31 tons (28 metric tons) per day. This waste would be disposed of at the Altamont
27     Landfill. This landfill could adequately accommodate solid waste generated under Alternative
28      2. No additional solid waste facilities would be required to be constructed. Impacts would not

: 29 be significant and no mitigation is proposed.

30 This alternative would have a greater impact on demolition waste management than
31   Alternative 1 due to greater demolition of existing residential units on the northern part of
32 Treasure Island. Demolition would create approximately 939,598 cubic yards (718,374 m3) of
33 solid waste, equal to about 771 percent of baseline generation. This alternative envisions the
34    demolition of approximately 3,588,991 square feet (333,428 square m) of existing facilities, or
35    about 82.7 percent of the built space. Under this alternative, there would be fewer facilities
36      constructed than under Alternative 1 and less construction debris. As described for Alternative
37       1, San Francisco would remain in compliance with the California Integrated Waste Management
38       Act by developing a solid waste management plan. No mitigation is proposed.

39 4.11.3 Alternative 3

40 Under Alternative 3, the new utility corridor would be limited to the south end of Treasure
41 Island. Because construction of the corridor is part of Alternative 3 reuse, impacts related to air
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1 quality, noise, and other environmental issues are described within various sections of chapters
2     4 and 5. Where significant impact would occur, mitigation measures are identified.

3      Not Significant Impacts

4 Potable water and.#re protection distribution (Factor 11. The average daily demand for water under
5 this alternative reuse development would be approximately 0.92 MGD (3.5 million liters per
6    day), which would be a decrease of approximately 0.04 MGD (0.15 million liters per day) over
7 baseline demand at NSTI (Table 4.11-1).  As with Alternative 1, system capacity could
8 accommodate reuse development under Alternative 3; therefore, the impact under Alternative 3
9      would not be significant, and no mitigation is proposed.

10 Wastewater collection and treatment (Factor 1). The average daily wastewater flow generated by
11     Alternative 3 would be approximately 0.55 MGD (2.1 million liters per day). This average daily
12 flow would result in an increase of approximately 0.51 MGD (1.9 million liters per day) over
13 baseline average daily flows.  As with Alternative 1, system capacity could accommodate reuse
14 development under Alternative 3. The wastewater collection system experiences inflow and
15 infiltration problems. However, under this alternative a replacement sewer system is planned
16 that could accommodate the new uses and would be required to meet applicable discharge
17      standards. This impact would not be significant, and no mitigation is proposed.

18 Stormwater collection (Factor 11. The overall amount of paved surfaces at NSTI would remain
19     roughly the same under this alternative because minimal new development is proposed, so the
20     volume of stormwater discharges would remain roughly the same. San Francisco's assessment
21   of the capacity and condition of the stormwater system found several potential problems.
22 However, on-site storm drainage improvements would be required as part of development
23  approvals, and any new stormwater collection infrastructure would be designed to
24 accommodate projected stormwater flows. This impact would not be considered significant,
25      and no mitigation is proposed.

26   Electricity and natural gas (Factor 11. Under Alternative 3, the increase in development and
27     increase in energy efficiency likely would result in an increase in the annual amount of energy
28   consumed. The electrical and natural gas infrastructure would be modified or expanded to
29   serve the individual needs of the future users of NSTI. This would not be considered a
30 significant impact. No mitigation is proposed.

31 Telecommunications (Factor 1). Alternative 3 would require expanding telecommunication
32 switch capacity to serve those portions of NSTI that were served by Navy telecommunications
33     systems and expanding service to the residential areas. As described under Alternative 1, these
34 actions would be phased in with reuse and individual developments. This would not be
35      considered a significant impact. No mitigation is proposed.

36 Solid waste (Factor 1). Solid waste generation under Alternative 3 would be approximately 4,050
37    tons (3,675 metric tons) of solid waste per year, or approximately 11 tons (10 metric tons) per
38     day. This amount of solid waste would be about 11,190 tons (10,154 metric tons) of solid waste
39       per  year  less than baseline generation, an average daily decrease  of 31  tons (28 metric  tons).
40 Solid waste generated under Alternative 3 would be disposed of at the Altamont Landfill.
41 Landfill space at the Altamont Landfill could adequately accommodate solid waste generated
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1      under this alternative. No additional solid waste facilities would be required to be constructed.
2 Impacts would not be significant and no mitigation is proposed.

3 Under Alternative 3, approximately 1,359,874 square feet (126,336 square m), or about 31
4     percent of facilities would be demolished, yielding approximately 356,015 cubic yards (272,193
5     m3) of solid waste.  Such an amount would be equivalent to almost three times the amount of
6 solid waste generated under baseline conditions. However, as described for under Alternative
7      1, San Francisco would remain in compliance with the California Integrated Waste Management
8       Act by developing a solid waste management plan. This would not be a significant impact and
9      no mitigation is proposed.

 
10 4.11.4 No Action Alternative

11   Under the No Action Alternative, the utility systems would continue to be operated and
12    maintained by the San Francisco PUC.  Due to the reduction in employment and activity, the
13   No Action Alternative would result in reduction in demand for all utilities over baseline
14 conditions. Demand for potable water, sewage, electricity, telecommunications, and solid waste
15 disposal would be reduced to levels necessary for caretaker status. Storm drain conditions
16     would not change.  The No Action Alternative would have no impact on either the capacity or
17   function of on-site utility systems. No construction of any on-site utility systems would be

  18 required.
19
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1 4.12 PUBLIC SERVICES

2 Public services addressed in this section are police protection, fire protection, and emergency
3      services. The analysis of the need for additional police and emergency service facilities is based
4       on the number of people to be served, whereas the need for additional fire protection facilities is
5  based on the amount of development. Factors considered in determining whether an
6 alternative would have significant impacts on public services included the extent or degree to
7      which its implementation would:

8          1.  Require or result in unplanned construction of new facilities that would cause changes
9                  or alterations to the physical environment; or

I 10 2.  Result in a demand for public services or facilities that would exceed the available or
11 planned capacity of those services.

  12 The impacts presented in this section have been evaluated against the baseline environmental
13 conditions presented in Chapter 3. Navy recognizes that changes in the environmental
14   conditions may have occurred in the period between the baseline years and the present.
15 Although these changes may result in different and in many cases, lesser impacts to certain
16 resources, changes to the impact analysis based on any interim change in resource conditions is

 
17 not appropriate.

18 4.12.1 Alternative 1

19 Not Signi cant Impacts

20  As discussed below, impacts to fire protection, police protection, and emergency medical
21    services are considered not significant. There is land available on NSIT to accommodate any
22 new public service facilities, such as an ambulance company. In addition, funding for new
23  facilities or services could be made available through a variety of mechanisms, such as
24 development impact fees, special taxes, and other public revenues. Developing NSTI property
25 would provide an expanded funding base for San Francisco. The method of funding for
26 expanded public services would be determined during the permitting process for specific
27 development projects, development agreements entered into between San Francisco and
28      developers, or city development policy enactments.

  29 Fire protection (Factors 1 and 21. Alternative 1 would increase demand on San Francisco Fire
30     Department fire prevention and protection services because the amount of development on the
31 site would increase. Individual development projects within the site would be required to meet

 
32 existing San Francisco Fire Department regulations codified in the 1998 San Francisco Fire Code

33 regarding construction materials and methods, emergency access, water mains, fire flow, fire
34 hydrants, sprinkler systems, building setbacks, and other relevant regulations. Adherence to

 
35 the San Francisco Fire Department regulations would reduce the risk of uncontrollable fire and

36      increase the ability to efficiently provide fire protection services to the reuse plan area.

37     As discussed in section 2.4.2, under this alternative, two fire stations would be operated, a new
38     station on Treasure Island and an existing station on Yerba Buena Island. Both stations would
39     be necessary to maintain the department's response time goal of three minutes because the San
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1    Francisco Fire Department's nearest station (36 Bluxome Street) is approximately 4.5 miles (7
2     km) from NSTI (San Francisco Fire Department 1996). Both stations would be required for one
3 engine company to respond to calls on-site if the other were occupied with an incident on the
4 SFOBB. Because the two stations would meet the demands created by the new development on
5      the site, there would be no significant impact related to provision of new or expanded facilities.
6 Each station would require a staff of one officer and three fire fighters per shift, so that
7 approximately eight officers and 30 fire fighters would be needed altogether. This would
8     represent an approximate 2.5 percent increase in total department staff. The themed attraction
9 developer would be responsible for contracting with the San Francisco Fire Department or

10 another provider for services requiring additional personnel, if required; no new fire
11 department facilities are anticipated for the themed attraction. No mitigation is proposed.

12 Police protection (Factors 1 and 2). Development of the site under Alternative 1 would increase
13    the need for police emergency protection services.  The need for police protection services in
14 San Francisco is assessed on the basis of the number of people to be served. At buildout of
15    Alternative 1, the San Francisco Police Department would need to add about 21 officers, three
16  sergeants, and two patrol cars to cover the additional responsibility (San Francisco Police
17     Department 1998). The added officers would represent an approximate 1.2 percent increase in
18 departmental personnel. Increased police services would be provided to meet projected needs.
19     Under this alternative, the provision of this personnel and equipment would be accommodated
20     at existing facilities and at the new police station that would be constructed on Treasure Island.
21 Because these planned facilities would meet the demands created by the new development on
22   the site, there would be no significant impact related to the provision of police protection
23 services.

24    The San Francisco Police Department would review future development plans for projects to
25 evaluate visibility, lighting, circulation patterns, emergency access, building design, and other
26 security issues. This would maximize their ability to respond to emergencies.

27 The themed attraction developer would be responsible for contracting with the San Francisco
28 Police Department or another provider for services requiring additional personnel, if required.
29 Impacts would be not significant, and no mitigation is proposed.

30 Emergency medical services (Factors 1 and 21. Alternative 1 would increase demand on local
31 emergency medical services because the number of people living and working on the site and
32 the amount of urban development on the site would increase. Under this alternative, the San
33 Francisco Paramedic Division would locate one ambulance company at the new fire station on
34 Treasure Island to serve the site.  To meet this increased demand, the division would need to
35 add eight paramedics to its staff (San Francisco Department of Public Health 1996, 199D.  The
36 themed attraction developer would be responsible for contracting with the paramedic division
37    or another provider for services requiring additional personnel, if required; no new paramedic
38   facilities are anticipated for the themed attraction. This impact is not significant, and no
39     mitigation is proposed.
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4.12  Public Services

1 4.12.2 Alternative 2

2        Not Significant Impacts

3 Fire protection (Factors 1 and 21. Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would require operating
4   two fire stations, a new station on Treasure Island and an existing station on Yerba Buena
5    Island. Fire protection impacts would be the same as those described for Alternative 1.  This
6 impact would not be significant and no mitigation is proposed.

7 Police protection (Factors 1 and 21. Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would construct a new
8 police station on Treasure Island. Police protection impacts would be the same as those
9   described for Alternative 1. This impact would not be significant and no mitigation is
10   proposed.

11 Emergency medical services (Factors 1 and 21. Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would
12    involve the San Francisco Paramedic Division locating one ambulance company on Treasure
13   Island to serve the site. Emergency medical service impacts would be the same as those
14  described for Alternative 1. This impact would not be significant and no mitigation is
15   proposed.

 
16 4.12.3 Alternative 3

17 Not Signijilcant Impacts

 
18 Fire protection (Factors 1 and 21. Under this alternative, San Francisco would not build a new
19 fire station; the San Francisco Fire Department would operate the existing fire stations on
20 Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island. Although there would be less overall development

 
21 fire protection impacts would be similar to those described for Alternative 1. This impact
22      would not be significant and no mitigation is proposed.

23 Police protection (Factors 1 and 21. Under this alternative, a new police station would be
24     constructed on Treasure Island to replace existing facilities, similar to Alternative 1. Although
25 there would be fewer residents, employees, and visitors, police protection impacts would be
26   similar to those described for Alternative 1. This impact would not be significant and no
27      mitigation is proposed.

28 Emergency medical services (Factors 1 and 21. Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 3 would
29    involve the San Francisco Paramedic Division locating one ambulance company on Treasure
30     Island to serve the site. Although there would be less overall development emergency medical
31 service impacts would be similar to those described for Alternative 1. This impact would not be
32      significant and no mitigation is proposed.

 
33 4.12.4 No Action Alternative

34   The No Action Alternative would not result in additional demand for public services and

 
35 would have no impact. Public services provided by San Francisco and private contractors under
36      current Navy agreements and contracts would be expected to continue under caretaker status.

37
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1 4.13 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE

2 Factors considered in determining whether an impact would have a significant impact related
3      to hazardous materials and wastes included the extent or degree to which an alternative would:

4          1.   Create a hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport use, or
5                  disposal of hazardous materials, substances, or wastes; and

  6 2.   Create a hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset

7          and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous materials into the
8                environment.

9 4.13.1 Alternative 1

10   Development of this alternative would result in a variety of residential, commercial, and
11       recreation uses that depending on the specific type of operation, could use hazardous materials
12    or could generate hazardous wastes.  Use and maintenance of residential landscaping might
13 involve pesticides, fertilizers, and other household chemicals. Commercial land uses, such as
14 activities associated with offices, film production, and retail and service industries, could
15   require use of hazardous substances, such as fuels, solvents, corrosives, and flammables.

 
16 Recreation uses likely would use pesticides and fertilizers in their operations.

17        Sig«icant and Mitigable Impacts

  18 Impact: Installation Restoration Program (IRP) (Factor 11. Construction activities at NSTI
19     associated with future development of the housing unit area, including demolition of existing

  20 structures, may interfere with remedial actions under CERCIA.

21   Mitigation.  The Navy is in the process of implementing various remedial actions at NST[
22   pursuant to and in accordance with the requirements of CERCLA and the NCP that will
23 remove, manage, or isolate any potentially hazardous substances present on the property prior
24      to conveyance. These remedial actions will ensure that human health and the environment will
25     be protected based on the land uses specified in the Draft Reuse Plan.  If the CERCLA remedy
26      for a particular site includes land use controls, the acquiring entity or entities will be required to
27   comply with the land use controls during construction or operations to ensure continued
28     protection of human health and the environment. No CERCLA ROD has been signed for NSTI
29 and therefore discussion of the specifics of possible land use controls would be premature.
30 However, based on the approach used for closure of other nearby military installations, it is
31     expected that land use controls would be managed according to a tiered process. The first tier
32   would be a permitting process administered by San Francisco for disturbance of soil and
33 groundwater. If necessary, a second tier would follow that would include further
34      characterization and potentially a response action.

35 Subsequent redevelopment of the housing area which would involve demolition of existing
36    structures and the grading and reconfiguring of the soil would likely be subject to land use
37     controls on the property, including compliance with a City-administered soil management plan
38 that would require soil and groundwater disturbance be permitted subject to proper
39   characterization and management. In addition, deeds conveying the affected property will
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4.13  Hazardous Materials and Waste

1   contain a notice that areas of the property not subject to remediation efforts (such as areas
2 beneath existing foundations) may require additional characterization and possible response
3 actions subject to appropriate regulatory oversight. Adherence to land use controls and
4 regulatory requirements would mitigate potentially significant impacts to an acceptable level.

5       Not Signi«icant Impacts

6 Construction

7 Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) (Factor 11. Demolition and/or renovation of existing
8 structures would occur under Alternative 1. The exact number of structures to be demolished
9   or renovated is not known. These activities have the potential to generate air emissions of

10     asbestos from ACM. Any renovation or demolition would be subject to federal, state, and local
11 requirements designed to minimize the potential for asbestos fiber releases and associated
12 health risks. In order to be issued a permit to demolish or renovate (Cal. Health and Safety
13     Code § 19827.5), the acquiring entity would be required to comply with applicable OSHA
14     regulations and the Asbestos NESHAP, 40 C.F.R. Part 61, Subpart M (1998). The BAAQMD,
15 which regulates airborne pollutants, would be notified 10 days prior to any demolition or
16    abatement work. The acquiring entity would be required to employ a contractor trained and
17  certified in the proper handling of ACM during demolition and renovation work.  The
18 acquiring entity also would be required to notify the local office of Cal OSHA prior to the start
19   of work and would be required to register with the Office of the California Department of
20 Health Services in Sacramento to obtain a Hazardous Waste Generation number. Adherence to
21 these regulatory requirements would reduce potential impacts to a not significant level.  No
22      mitigation is proposed.

23 Lead Based Paint (LBP) (Factor 1). Demolition and/or renovation of existing structures would
24 occur under Alternative 1. These activities have the potential to generate air emissions of lead-
25      contaminated dust from LBP.  LBP was in common use at NSTI and elsewhere prior to 1978.  In
26    accordance with DoD policy and the Residential Lead-based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of
27     1992 (42 U.S.C. § 4851 et seq.), housing at NSTI constructed prior to 1978 will be inspected for
28 LBP hazards.  The 200 housing units on Treasure Island proposed for reuse under this
29      alternative were constructed in 1989 and therefore would not be subject to inspection.  Of the 90
30 existing units on Yerba Buena Island proposed for residential reuse, 36 were constructed before
31   1960 and 54 were constructed in 1966. The units constructed in 1966 would be subject to
32      inspection, and the units constructed before 1960 would be subject to inspection and abatement.

33    Any LBP hazards discovered in housing constructed prior to 1960 will be abated before the
34    housing is conveyed out of federal ownership, unless the transferee intends to demolish the
35   housing and assumes responsibility for the proper handling of and disposal of LBP waste
36 during demolition. Results of LBP surveys and lead warning statements will be included in any
37    contract for transfer or lease, and the acquiring entity or entities will assume responsibility for
38 properly managing LBP on buildings, in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local
39   laws and regulations. Adherence to these regulatory requirements would reduce potential
40      impacts to a not significant level. No mitigation is proposed.

41 Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) (Factor 1). PCB-containing equipment and PCB release sites
42     have been identified at NST[. PCB surveys by Navy at NSTI are ongoing, and all PCB release
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1     sites will be remediated prior to property conveyance.  Navy will comply with the restrictions
2     on the distribution of PCBs in commerce found in Section 6 of the TSCA (15 U.S.C. § 2605), and
3   implementing EPA regulations, including the requirement that it disclose the existence of
4 known PCB-containing electrical equipment at the time of lease, transfer, or conveyance.  The
5 acquiring entities would be required to comply with all applicable provisions of TSCA and
6 other applicable laws and regulations designed to minimize the risks posed by PCBs.  Any new
7    releases of PCBs to the environment would be subject to the cleanup requirements of TSCA,
8    CERCLA, and state law. Adherence to these regulatory requirements would reduce potential
9      impacts to a not significant level. No mitigation is proposed.

10 Storage tanks (Factor 11, All current tanks will be closed per approved closure plans.  No11 'ignificant impacts to construction or operation would result. Reuse activities associated with
12 this alternative might require removing ASTs or USTs. Reused and new tanks installed by the
13 acquiring entities would be subject to all applicable federal, state, and local regulations,
14  including San Francisco's tank operation and removal ordinance, Chapter 21 of the San
15 Francisco Municipal Code. These regulations include acceptable leak detection methods, spill
16 and overfill protection, cathodic protection, secondary containment for hazardous waste tank
17  systems and piping, liability insurance, and removal regulations. Adherence to these
18 regulatory requirements would reduce potential impacts to a not significant level.  No
19       mitigation is proposed.

20 Installation Restoration Program (IRP) (Factor 11. Construction activities at NSTI that may
21   interfere with remediation would be subject to institutional controls identified in CERCLA
22 RODs, including a Soil Management Plan.  For any future project the property owner must be
23   informed of the past use so that remediation sites can be considered in the more detailed
24   designs of future projects. Contractors would be informed of the past use and would be
25     required to implement health and safety plans for work around remediation sites. Contractors
26 would develop contingency plans to address contaminated soil and groundwater.  If
27     contaminated soil or groundwater is encountered, work could proceed following the applicable
28    provisions of the contingency plan. Adherence to these institutional controls and regulatory
29 requirements would reduce potential impacts to a not significant level. No mitigation is
30 proposed.

  31 Operation

32 Hazardous materials use and hazardous waste generation (Factors 1 and 21.  Land use under
33       Alternative 1 could use and generate small amounts of hazardous substances in commercial and
34 recreation areas. The presence of these materials would create the potential for incidents of
35 uncontrolled releases of hazardous materials to the environment through accidental spills,
36 equipment failure, and other unanticipated events. However, no significant impacts related to
37 hazardous materials use or hazardous waste generation are anticipated under Alternative 1
38 because federal, state, and local laws require procedures and practices to ensure that hazardous
39    materials are properly used, stored, and disposed of to prevent or minimize injury to human
40      health and the environment.

  41 Hazardous wastes generated by reuse operations would be handled and disposed of according
42     to current regulatory guidelines. The acquiring entity and any tenants and business operators
43 with which the acquiring entity establishes property usage agreements would be responsible for
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1 hazardous materials and waste management under federal, state, and local laws and
2 regulations. Depending on the types and quantities of hazardous materials used, each
3 acquiring entity would be subject to the requirements of the Emergency Planning and
4 Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) (42 U.S.C. § 11001 et seq.), the Resource Conservation
5      and Recovery Act (RCRA)  (42 U.S.C. § 6901 et seq.), and state hazardous materials business
6  plans and risk management prevention programs for emergency planning review and
7 community right-to-know inventory reporting. Adherence to these strict regulatory
8 requirements would reduce potential impacts to a not significant level. No mitigation is
9 proposed.

10 Radioactive mateiials (Factors 1 and 21. Under this alternative, small quantities of radioactive
11 materials could be used for medical diagnosis and treatment in medical offices.  Use and
12    storage of such materials are tightly regulated under federal and state regulations. Adherence
13     to these regulatory requirements would reduce potential impacts to a not significant level.  No
14      mitigation is proposed.

15 Medical/biohazardous wastes (Factors 1 and 21. Under this alternative, medical office tenants may
16 produce small quantities of medical or biohazardous wastes. Handling, storing, and disposing
17  of such wastes is strictly regulated by federal and state law, which also requires the
18  establishment of medical or biohazardous material business plans and risk management
19 prevention programs. Adherence to these regulatory requirements would reduce potential
20      impacts to a not significant level. No mitigation is proposed.

21 Pesticides (Factors 1 and 21. Pesticide use may vary under this alternative but is expected to be
22    minimal. All household and commercial use of pesticides would be controlled and regulated
23    by the City Pesticide Management Program, Chapter 39 of the San Francisco Administrative
24 Code, and applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Adherence to these regulatory
25 requirements would reduce potential impacts to a not significant level. No mitigation is
26   proposed.

27 4.13.2 Alternative 2

28 The total built area under this alternative would be somewhat less than that for Alternative 1,
29 and combined employee and resident populations would be about two-thirds less than
30       Alternative 1. Overall hazardous materials  use and hazardous waste generation would  be
31     lower for this alternative than for Alternative 1 due to the lesser amount of planned residential,
32   commercial, and other uses that may require the use of hazardous materials and that may
33 generate hazardous wastes.

34       Signqicant and Mitigable Impacts

35 Impact: Installation Restoration Program (IRP) (Factor 11. Development of a golf course in the
36      northern part of the island would involve demolition of existing structures and the grading and
37      reconfiguring of the soil, which may interfere with remedial actions under CERCLA.

38   Mitigation.  The Navy is in the process of implementing various remedial actions at NSTI
39   pursuant to and in accordance with the requirements of CERCLA and the NCP that will
40 remove, manage, or isolate any potentially hazardous substances present on the property prior
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1     to conveyance.  If a remedy for a particular site includes land use controls, the acquiring entity
2   or entities will be required to comply with the land use controls during construction or
3    operations to ensure continued protection of human health and the environment. Similar to
4     Alternative 1, any work impacting the property under land use controls would comply with a
5    City-administered soil management plan. Deeds conveying the affected areas will contain a
6   notice that the property not subject to remediation efforts (such as areas beneath existing
7    foundations) may require additional characterization and possible response actions subject to
8 appropriate regulatory oversight. Therefore, compliance with all applicable federal, state, and
9 local regulations in the handling and use of hazardous substances and adherence to land use

10 controls would mitigate potentially significant impacts to an acceptable level.

 
11 Not Signifitcant Impacts

12 Pesticides (Factors 1 and 21. Creating a golf course instead of housing in the northern part of
13 NSTI would increase pesticide use in that location, as compared to other alternatives. Pesticide
14   use is controlled by federal, state, and local regulations, including the San Francisco Pest
15 Management Program. Moreover, the City and County of San Francisco would develop and
16    implement a pesticide, herbicide, and fertilizer management plan. For example, golf course
17    design and operation could include BMPs for the storage, handling, and use of pesticides or
18 fertilizers, including a chemical application and management plan. Golf course operation also
19 could include integrated pest management to limit pesticide use.  The use of BMPs and
20      integrated pest management would be based on factors such as topography, proximity to water
21 resources, mowing, and irrigation. BMPs would help to limit soil and water contamination
22 from daily operations. Compliance with these regulations would minimize pesticide impacts to
23       a not significant level, and no mitigation is proposed.

  24 4.13.3 Alternative 3

25 The construction and operational impacts under this alternative would be similar to, but less
26 than, those identified for Alternative 1. The total built area and combined employee and
27 resident populations would be about half that of Alternative 1. Because the existing facilities
28   would be used and no new housing would be constructed, impacts associated with this
29 alternative would be less extensive than those anticipated for Alternatives 1 and 2. Overall
30 hazardous materials use and hazardous waste generation would be lower for this alternative
31      than for Alternative 1 due to the lesser amount of planned residential and other uses that may

 
32 require the use of hazardous materials and that may generate hazardous wastes.

33        Sign#icant and Mitigable Impacts

34 Impact: Installation Restoration Program (IRP) (Factor 11. If subsequent redevelopment of the
35    housing area involving demolition of existing structures and the grading and reconfiguring of

  36 the soil were to occur, it may interfere with remedial actions conducted under CERCLA.

37   Mitigation.  The Navy is in the process of implementing various remedial actions at NSTI
38   pursuant to and in accordance with the requirements of CERCLA and the NCP that will: 39 remove, manage, or isolate any potentially hazardous substances present on the property prior
40     to conveyance.  If a remedy for a particular site includes land use controls, the acquiring entity
41   or entities will be required to comply with the land use controls during construction or
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1    operations to ensure continued protection of human health and the environment. Similar to
2    Alternatives 1 and 2, any work impacting the property under land use controls would comply
3   with a City-administered soil management plan. Deeds conveying the affected areas will
4   contain a notice that the property not subject to remediation efforts (such as areas beneath
5 existing foundations) may require additional characterization and possible response actions
6    subject to appropriate regulatory oversight. Therefore, compliance with all applicable federal,
7     state, and local regulations in the handling and use of hazardous substances and adherence to
8      land use controls would mitigate potentially significant impacts to an acceptable level.

9 4.13.4 No Action Alternative

10     Under the No Action Alternative, Navy would retain ownership of NSTI property. Except for
11 the existing leases, which would be allowed to expire, buildings would be vacated.  The
12 property would be under caretaker status, the area fenced off, buildings would be sealed and
13 decommissioned, and no new construction would occur. Ongoing remediation efforts would
14   continue at all restoration sites, which would be cleaned to standards consistent with the
15 current program requirements.

16 All remediation efforts would be conducted in compliance with federal, state, and local
17 regulations. However, under this alternative, NSTI would not be transferred for reuse, and
18 therefore cleanup efforts would not be accelerated pursuant to the President's fast-track cleanup
19      directive. The scope and timing of investigations and cleanup would reflect the caretaker status
20    of the property and would proceed in accordance with the IRP. However, cleanup may slow
21      without the possibility of reuse.

22  ACM left in existing buildings would not be impacted under caretaker status. Normal
23 maintenance operation in buildings would not release ACM.

24    The No Action Alternative would have no impact to hazardous materials and environmental
25   contamination on NSTI. Maintenance would be undertaken so that human health and the
26 environment would be protected.
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5.0 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS AND IMPACTS

1      CEQ regulations implementing NEPA require that the cumulative impacts of a proposed action
2      be assessed (40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508). A cumulative impact is an "impact on the environment
3 which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past present and
4 reasonably foreseeable future actions" (40 C.F.R. § 1508.D. Cumulative impacts can result from
5 individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time (40
6     C.F.R. § 1508.D.

7 CEQ's guidance for considering cumulative effects, states that NEPA documents "should compare
8      the cumulative effects of multiple actions with appropriate national, regional, state, or community
9       goals to determine whether the total effect is significant" (CEQ 1997).  In this section, the region of

10      influence for each resource is the same as described in Chapter 4.  The area from which potential
11 cumulative projects was drawn is the East and West bays of the San Francisco Bay Area, including
12      Alameda and San Francisco counties. Because NSTI is an island and not immediately adjacent to
13 lands where other projects are likely to occur, the area from which cumulative projects can
14      reasonably be drawn is fairly limited (Alameda County and San Francisco). While it is likely that
15 many other projects may occur in this area (i.e., construction projects, roadway modifications,
16 dredging activities), most such projects would be either too small or too remote to have a
17 meaningful interaction with the proposed actioii. Cumulative projects considered below are
18 either similar to the proposed action, large enough to have far reaching effects, or in proximity to
19 the proposed action.

  20 Other base disposal and reuse activities in Alameda and San Francisco counties are within this
21    area and would be implemented concurrent with the NSTI reuse alternatives. Military bases
22      near NSTI undergoing reuse activities and contributing to the cumulative analysis are shown on
23     Figure 5-1. Other major nonmilitary projects in the more immediate vicinity of the project that
24 could contribute to local cumulative impacts are considered. These nonmilitary projects include

 
25 replacement of the SFOBB east span and waterfront development in San Francisco.

26 5.1 CUMULATIVE ASSUMPTIONS

 
27 CEQ's cumulative effects guidance sets out several different methods to determine the

-   28   significance of cumulative effects, such as checklists, modeling, forecasting, and economic
29 impact assessment where changes in employment income and population are assessed (CEQ

 
30 1997)·  This EIS uses a checklist methodology of resource areas and regional projects within the
31      region of influence to determine cumulative effects on ecosystems and it uses economic analysis
32 and forecasting for determining socioeconomic and infrastructure impacts. ABAG Projections

 
33 2002 has been used for this cumulative analysis in addition to cumulative impacts analyses

34       reported for other projects in close proximitv to NSIT listed in Figure  5-1. ABAG Projections
35    2002 data is presented in section 3.3, Socioeconomics. The cumulative traffic impact analysis

 
36 was based on the regional MTC transportation model, which included land use forecasts
37    developed by ABAG for year 2010.  Year 2010 is a frequently used benchmark established by
38 regional transportation agencies such as the MTC for long-range planning of regional
39 transportation improvements.

40
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5.0 Cumulative Projects and Impacts

1 5.2 BAY AREA BASE CLOSURES

2 Concurrent ongoing and proposed specific base closures and reuse relatively near NSTI could
3 reasonably contribute to cumulative impacts; these projects are identified in Table 5-1 and their
4      locations are shown on Figure 5-1. A joint Final NEPA/CEQA EIS/EIR was completed for the
5     Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland (FISCO) in August 1997. A Final EIS/EIR for the
6     Disposal and Reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard in San Francisco was issued in March 2000.  A
7    Final EIS for the Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda/Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC)
8     Annex in Alameda was issued in October 1999. The Draft EIS for the Oakland Army Base was
9    issued in September 1999. Several additional projects have occurred as a result of Bay Area

10 base closure decisions and subsequent property transfer requests.  Two of these projects-the
11 Job Corps facility and the US Coast Guard Station expansior»are on Treasure Island and Yerba
12 Buena Island, respectively.

  73 Job corps

14 US Department of Labor uses Buildings 363,364,365, and 368 on Treasure Island for its federal

15 Job Corps training facility. US Department of Labor was granted approximately 36 acres (14 ha)
16    of Treasure Island, with improvements thereon, for the continued use of this training facility.
17   The Job Corps trains underprivileged youth to serve local communities.  The Job Corps at
18 Treasure Island would provide approximately 300 new jobs and maintain a student enrollment
19  of approximately 850 new students. Approximately 750 new students would reside on
20 Treasure Island but approximately 100 students and all staff are expected to commute (US
21    Department of Labor 199D· Job Corps trainees could provide restaurant service, medical, and
22 technical support services to island uses, employees, visitors, and residents.

23      US Coast Guard

24   The US Coast Guard has been granted approximately 11 acres of dry land (4 ha) on Yerba
25 Buena Island, with improvements thereon, to support its continuing operations. No additional
26   employees or residents are expected as a result of the expansion of the station area.  An
27      additional 11 acres (4 ha) of submerged lands was transferred to US Coast Guard in 2002.

       28 USFWS Wildlife Refuge

29      As part of the closure of NAS Alameda/FISC Annex, the USFWS was granted 900 acres (362 ha)
30    of dry and submerged land for use as part of the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge
31     Complex. The refuge provides habitat and nesting for the only substantial colony of California

 
32 least tern in the San Francisco Bay.

33 5.3 NONMILITARY PROJECTS

34 Two concurrent local nonmilitary developments or plans are considered in this analysis.  The

35   first is the seismic upgrade of the SFOBB, including replacing the east span. The second
36     development is implementing the San Francisco Waterfront Land Use Plan. A Final EIR for the
37      Waterfront Land Use Plan was certified in 1996.

38

Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS 5-3

8       
 1...20,

3



Table 5-1. Regional Base Closure and Reuse

Completion Projected
Date°f Project Projected Net

Proximity to Historical Planning Completion Historical Future Population
Project NSTI Project Size Uses Project Description Document Date Population Population Change

NAS 3 to 5 miles 2,842 acres Military Reuse property for October 2020 5,736 21,939- 22,361-

Alameda/FISC civilian residential 1999 (Final 28,097 16,203
Annex and nonresidential EIS)

purposes.

FISCO/Port of 3 to 5 miles 541 acres of Port and Change to civilian August 2010         0            0            0

Oakland, Vision FISC rail use and provide 1997 (Final
2000 Program Oakland; facilities- major port and rail EIS/EIR)

additional military expansion. Site will
acres for and civilian become one of the 3
joint largest port facilities

intermodal in the western
terminal United States.
facility

Oakland Army 3 to 3.5 422 acres Military Currently unknown September 2010         0            0            0
Base miles civilian reuse of 1999 (Draft

base. EIS)

Hunters Point 6 miles 936 acres Military Mixed-use October 2025 39 1,050-3,900 1,011-3,861
Naval Shipyard 1998

(Revised
Draft
EIS/EIR);
March 2000
(Final EIS)
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1  SFOBB

2   The SFOBB East Spans Seismic Safety Project involves construction of a new east span and
3     dismantling of the existing east span of the SFOBB. A Final EIS for the SFOBB east span project
4     was published in May 2001 and a ROD was issued on July 11, 2001. Replacement Alternative
5  N-6 with the self-anchored suspension bridge design option was selected as the final
6 replacement alternative (FHWA 2001). The replacement bridge would be located north of the
7     existing east span (see Figure 5-2). This alternative involves constructing a new bridge with two
8 side-by-side decks, each consisting of five lanes. Approximately 1,968 feet (600 m) east of the
9    tunnel on Yerba Buena Island, the alignment would transition from a double-deck viaduct to

- 10 two parallel structures. The western limit of construction for the selected replacement
11 alternative is the eastern portal of the Yerba Buena Island tunnel; however, the limits of work

12 may extend to the western approach of the west span in San Francisco due to project-related
- 13 traffic controls and signage. Parts of the Yerba Buena Island east viaduct would be retrofitted,

 
14 modified, partially demolished, and reconstructed. SFOBB construction is scheduled to be

15    completed in 2007.  Most of the reuse improvements on Yerba Buena Island, according to the
16 initial Draft Reuse Plan phasing schedule, is to occur between 2007 and 2011, after the new
17     SFOBB east span is completed. While little or no concurrent construction between the two - 1
18   projects is expected, the effects of constructing the two projects sequentially on Yerba Buena  1
19    Island may still result in cumulatively significant impacts. Please refer to the EIS for the east  1

  20 spans realignment for discussion of impacts  of that project   (see http:/ /www.dot.ca.gov/
21      dist4/sfobb/sfobbfeis.htm).  It is estimated that the project will begin by 2004 and be completed'
22 within seven years.

23 San Francisco Waterfront Land Use Plan
/

24    The San Francisco Waterfront Plan (Waterfront Plan) covers a project area of about 7)0 acres

25      (296 ha) along approximately 7.5 miles (12 km) of waterfront (April 1996). The overarching goal
26      of the Waterfront Plan is "reuniting the City with its waterfront" through implementation of the
27    Waterfront Plan. Implementing the Waterfront Plan could add as many as 460 persons to the
28     population of San Francisco or less than one percent of the projected city population growth of
29     50,700 in the period 1995 to 2010.  As many as 230 new housing units and as many as 6,850 new
30 jobs could be added in the Waterfront Plan project area (San Francisco 1997b). The Waterfront
31 Plan takes into account a number of other projects that are in various stages of development.
32 These projects include:

  33 • Mid-Embarcadero Roadwaygenninal Separator Structure: This project entailed replacing
34 the Embarcadero Freeway with a surface roadway.  It was completed in 2000.

. 35 •  Hyde Street Harbor and Pier 45: This project involved adding berths and constructing
36 support facilities for the fishing community.

37       • Ferry Building Renovation: The Port is currently restoring the historic Ferry Building,
38 adding retail and offices space.

39        • Downtown Ferry Terminal Improvements: These improvements would renovate the ferry
40                 landings/terminals at Pier 1/2 and Pier 1.

41
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1         • Cogeneration Facility: The California Energy Commission has recommended construction
2                 of a cogeneration plant.
3           •    Rincon Hill Area: A 450,000 square foot sports and recreation and entertainment facility
4                   is being considered for the base of Rincon Hill, South of Market Street.

5         • China Basin Mixed Use Opportunity Area: The development of the Pacific Bell baseball
6                 park for the San Francisco Giants has been completed.
7       • China Basin Channel/Mission Bay: Development in the Mission Bay and China Basin
8 Channel areas contemplates potential construction of 2000 multi-family residences and
9                up to 400,000 square feet of an urban entertainment retail area. This project is out of the

10                 Waterfront Plan area.

11 5.4 ANALYSIS OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

12 The cumulative impacts of these concurrent developments and the Waterfront Plan, as well as
13 the military base closure and reuse projects presented in Table 5-1, are discussed by resource
14 area below. Implementing Navy disposal action, as essentially a transfer of title, would not
15     contribute to any direct cumulative impacts to any of the resources analyzed in this document.
16   Therefore, the discussion of cumulative impacts for each resource does not include further
17 analysis of Navy disposal. Relevant significant and not mitigable, significant and mitigable,
18      and not significant cumulative impacts associated with NSTI reuse are described below.

19     Land Use

20 All three reuse alternatives would result in developing additional urban uses, and all three
21 would entail a significant change in the historic land use of NSTI.  The most basic impact is the
22    change from military use to combined residential, public and light industrial. The change in
23  land use is similar in nature to the other base closures in the area, although the reuse
24    alternatives for NSIT have a smaller percentage industrial component. Combined with future
25 regional development, each reuse alternative would contribute to a cumulative increase in
26    urbanization of the area and the region. The increased urbanization process within the region
27    would be required to proceed in accordance with land use plans of the local communities, as
28 each community's General Plan governs all future development within its jurisdictional
29 boundaries. These plans contain policies, implementation measures, and programs designed to
30   ensure that future development would be compatible with existing and planned land uses,
31 would proceed in an orderly fashion, and would contribute to community goals and objectives
32     for land use. After implementation of mitigation to amend the general plans and zoning codes
33     of San Francisco, the inconsistency with local land use plans would be eliminated.  Each of the
34 three reuse alternatives would be a component of this region-wide process, and would be
35     implemented in a manner that would not create land use conflicts with existing or future land
36  uses in the area. Therefore, the reuse alternatives' incremental contribution to regional
37      cumulative land use impacts would not be significant.

38 The incremental contribution of implementing the reuse alternatives in combination with
39    reconstructing the SFOBB east span could result in cumulatively significant land use impacts.
40 The selected SFOBB replacement alternative would result in planned land uses for
41
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5.0  Cumulative Projects and Impacts

1   redevelopment of Yerba Buena Island, in accordance with the Draft Reuse Plan.  This is a
2      conceptual plan for NSTI reuse; therefore, the assumption is that the SFOBB construction would
3      not significantly affect implementation of the overall reuse concept on Yerba Buena Island.

4 Construction-generated traffic and noise impacts as a result of reuse activities and SFOBB
5 construction could have adverse localized effects on both the physical desirability and economic
6    viability of land uses on Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island. For example, construction
7 activities could adversely affect noise-sensitive film industry activities on Treasure Island in
8    Buildings 2 and 3. Planned reuse of Yerba Buena Island would be affected, particularly the-1
9 planned residential and public development proposed in areas near the new SFOBB alignment  

10 and subject to noise and traffic of construction. (Please see the SFOBB east spans realignmentj
11   EIS at http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/sfobb/sfobbfeis.htm for a discussion of impacts of the
12 SFOBB project.) These localized cumulative land use impacts, however, would be temporary.
13      In addition, the magnitude of cumulative impact is difficult to predict since it would depend on
14 the timing of construction for reuse and the SFOBB. Separate construction periods for reuse and
15 the SFOBB, as currently planned, would result in a lesser impact at any one time but extended
16     over a longer period, while concurrent construction would result in a greater impact at any one
17 time.

18 Visual Resources

19 The viewsheds of San Francisco Bay consist of a diverse combination of urban development,
20 industrial, military, and natural landscape. In combination with other similar projects, the

 
21 cumulative visual effect would result in a movement away from a military and industrial theme
22 and toward a mixed use development.  Each of the reuse alternatives would result in a change
23     from a military base and associated structures to a mixed-use development. The development
24      would be similar in character to the surrounding development in San Francisco, including reuse
25     of regional Navy bases, converted wharves and warehouses, Ferry terminals and marinas, and
26      would not contribute to significant cumulative effects on visual resources.

/ 27 Development under each of the NSTI reuse alternatives would not substantially alter existing

28 views; however, these changes, in conjunction with replacing the SFOBB, could result in
29 cumulative impacts to the visual character of Yerba Buena Island. The proposed parallel -T
30 roadway alignment for the SFOBB would result in a much wider bndge footprint and a greater  ;1
31     number of support piers (Caltrans and FHWA 2001). The effect of physical changes from reuse   
32 and SFOBB construction, as well as changes in shadow and lighting, may substantially alter the  4
33 visual character of the eastern side of the island from viewpoints on both Treasure and Yerba
34 Buena islands over time.

  35 Realignment of the SFOBB east span would also require removing woodland vegetation from
36 Yerba Buena Island, including oak woodland habitat near Macalla Road and eucalyptus groves
37    on the east side of Yerba Buena Island. Future reuse of Yerba Buena Island, which includes
38     reuse in previously developed portions of the island, combined with a new east span structure,
39 could cumulatively alter the visual character of NSTI. According to the SFOBB east spans
40    project EIS, all vegetation removed on Yerba Buena Island would be replanted with native or
41 drought tolerant species (Caltrans and FHWA 2001).
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1 Visual impacts from construction activities, such as from construction staging or lighting,
2     would be short-term. These impacts, combined with potential construction impacts from reuse
3 construction, would not be cumulatively significant, following mitigation by project
4 construction requirements.

5 Socioeconomics

6    The three reuse alternatives would contribute to regional employment and population growth.
7 However, housing at NS'Il under Alternatives 1 and 3 would be comparable to the projected
8     increase in jobs and therefore would be consistent with San Francisco population and housing
9 growth forecasts. Population and employment increases projected under the three reuse

10 alternatives would be in addition to those provided by the Job Corps (which will add
11  approximately 1,150 trainees and teaching and administrative employees to the local
12    population on Treasure Island). The incremental contribution of NSTI jobs would not have a
13 significant effect on regional housing demand under these two reuse alternatives and would
14   therefore not be cumulatively considerable. While SFOBB construction could temporarily
15 displace occupants of NSTI housing, this impact would be short-term and would not
16   cumulatively add to effects from reuse activities on Yerba Buena Island because these two
17 projects would not be expected to be constructed simultaneously.

18 Under Alternative 2, Treasure Island housing would be eliminated over time. As a result, any
19 employment growth could result in increased long-term housing demand.  The need for
20 affordable housing to Bay Area workers is a region-wide policy issue of great importance.
21 However, an imbalance of housing to jobs is not a physical environmental effect, but rather an
22   economic and social issue. The physical impacts of NSTI's housing supply shortfall under
23    Alternative 2 relate primarily to project-induced and cumulative traffic and air quality effects,
24 discussed below.

25   There is a possibility that the uses contemplated for Treasure Island reuse will overlap or
26     compete with proposed developments in the San Francisco waterfront area, such as the Rincon
27 Hill Arena project and proposals  for an entertainment retail center  in the China Basin/ Mission
28    Bay Plan area. However, planning of these entertainment areas will be coordinated by San
29   Francisco and such similar developments are not expected to cause adverse socioeconomic
30 impacts. Similar projects may provide additional jobs to San Francisco residents and any
31 additional housing demand created by Rincon Hill and China Basin entertainment complexes
32     would be covered by potential development of 2,000 multi-family residences in the China Basin
33      project (San Francisco 1997b).

34 Cultural Resources

35 The demolition of historic military properties as part of disposal and reuse of Bay Area Navy
36 installations, including Point Molate, NAS Alameda, Mare Island Naval Shipyard, and Hunters
37 Point Naval Shipyard, could result in a significant cumulative impact to cultural resources.
38 Although transfer of each of these installations has been or will be accompanied by a MOA
39    between Navy and SHPO, as well as other invited signatories, to ensure protection of historic
40 resources, demolition of historic properties may occur at some installations (i.e., Mare Island
41 Naval Shipyard) under certain reuse alternatives. While Alternatives 1 and 3 would preserve
42 historic structures on NSTI and would not contribute to a cumulative impact, Alternative 2
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1    would add to the significant cumulative impact through demolition of historic buildings and
2     structures at NSTI.

3       The selected alignment for the SFOBB east span could also adversely affect sipificant cultural   j
4    resources on both Navy and non-Navy land on Yerba Buena Island. For example, noise and  I
5 vibration generated by driving piles and other construction activities, as well as potential 6
6  interruptions in access and construction staging, could affect historic Yerba Buena Island  
7    buildings, such as the Senior Officers Quarters Historic District (see Figure 3-4 in section 3.4).  1
8     The area east of Quarters 1 may be used for construction staging as part of the SFOBB east span   1
9 project. Construction activities for the SFOBB would substantially reduce Navy and the reuse   

10 entity's ability to maintain these historic properties. Permanent visual, shadow, noise, and

 
77 vibration effects resulting from construction of the SFOBB alignment also could result in

12  deterioration of historic characteristics of structures on Yerba Buena Island. In addition,
13 physical disturbances, such as possible demolition and adaptation of cultural resources in the

 
14 area, could result in an irreversible loss of finite resources.

15 Known prehistoric archeological resources are confined to non-Navy land on Yerba Buena
16 Island. Cumulative significant impacts to these resources could occur under all three reuse
17  alternatives in conjunction with the proposed SFOBB east span project if subsurface
18 archeological remains are discovered during reuse implementation (see Figure 3-3 in section

  19 3.4).

20   Mitigation for these cumulative impacts would involve prohibiting demolition of significant

 
21 historic buildings and structures, the adaptive reuse of these properties following the Secretary
22     of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings,  and
23 the appropriate treatment of historic and prehistoric archeology, should such resources be
24     uncovered. In addition, resources should be documented before destruction in accordance with
25 HABS/HAER standards.

  26 Transportation

27 The traffic analysis presented in section 4.5 calculated traffic to be generated by each of the
28 reuse alternatives for NSTI, added it to projected traffic from probable future development,
29   distributed the trips to the transportation network, and then determined the impact.  The
30 analysis assumed full build out of the alternatives in year 2010 and 2025. The future conditions
31   in the traffic analysis takes into account both the growth expected at NSTI and the growth
32     forecast for San Francisco and the Bay Area, and is therefore inherently cumulative.

33 Cumulative impacts would occur under the three reuse alternatives related to traffic congestion
34     and an increased demand for parking at ferry terminals that would provide service to and from

35    NSTI. Jack London Square/Alameda Main Street and Golden Gate Fields are outside the San
36 Francisco's jurisdiction. The significance of this cumulative impact at these locations is not
37    known with certainty; it would be a localized impact. Potential specific mitigation measures
38 also cannot be known at this time. Given the lack of specific development projections and the
39 high degree of uncertainty concerning possible effects on the environment, potential cumulative
40 impacts attributable to increased traffic congestion and parking demand at East Bay ferry
41      terminals are considered too speculative to evaluate.
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1      Caltrans has begun construction of a new east span of the SFOBB.  The new east span of SFOBB
2    provides for the bridge to use structures separating the double-decked lanes into two parallel
3   structures. The eastbound on-ramp on the east side of the YBI tunnel would be rebuilt to
4 current standards under the SFOBB project; however, the reconstruction and funding for other
5   new ramps on Yerba Buena Island was not included as part of the SFOBB project. Future
6     improvements to the other ramps are possible under a separate project because MTC has made
7 them eligible for future funding in the Regional Transportation Plan. The replacement
8 alternative would maintain existing vehicular capacity and may improve traffic operations, but
9    congestion is unlikely to be effected (Caltrans and FHWA 2001). The SFOBB is projected to be

10   at capacity during peak hours in the future, whether or not reuse occurs. The three reuse
11 alternatives would contribute a_small iBE mentto Pr«fted traffic volumes, which would be
12 considered cumulatively significant. The Contfibution to cumulative congestion attributable to
13 the reuse alternatives could be reduced by implementing the TDM measures, proposed ferry
14   services, and transit services identified in section 4.5, Transportation. In addition, a traffic
15 monitoring program was included in the mitigation measure to ensure that additional traffic
16      generated by the proposed action would not negatively impact SFOBB.

17 Construction-related traffic would be noticeable on island roadways and could contribute to
18 localized congestion. Construction of the SFOBB would also require temporary closure of
19    roadways on Yerba Buena Island such as Macalla Road and Southgate Road.  The area east of
20   Quarters 1 may be used for construction staging as part of the SFOBB east span project.
21 Cumulative impacts would be reduced to the extent that, as initially planned, the scheduled
22 SFOBB construction and reuse construction activities on Yerba Buena Island would occur at
23 different times. Additional mitigation for this cumulative impact would involve providing
24 alternate routes and regulating on-island roadways with flaggers, particularly along Macalla
25    Road, to ensure there are no conflicts with oversized construction vehicles using these roads.
26 Other measures that could be undertaken include requiring that construction contractors limit
27 the number of vehicles on the islands, provide alternative means of transportation for
28 construction workers, and use car ferries to transport construction workers and materials.
29 Project-specific proposals also should include temporary replacement parking, as necessary.

30 Air Quality

31 The geographic scope of impacts on air quality is the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. Falling
32     within the boundaries of the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin are stationary source emissions
33    within the project boundaries, mobile source emission from people travelling to and from the
34     project site, and power plant emissions from facilities providing power to the project area.  All
35     of these affect the concentration of pollutants at locations distant from the site within the basin.
36 Cumulative air quality concerns include potential local carbon monoxide effects due to
37 cumulative traffic congestion and cumulative regional emissions of ozone and PMio precursors.
38   As indicated in the modeling analysis presented in section 4.6, there is little potential for
39 cumulatively adverse carbon monoxide impacts along the SFOBB, even when traffic volumes
40     reach that facility's capacity limits.

41 Ozone precursor and PMio precursor emissions associated with NSTI reuse (see Table 4.6-1 in
42    section 4.6) would be added to similar emissions from other sources of regional growth and
43 would contribute to cumulative air pollutant emissions in the Bay Area. Cumulative air quality
44   issues in the San Francisco Bay Area are being addressed through regional air quality plans
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1    such as the BAAQMD Bay Area 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan.  The projected changes in land use
2    and vehicle travel patterns from the reuse alternatives would not have significant cumulative
3   air quality impacts because projected reuse-generated emissions would not alter existing air
4 quality conditions. Implementing TDM measures discussed in se.-tion 4.5, Transportation, can
5 reduce cumulative air quality impacts.

6 NSTI reuse, if undertaken concurrently with the proposed SFC )BB east span project, could
7    contribute to significant cumulative construction and demolition air quality impacts from dust
8     and vehicle emissions. The primary emission-generating activiti· s would be new construction,
9 roadway reconstruction, and demolition. This cumulativt'    mpact  can be mitigated   by

10   implementing the dust control measures during constructi ·n and demolition activities

 
11 described in section 4.6, Air Quality.

12 Noise

  13 Noise conditions are inherently localized, because noise levels c ecrease quickly with increasing
14     distance from the noise source.  Very few noise sources are aud ble at distances beyond 2 miles.
15 Cumulative noise effects are limited primarily to local effects o cumulative traffic conditions or
16 combined effects of adjacent development. Isolation from oth, . urban development in the Bay
17 Area limits cumulative noise issues to traffic noise along the S OBB corridor. The contribution
18    of traffic associated with reuse to this cumulative traffic noist would be inconsequential. The
19 reuse alternatives could, however, introduce new uses to area, near the SFOBB, which could be
20      affected by noise associated with the proposed SFOBB east span project.

  21 The EIS for the SFOBB east span project estimates that pe,·k noise levels generated by that

22 project would exceed noise abatement criteria for sensitive   iand  uses but would generally  be
23        less than existing traffic noise levels  due  to  use of steel-reint orced concrete  and a side-by-side
24 roadway design (rather than stacked decks). Reuse acrir ries in combination with SFOBB
25 construction activities may result in temporary cumulative ,Ioise impacts. Reuse construction
26     on Yerba Buena Island is planned to occur following  5 -OBB construction, which would
27 minimize concurrent cumulative impacts. Cumulative  im  acts may nevertheless occur  as  a
28    result of sequential construction noise events. Reuse cong uction noise would be minimized
29 through limitations on activities, as described in section 4.7. Caltrans will work with the
30 property recipient regarding appropriate noise abatement a.,proaches on Yerba Buena Island to
31 mitigate noise impacts from SFOBB construction (Caltrans and FHWA 2001).

32 Biological Resources

33 NSTI reuse would not combine with other projects to rest. it in cumulatively significant effects
34   on biological resources. Effects on biological resources from reuse of NSTI are limited to
35    disturbance to mudflats and eelgrass habitat at NSTI, dredging for the proposed marina, and
36 potential effects on harbor seals. These NSTI project effects, however, would not incrementally
37   add to effects of other projects to cause significant imp.icts to wetlands, shoreline, or other
38 marine biological resources.

  39 In regard to long-term population growth and secondary *Tzpacts on land use and wetlands, the
40    proposed NSTI reuse would not substantially increase urbanization or population pressure in
41 the region of influence and therefore would not contribute to such increases that could cause
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1    alterations of wetland or otl jr sensitive habitats. In regard to the cumulative effects of the
2      reuse of NSTI and those of ots er Bay Area base closures identified in the region of influence, the
3     disposal and reuse of NAS A imeda/FISC Alameda or the reuse of the Presidio Army Base in
4    San Francisco are expected tc have beneficial impacts on marine and biological resources and
5 therefore there would be no si, nificant cumulative adverse effects from the base closures.

6 Implementing either Alternati 'e 1 or 2, in combination with replacing the SFOBB east span,
7 could result in cumulative in )acts to mudflat habitat along Yerba Buena Island, including
8 potential impacts to eelgrass ,eds. Mitigation identified for the reuse alternatives would
9 minimize disturbance to these i iudflats. SFOBB replacement would be expected to result in the

10    loss of a small area of eelgrass at the Oakland touchdown. Mitigation proposed for this loss
11    includes a conceptual mitigatic n plan to replace affected mudflat habitat and eelgrass beds
12    (Caltrans and FHWA 2001). Ti erefore cumulative impacts from the proposed reuse of NSTI
13 and construction of SFOBB wou. i be minimized and would not be significant.

14 Proposed dredging activity unde NSTI reuse could incrementally add to cumulative impacts to
15 marine species and habitats both ocally, as a result of the SFOBB east span project, and in other
16 portions of the Bay proposed fo dredging, such as the Oakland Inner Harbor as part of the
17      reuse of FISCO. Dredging impact include the physical modification of benthic habitats and the
18     removal or disturbance of local p pulations of bottom-dwelling organisms; increased turbidity
19     and the release of contaminants tk it are contained in the sediments into the water column; and
20 the noise and disturbance caused v dredging operations. Dredged material disposal can have
21 analogous impacts at disposal siti :. However, impacts of dredging are generally short-term,
22     limited in area, and mitigable at tt source on a project-specific basis through compliance with
23 stringent federal and state regu atory requirements. In addition, cumulative Bay-wide
24   dredging and dredged material i sposal impacts, including the small amount of potential
25     dredging at NSTI, are being mitiga ed through the Bay Area Long Term Management Strategy
26        (LTMS) (COE 20001)). Therefore, he contributions  of the reuse alternatives to cumulative
27      impacts to marine species and habit  ts from dredging would not be significant.

28   Increased boat traffic under Alten tives 1 or 2, in combination with the SFOBB east span
29 replacement (scheduled for complet in by 2005) and work at the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge
30     (scheduled for completion by 2004) c ,uld result in cumulative impacts to harbor seals at Yerba
31 Buena Island. However, because nc ie of these projects would directly use the haul-out sites
32 during construction activities, the coi struction phases of these projects would not overlap, and
33 the project activities would be intel nittent, cumulative impacts from these projects are not
34      considered to be cumulatively advers· or significant.

35      Geology and Soils

36   NSTI is in an active seismic area sl. 9ect to periodic earthquakes.  Each of the three reuse
37      alternatives, in conjunction with futur development at closing Navy bases in the Bay Area and
38  in the region, would expose more Dersons to earthquake hazards. Other geotechnical
39    constraints, such as liquefaction and 12 eral spreading, might present hazards in specific areas.
40   In addition, vegetation removal wou i present potential erosion conditions. Adherence to
41 recommendations contained in site-sp, :ific geotechnical reports, building codes, and grading
42       ordinances, and implementation of reE,on-wise erosion control plans would avoid significant
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1 cumulative impacts because exposure would not result in risks higher than commonly accepted
2     in northern California.

3     Water Resources

4 Possible cumulative impacts from development of structures in coastal areas include impacts to
5      changes in flooding patterns, loss of sand, and loss of near shore areas.  Land use and drainage
6 patterns would not be substantially altered and no impacts are expected in these areas. The
7 possible cumulative water resources impacts of NSTI reuse and other projects in the region of
8 influence would be the impacts of dredging and dredge material disposal on the water quality

9  of central San Francisco Bay. Significant cumulative impacts could occur as a result of
10 concurrent dredging activities for NSTI reuse, SFOBB replacement, FISCO reuse, and the Vision
11 2000 program for deepening Oakland Inner Harbor; however, impacts of dredging are
12 generally short-term, limited in area, and mitigable at the source on a project-by-project basis
13 through compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, including the LTMS. The impacts
14      of dredging at NSTI are expected to be consistent with the federal and state established plan for
15 dredged spoils in the San Francisco Bay. Depending on the selected disposal option, dredge
16 material disposal may have cumulatively significant water quality impacts. Compliance with
17 applicable dredge disposal priorities, which favor reusing sediments on land, would minimize
18 this impact to a not significant level.

  19 Utilities

20   Each of the three reuse alternatives in combination with cumulative regional development
21 would result in increased demand for utilities in San Francisco (potable water and fire  f
22 protection distribution, wastewater collection and treatment, stormwater collection, electrical
23 and natural gas, telecommunications, and solid waste systems). The increased regional demand
24 could require construction of new and enlarged utility systems and upgrading of existing utility
25 infrastructure. Construction of utility systems and facilities to serve regional growth and
26 development would proceed under the direction of the utility providers.  Each of the reuse
27 alternatives would include development of utility systems and facilities that would adequately
28     serve the reuse development without impacting services in the region and therefore would not
29   conflict with general plans of San Francisco or neighboring municipalities. Therefore, there
30     would be no cumulative impact.

31     Realignment of the SFOBB east span, in accordance with the east spans realignment alternative
32    selected by FHWA in its July 11, 2001 ROD, would require demolishing the old east span and
33 would remove  a _Naxx_Rotable water_line through which EBMUD provides emergency backup
34   service to NSTI.  If this line were not replaced, the site would lose this emergency backup
35      service.  This is a significant and mitigable cumulative impact resulting from the SFOBB project.
36 Mitigation would involve replacing the potable water pipeline along the new east span of the

 
37 SFOBB to provide emergency backup service to Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island.

38 Public Services

39 The three reuse alternatives, in conjunction with other area development on Treasure and Yerba
40 Buena Islands and in the region, would result in a cumulative increase in demand for public
41 services. However, development restrictions would not allow for construction of a reuse
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1 alternative until all public services can be provided. Further, reuse of NSTI would not result in
2     the realignment or development of other projects in the region of influence, which may further
3    increase the demand for public services. Therefore, NSTI reuse development under any of the
4 three reuse alternatives would not have an incremental cumulative impact on the ability to
5 provide these services.

6 Hazardous Materials and Waste

7 Similar reuse of contaminated properties (i.e., military base closures) could result in a greater
8    potential for exposure of the public to hazardous substances. Implementing various remedial
9 actions pursuant to CERCLA at each of these sites to remove, manage, or isolate any potentially

10 hazardous substances prior to conveyance would minimize the potential for a significant
11 cumulative impact. Acquiring entities at these installations have been required to comply with
12     Land Use Controls during construction or operations to ensure continued protection of human
13 health and the environment; deeds conveying these properties have, in some cases, contained
14    notices that areas not subject to remediation efforts (such as under foundations) may require
15 additional characterization and possible response actions to appropriate regulatory oversight.

16    Implementation of the three reuse alternatives would result in the use of hazardous materials
17    and the generation of hazardous wastes. Such waste would also be generated by other Navy
18    bases in the Bay Area that are closing, the Job Corps facility on Treasure Island, and possible
19 waterfront development in San Francisco. Future development at NSTI and other installations
20     would be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations governing
21 the use, storage, transfer, and disposal of hazardous materials, as well as the measures stated
22 above. Therefore, development at NSTI under any of the three reuse alternatives would not
23 incrementally contribute to a cumulative impact from hazardous materials or waste.  In
24 addition, while remediation at NSTI and other Bay Area Navy bases being conducted in
25   accordance with CERCLA is not subject to NEPA, it would nevertheless have a beneficial
26      impact on the region's environment.

27
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1                 6.0 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRED BY NEPA

2 This section addresses other topics required by NEPA in an EIS. These include: an analysis of
3 significant unavoidable adverse impacts to the environment; the relationship between local
4  short-term uses of the environment and long-term productivity; the identification of any
5    irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources; a discussion of Executive Order 12898
6 (Environmental Justice, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629 [Feb. 11, 1994]); and a discussion of Executive Order
7 13045 (Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children, 62 Fed. Reg. 19885 [April 21, 1997]).

8 6.1 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS

9   An EIS must describe any significant unavoidable impacts for which either no mitigation or
10 only partial mitigation is feasible. The impact analysis presented in Chapters 4 and 5 of this EIS

/ 11 indicates that significant unavoidable adverse effects would occur only under Alternative 2.

12   Implementation of Alternative 2 would require demolition of Building 2 and Building 3 on
13 Treasure Island, buildings eligible for listing on the NRHP. This would result in the loss of
14 significant historic resources. This adverse effect can be lessened or reduced by recording the
15 affected resources to the standards of HABS/HAER, but recordation would not eliminate the

/
16 adverse effect caused by the demolition of NRHP-eligible resources.

17 6.2 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES AND LONG-TERM
18                      PRODUCTIVITY

19 NEPA requires   that   an EIS consider the relationship between short-term   uses   of   the
20 environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity. The analysis

 
21 covers the extent to which both disposal and reuse involve tradeoffs between short-term
22 environmental gains at the expense of long-term losses, or vice versa.

 
23 Because most of NSTI has been developed, redevelopment under any of the three reuse
24 alternatives would do little to negatively affect the short or long-term productivity of the area.
25   Disposal and subsequent reuse of NSTI could however result in both short- and long-term

  26 environmental gains that would enhance productivity of the site. Improved vehicle access and
- 27 increased public recreation opportunities along the San Francisco Bay shoreline under reuse

28    would be both a short- and long-term gain. Long-term gains would also include increases in

  29 jobs and housing and generation of sufficient revenue to support the investment necessary to
30     upgrade the Treasure Island perimeter dike and undertake other facility ground improvements

        31
that would improve the seismic safety of the site.

  32 Disposal and reuse of NSTI could result in potential environmental impacts, as identified in

33    Chapters 4 and 5 of this EIS, such as those to transportation, biological resources, and water
34  resources.  If not mitigated, these impacts could result in decreases in the long-term
35      productivity of the environment on NSTI.

36 6.3 IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

37 NEPA requires that an EIS analyze the extent to which the proposed alternatives' primary and
38 secondary effects would commit nonrenewable resources to uses that future generations
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1 probably would be unable to reverse. Disposal and subsequent reuse of Navy property and
2 structures would constitute an irreversible or irretrievable commitment of military resources
3     and land uses.

4   Reuse of the property would provide for responsible long-term resource management and,
5   except for Alternative 2, makes no irreversible resource commitments. Alternative 2 would
6    include the planned removal of historic Building 2 and Building 3 on Treasure Island, which
7      would be a permanent loss of these resources.

8   Implementing any of the reuse alternatives would require short-term commitments of both
9    renewable and nonrenewable energy and material resources for demolition, and commitments

10 for construction of the structures and infrastructure improvements required for
11 implementation. These developments would represent a very large commitment of financial
12     resources but would not represent an irreversible commitment of NSTI surplus property to the
13     proposed uses.

14  Equipment used during construction and demolition activities at NSTI would consume
15 petroleum fuels, such as gasoline and diesel. This temporary energy expenditure would occur
16    over the short term and would not substantially increase the overall demand for electricity or
17   natural gas. Implementing the reuse alternatives would consume large volumes of
18 nonrenewable fossil fuel as a result of increased trips generated by automobile, bus, and ferry
19 trips. Additional energy would also be expended at the wastewater treatment plant.  The
20   increase in development likely would result in an increase in the annual amount of energy
21 consumed in heating, air conditioning, and other operational uses of energy. Infrastructure
22 improvements would be provided corresponding to each new phase of development to meet
23 increased demand.

24 6.4 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

25 This section summarizes potential impacts from disposal and reuse of the site on issues of
26 environmental justice, as mandated by Executive Order 12898. The Executive Order on
27 "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-income
28 Populations," issued on February, 11, 1994, requires that the impacts of federal actions on
29    minority and low-income populations be addressed to avoid disproportionate adverse impacts
30     to these groups.

31     On April 21, 1995, the Secretary of Defense submitted a formal environmental justice strategy
32 and implementation plan to the EPA. To comply with the executive order, this EIS included the
33 following actions:

34    • Gathering economic, racial, and demographic information generated from the 1990 census
35     to identify areas of low-income and high minority populations in San Francisco and
36 Alameda counties that would potentially be exposed to project impacts;

37   •  Assessing the disposal and reuse alternatives for disproportionate impacts resulting from
38 on-site activities associated with reuse of project site facilities; and
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1      • Encouraging community participation and input through public hearings and meetings and
2 extensive public notification, which are described in Chapter 1 and Chapter 7 of this

document.

4 6.4.1 Criteria and Methodology

5         Under the provisions of Executive Order 12898,
" [m]itigation measures outlined or analyzed  in

6      an environmental assessment, environmental impact statement, or record of decision, whenever
7 feasible, should address significant and adverse environmental effects of proposed federal

"8   actions on minority communities and low-income commurutles. Relative to environmental
9    justice, a significant impact would occur if the proposed action, including the consideration of

10 all resource issues, would result in disproportionate negative effects on minority populations or
11 low-income populations. To determine whether low-income or minority populations could be
12 disproportionately affected by the disposal and reuse of NSTI, low-income and minority
13    populations were first identified. Potential effects in areas where these populations live were
14 next identified and these effects were further evaluated to determine if there would be any
15 disproportionate effect.  The area considered in this analysis includes NSTI, San Francisco, and
16 Alameda County.

17 6.4.2 Minority Population and Low-income Population Overview

18 As presented in Table 6-1, the population of NSTI in 1990 was predominately White (65

19    percent), as it was in the Bay Area region (69 percent), in San Francisco (54 percent), and in
20 Alameda County (60 percent). The residential population of NSTI in 1990 was entirely
21   composed of military personnel and their dependents. The non-white (i.e., racial minority)
22  population at NS'Il was roughly proportional to the region and in the surrounding

 
23 communities of San Francisco and Alameda counties.

24 Median income of NSTI households in 1990 was about 16 percent lower than the San Francisco
25 median income and 25 percent lower than Alameda County's (see Table 3.3-4 in section 3.3,
26    Socioeconomics).  At the time of the 1990 census approximately nine percent of all households
27    in the Bay Area, 13 percent of San Francisco households, and 11 percent of Alameda County

/ 28 households were below the poverty level.

29 6.4.3 Potential Disproportionate Impacts to Minority Populations or Low-income
30                 Populations

31 The potentially affected area adjacent to NSTI does not include disproportionately high
32 minority populations or low-income populations compared to adjacent communities.  In
33 addition, impacts under any of the three reuse alternatives would either not be significant or, if

-- 34 significant, would be adequately mitigated such that no disproportionate impact would be

35  expected to occur.  As a result, none of the reuse alternatives appear likely to have a

 
36 disproportionate impact on minority populations or low-income populations to warrant further

- 37 analysis beyond that conducted in each of the environmental issue areas.

38
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Table 6-1
Racial Composition of NSTI, Bay Area, San Francisco, and Alameda County Population, 1980 and 1990

American Asian Pacific
Location 1/Vhite Black Indian Islander Other Hispanic

1980 1990 1980 1990 1980 1990 1980 1990 1980 1990 1980 1990

NSTI # 2,565 2,911 321 718       44        38 794 702 211 140 293 389

% 65.2 64.6 8.2 1.6 1.1 0.8 20.2 15.5 5.4 3.1 7.4 8.6

Bay Area # 3,940,084 4,147,971 466,274 533,188 37,187 39,035 462,890 919,279 273,349 384,104 632,640 899,243

% 76.0 68.9 9.0 8.9 0.7 0.6 8.9 15.3 5.3 6.4 12.2 14.9

San # 395,081 388,341 86,414 78,931 3,548 3,354 147,426 211,000 46,505 42,333 83,373 96,640
Francisco

% 58.2 53.6 12.7 10.9 0.5 0.5 21.7 29.1 6.8 5.8 12.3 13.3

Alameda # 740,612 762,557 203,612 229,316 7,446 8,354 85,899 193,282 67,810 85,673 129,962 176,017
County

% 67.0 59.6 18.4 17.9 0.6 0.7 7.8 15.1 6.1 6.8 11.8 13.8

Note: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. Hispanic origin is for information only and is not considered a separate race.  Persons of Hispanic
origin are also counted under one of the other race columns.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce 1980, 1990.
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1 Socioeconomic impacts under any of the reuse alternatives would not occur or would not be
2 considered significant if they were to occur, and would not be expected to disproportionately
3 affect minority or low-income populations (see section 4.3).  Each of the reuse alternatives
4 would create a net gain in employment, and jobs that would be provided at the theme park
5 should offer opportunities for minority populations and low-income populations. In addition,
6 TIHDI's Notice of Interest for NSTI includes homeless housing, support services, employment,
7     and economic development programs and services for the homeless, which would benefit low-
8 income populations.

9  Under the No Action Alternative, the caretaker program would provide employment for
10     approximately 50 personnel on the site, which would represent a decrease of 700 jobs from the
11 operational baseline. While most of the lost jobs would be from relocation of military personnel
12    to other installations, some would be local, civilian support jobs. Given the number of jobs
13     available in the region, this would be a less than significant impact. There is no indication that
14 the workers in these jobs would be predominantly minority or low-income and therefore would
15      be disproportionately affected.

  16 The significant and not mitigable environmental impact of reuse Alternative 2 identified in this

17 EIS would affect cultural resources, as summarized in section 6.1. Under Alternative 2, the loss
18   of Buildings 2 and 3 on Treasure Island, which meet the criteria for listing in the National
19 Register, would have localized impacts at the individual sites and potential cumulative regional
20 impacts throughout the Bay Area, but would not have a disproportionate adverse impact on
21 minority populations or low-income populations.

22  There may be potentially significant but mitigable on-site health and safety implications
23  resulting from exposure to environmental contamination/hazardous materials on the site

  24 during reuse (as discussed in section 4.13), but there is no indication that any such potential
- 25 impacts would disproportionately accrue to minority populations or low-income populations.

26    Health and safety impact concerns could also extend off-site under the reuse alternatives.  Air

 
27 quality is one such issue, but given that any such impacts would be experienced on a regional
28   basis, no disproportionate impacts to minority populations or low-income populations are
29 anticipated.

  30 Some unauthorized fishing has historically taken place at Pier 23 and other areas on NSTI; it is

31     possible that under the reuse plan public access for fishing would be broadened. Under these
32 circumstances, therefore, minority or low-income populations that conduct subsistence fishing
33      might gain increased access to fishing opportunities. It should be noted that California EPA has
34 identified possible health consequences from eating fish caught in San Francisco Bay, due to
35 high levels of the following chemicals: mercury, dioxins, PCBs, DDT, dieldrin, and chlordane
36     (California EPA 2001).  It is recommended that under the selected alternative, warning signs in
37   a variety of languages be posted in areas that provide public access for fishing to warn of

 
38 possible health risks from consuming fish caught in San Francisco Bay.
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1 6.5 PROTECTION OF CHILDREN FROM ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
2                    RISKS AND SAFETY RISKS

3    On April 17, 1997 Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health
4    Risks and Safety Risks, was signed by President Clinton. The policy of the Executive Order
5     states that:

6            A growing body of scientific knowledge demonstrates that children may suffer
7                disproportionately from environmental health risks and safety risks. These risks
8 arise because: children's neurological, immunological, digestive, and other
9 bodily systems are still developing; children eat more food, drink more fluids,

10 and breathe more air in proportion to their body weights than adults; children's
11                 size and weight may diminish their protection from standard safety features; and
12 children's behavior patterns may make them more susceptible to accidents
13       because they are less able to protect themselves. Therefore, to the extent
14          permitted by law and appropriate, and consistent with the agency's mission,
15 each federal agency:

16                  •   shall make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health
17                               risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children; and

18         • ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and standards address
19 disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health
20                             risks or safety risks.

21          Under the definitions provided in Executive Order 13045, covered regulatory
22 actions included those that may be "economically significant" (under Executive
23 Order 12866) and "concern an environmental health risk or safety risk that an
24            agency has reason to believe may disproportionately affect children." Further,
25 Executive Order 13045 defines "environmental health risks and safety risks" [to]
26 "mean risks to health and safety that are attributable to products or substances
27          that the child is likely to come in contact with or ingest (such as the air we
28                 breathe, the food we eat, the water we drink or use for recreation, the soil we live
29                      on, and the products we use or are exposed to).

30 Environmental health risks and safety risks mean risks to health or to safety that are attributable
31    to products or substances that the child is likely to come into contact with or to ingest.  To
32 comply with Executive Order 13045, this section of the EIS discusses child-specific
33 environmental health risk and safety risk issues.

34     Areas on NST[ where there may be potentially high concentrations of children include schools,
35   day care centers, and residential areas.  The only school on NSTI is the Treasure Island
36 Elementary School, leased to the SFUSD by Navy. This school has a capacity of up to a total of
37 1,000 students, kindergarten through 5th grade. The former child development center in
38      Building 502 closed in mid-1997, but was re-opened in March 2003.

39 Under Alternatives 1 and 3, the existing school would be retained and a child development
40 center would re-occupy Building 502. Residential development is also proposed under the

6-6 Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS

June 2003                  



6.0 Other Considerations Required by NEPA

1 three reuse alternatives. The largest amount of residential development would occur under
2  Alternatives 1 and 3, where new residences would be developed in the northern half of
3 Treasure Island and on Yerba Buena Island. Under Alternative 2, residences would only be
4      developed on Yerba Buena Island.

5    There may be potentially significant, but mitigable on-site health and safety impacts resulting
6 from exposure to environmental contamination/hazardous materials on the site during reuse
7     (as discussed in section 4.13), but there is no indication that any such potential impacts would
8 disproportionately accrue to children. Areas of contamination are scheduled for cleanup prior
9     to reuse, with restoration to levels appropriate to subsequent reuse categories. Children would

10      not be expected to be exposed during the cleanup process.

     11    Health and safety impact concerns could also extend off-site with the reuse alternatives.  Air
12 quality impacts (as discussed in section 4.6) are a potential concern, but given that any such
13 impacts would be of a small incremental level and would be experienced on a regional basis
14      rather than a localized basis, no disproportionate impacts to children are anticipated.

15   As explained for environmental justice, a significant and not mitigable impact to historic
16 resources under Alternative 2 would not disproportionately affect children.  For all significant
17 and mitigable environmental impacts identified in this EIS, implementing identified mitigation
18     measures as described would ensure that no disproportionate impacts to environmental health
19 risks and/or safety risks to children would occur under any of the reuse alternatives.

20
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7.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

1 7.1 AGENCY COORDINATION

2     The federal, state, and local agencies were consulted prior to and during the I,reparation of this
3     EIS.  Agencies were notified of plans for closure and disposal activities br mail; by scheduled
4 public meetings associated with the reuse planning process; by publication of an NOI
5 announcing preparation of a Draft EIS; by a public scoping meeting; by pub' cation of an NOA
6    announcing the availability of the Draft EIS, and by a public hearing ort t ie Draft EIS.  The
7 agencies' viewpoints were solicited with regard to activities and issues withi i their jurisdiction.
8 Agency correspondence with US Fish and Wildlife Service, NOAA Fisheries US Department of
9   Housing and Urban Development, and SHPO, is provided in Appendi> C. The agencies

10     contacted are listed below.

  11 7.1.1 Federal Agencies

/ 12 Department of Defense

  13 US Navy, Naval Station Treasure Island

I 14 US Navy, Engineering Field Activity West

  15 US Navy, Public Works Center San Francisco Bay

16      Department of the Interior

17                 US Fish and Wildlife Service

18      Department of Labor

19      Department of Transportation

 
20 US Coast Guard

21 Federal Highways Administration

I n 7.1.2 State Agencies

23 State Department of Transportation

         24                   Caltrans - District 4

  25 State Lands Commission

26 State Office of Historic Preservation

  27 7.1.3 Regional Agencies

28 San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission

29      East Bay Municipal Utilities District
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1      San Francisco Bab Regional Water Quality Control Board                                                                                     

2 7.1.4 City an I County of San Francisco

3 California Acaden  v of Science

4      Department of Pul :ic Health

5      Department of Pub ic Works

6 Fire Department
7 Hetch Hetchy Wate and Power

8 Municipal Railway V[uni)
9     Office of Emergeng Services

10      Planning Departmei -
11 Police Department
12 Public Utilities Comi ission

13 Solid Waste Managei ent Program

14 Treasure Island Hom 'ess Development Initiative

15 Unified School Distric

16 Water Department

17 7.1.5 Public Serv ze Agencies

18 Altamont Landfill and Zesource Recovery Facility

19 7.2 PUBLIC CC ORDINATION

20 Extensive public coordi iation has occurred, and will continue to occur, as part of this proposed
21 action. Public involven int opportunities to date include the reuse planning process and the EIS
22 notification process, inc uding the NOI and one scoping meeting. Sections 7.2.1 through 7.2.5
23    provide more informat,n on the outreach activities and responses associated with the reuse
24 planning process, NOI ,rocess, public scoping meeting, public review of the Draft EIS, and
25      release of the Final EIS.

26 7.2.1 Reuse Plannir : Process

27 The process to convert NSTI to civilian use involved an extensive reuse planning and
28 community outreach prc ess San Francisco, acting as the LRA, prepared the reuse plan for
29 NSTI. During the reuse ,lanning process, efforts were made to encourage and incorporate
30 public participation and c mmunication into the reuse planning process. Community outreach
31 and involvement were c .tical components in the reuse plan development. This process
32 provided several opportu ities to inform agencies and the public of the availability of NSTI
33     assets and to identify potei tial commercial interests in surplus military property.

7-2 Disposal and Reuse Ofivaval Station Treasure Island FEIS

June 2003



7.0  Consultation and Coordination

1    A major portion of the outreach process involved conducting community workshops to define
2      issues and to discuss reuse opportunities. In addition to the community workshops, all meetings of
3      the Treasure Island Citizens Reuse Committee (CRC) were open to the public.

4     Based on the community outreach program and public interest, the LRA Draft Reuse Plan was
5 prepared. Section 2.2 of this EIS summarizes the alternatives development and screening
6 process leading to the final selection of a reuse plan.

7 7.2.2 Notice of Intent to Prepare the Draft EIS/EIR

8   The scoping process was conducted jointly with San Francisco. In conformance with the
9   requirements of NEPA, an NOI to prepare an EIS for the Disposal and Reuse of NSTI was

10   published by Navy in the Federal Register and distributed to potentially interested parties,
11 including regulatory agencies, local jurisdictions, service providers, and others.  A copy of the

  12 NOI is provided in Appendix D.

13 7.2.3 Public Scoping Meeting

  14 An additional effort to inform the public and to solicit input on the scope of the EIS from
15 affected jurisdictions, interested members of the public, and organized groups was afforded
16    through a public scoping meeting held by Navy and San Francisco.  The NSTI public scoping
17    meeting was held on October 9, 1996 at the San Francisco Ferry Building. Presentations were
18   given by representatives of Navy and San Francisco. An opportunity for oral comments
19      followed.  Six oral comments were received; no written comments were received at the meeting.
20 Twelve written comments on the NOI were received via mail.

21      A complete transcript of the public scoping meeting is available from:

22 Timarie Seneca
23     US Navy, Southwest Division

 
24 BRAC Operations Office
25 1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1100
26 San Diego, California 92101-8517

 
27 (619) 532-0955

28 The environmental issues raised in the six oral and twelve written comments were considered

. 29 during the course of the impact assessment process, and are briefly summarized below.

30      Ora 1 Comment Summary

  31 Public Involveinent Process

32   A commentor expressed concern about the public comment period and notice for the reuse
33      plan, as well as inadequate discussion of alternatives in the reuse plan.

Disposal and Reuse of Naual Station Treasure Island FEIS 7-3

8       
  June 2

,0,



7.0 Consultation and Coordination

1     Land Use

2    A request was made for analysis of different land use intensities.  It was suggested that a new
3  alternative that reuses housing without the addition of any new housing be analyzed.
4      Expanding the marina facilities and increasing parking areas with the marina were proposed.

5 Socioeconomics

6    Issues were raised regarding the inclusion of the concerns of veterans, as well as inclusion of
7 economic, educational, and technical programs in the reuse plan.

8 Biological Resources

9    It was recommended that wildlife habitat and wildlife viewing opportunities be included on
10 Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island. The addition of wetlands was a suggested alternative.
11  A point was made that such opportunities also had economic, recreational, and sewage
12 treatment benefits.

13 Public Plans, Polides, and Regulatory Agencies

14     Concerns were expressed for the consistency of development with the Tidelands Trust and the
15      Sustainable San Francisco Plan.

16 Written Comment Summary

17 Alternatives

18     •   Navy was encouraged to examine a full range of alternatives that maximize environmental
19           quality and that incorporate pollution prevention and conservation measures.

20     •    A clear definition of the region of influence and an unambiguous statement of purpose and
21             need must be provided.

22      •    Navy is required to identify both a Preferred Alternative and an Environmentally Preferable
23            Alternative.

24    • The public should be able to participate in the refinement of the reuse alternatives during
25            the EIS process beyond the minimum requirements of NEPA.

26  • The reuse plan developed by the Urban Lands Institute should be considered as an
27            alternative.

28    • The Reduced Impact Alternative should include reuse of the existing housing on Treasure
29           Island, as well as 300 units on Yerba Buena Island for affordable housing.

30     Land Use

31   •  The US Coast Guard's current and future land use on Yerba Buena Island should be
32           considered in the EIS.
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1   •  Existing and projected land use conflicts should be identified, and the EIS should offer
2           opportunities that would reduce them.

  3 •   A portion of the lands comprising NSTI remains subject to the common law tidelands trust.
4       Upon the cessation of military use, the State Lands Commission has agreed to allow San

 
5 Francisco the continued use of existing buildings located on public trust lands (submerged

and tidal lands) for their intended use for an appropriate period, even where the uses do not
7 fall within the range of public trust uses.

I 8 •  Designate the shoreline promenade, referred to in the Draft Reuse Plan, as part of the

9 planned 400-mile recreational Bay Trail system.

        10     • It appears that the reuse alternatives involve land uses that are not permitted on public trust
11      land; the impacts of non-compliance with the Tidelands Trust Doctrine must be fully

 
12 detailed and mitigated.

13 Visual Resources and Urban Design

  14 •    The EIS should identify potential aesthetic effects particularly on the Bay shoreline.

 
15 Socioeconomics and Population

16     • Nearby residential areas should be documented and the potential effects on these areas fully
/ 17 analyzed.

18   • The effects on minority communities should be analyzed in accordance with Executive

. 19 Order 12898, and opportunities for minority input should be presented in the EIS process.

20      • The potential for providing affordable housing on Treasure Island and parts of Yerba Buena
21            Island by reusing existing housing should be considered.

22 Cultural Resources

 
23 • In accordance with the NHPA, the EIS should identify all historic, prehistoric and
24 archeological resources at Treasure Island and provisions should be made to protect any
25 cultural resources encountered during project implementation.

26      • The reuse plan should incorporate systematic inventory and recording of historic resources,
27           protection of historic resources, and cultural resource reviews.

. 28 Transportation

29    • Transportation across the Bay Bridge and over the Bay by ferry should be given particular
30            consideration.

 
31 • Transportation effects should be taken in context with other transit changes in the region.

32    •   Direct and indirect effects of reuse, which should be fully documented in the EIS, might
33            result in increased transit if additional employment is generated.
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1    •  A complete traffic study was recommended to identify the impacts to State Route 80.  A
2        request was made that the impact of additional traffic on the Bay Bridge, the inadequate
3               design of the existing on/off ramps, and the need for restricted accessibility to pedestrians
4          be addressed.

5   • Give consideration to safe pedestrian and bicycle access to Treasure Island, particularly
6 shoreline areas.

7     Air Quality

8      • Information regarding the current air quality attainment status and the generation of criteria
9 pollutants under the proposed alternatives should be analyzed with respect to attainment

10             status.

11 Noise

12     • Noise contours should be used to show existing and proposed noise levels. These should be
13            overlain by known sensitive areas to indicate potential impacts.

14 Biological Resources

15   •  It is important that the project's effects on protected and endangered species and critical
16 fisheries habitat be addressed.

17     •    A wildlife habitat component should be included in the alternatives.

18  • Consideration should be given to the preservation of remnant indigenous biological
19           communities on Yerba Buena Island in land use planning.

20    • The current reuse options should be more ecologically sustainable; the current options use
21 large amounts of natural resources and generate waste.

22   • Seabird nesting sites for MBTA-protected species at NSTI, such as the western gull, the
23 Brandt's cormorant, pelagic cormorant, and the black oystercatcher, should be protected
24 from development or other disturbance.

25 Water Resources

26   • The proposed development and reuse should not hinder the Department of Defense's
27           obligation to meet water quality standards.

28   •  The EIS should address NPDES requirements, effects on Waters of the United States,
29 baseline conditions, and dredging.

30 Public Services and Utilities

31  •  The EIS should discuss and encourage pollution prevention and energy conservation
32         opportunities.
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ZO  Consultation and Coordination

1    •  The net effect on regional water supplies and demand as a result of the project's actions
2          should be surveyed.

3     • Water conservation measures should be encouraged.

4 Hazardous Materials and Waste

5   •  Areas of existing and historical hazardous waste storage, disposal, and contamination

:
6 should be identified and any plans to disturb these areas discussed. Of particular concern

was the potential for adverse health effects on people who consume fish caught in the bay.

I 8
•  The EIS should ensure that the reuse alternatives do not expose people to contaminated

soils on Treasure Island. Petroleum pollution on Treasure Island poses a threat to both
10   surface and ground water, and the stormwater conveyance system conducts the

 
11 contaminants throughout the island and into the Bay.  It was suggested as mitigation that

12           stormwater be treated prior to its return to the Bay.

  13 Public Plans, Policies, and Regulatory Agencies

14    • The regional planning efforts of the City, County, and Port of San Francisco and the City

  15 and Port of Oakland should be taken into account to avoid potential future conflicts.

16     Cu,nulative Effects

  17 •   The EIS should contain a discussion of the cumulative effects of the project on its region of
18      influence. The discussion should describe the incremental impact of an alternative in
19          conjunction with past, current, and future projects. Special consideration should be given to
20          disposal and reuse of Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard, Mare Island, Alameda NAS, the Fleet
21 and Industrial Supply Center, the Oakland Naval Medical Center, and the Oakland Army
22            Base, as well as long term plans for the San Francisco waterfront.

23 Impacts

 
24 • Significance criteria and baseline conditions should be clearly defined.

25    •   There are more environmental effects to consider than those identified on the Initial Study

  26 checklist.

27 Mitigation

  28 • Potential mitigation measures should be identified in the Draft EIS that would provide the
29      basis for specific commitments that would be carried forward through the rest of the

 
30 environmental process.

31 7.2.4 Public Review of the Draft EIS

  32 The public was invited to review and comment on the Draft EIS.  An NOA was published in the
33 Federal Register on May 10, 2002 and notices were published in the San Francisco Chronicle and

 
34 Oakland Tribune on May 25 and 26,2002. Copies of the Draft EIS and NOA were mailed to those
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7.0 Consultation and Coordination

1     on the mailing list (Chapter 10 of the Draft EIS), beginning a 45-day public comment period.  A
2 public hearing on the Draft EIS was also held at Building 140 on Treasure Island on June 11,
3   2002.

4   During the public comment period, 22 comment letters on the Draft EIS were received from
5    agencies or individuals. In addition, four persons provided oral comments on the Draft EIS at
6     the public hearing. Comments on the Draft EIS and responses to those comments are provided
7   in Chapter 11, Responses to Comments. The Final EIS has been revised, as appropriate, in
8      response to public comments.

9 7.2.5 Final EIS

10 The Final EIS incorporates and responds to comments received on the Draft EIS and has been
11     provided to all agencies or individuals that officially commented on the document or otherwise
12   requested a copy (see Chapter 10, EIS Distribution List).  An NOA of the Final EIS was
13       published in the Federal Register on June 27,2003.

14      As required under NEPA, there will be a 30-day review period after publication of the Final EIS.
15      During this period, the public may comment on the adequacy of responses to comments and the
16      Final EIS. After the 30-day review period, Navy can issue a NEPA ROD.
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8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS
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2     U.S. Department of the Navy, Southwest Division
3 BRAC Operations Office
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5     San Diego, California 92132-5190

6 Timarie Seneca, Project Leader
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8 International Corporation (SAIC). Members of SAIC's professional staff who contributed to the
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Karen Foster Ph.D., Anthropology Quality Assurance/Quality
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Perry Russell M.S., Geological Sciences Geology and Soils, Water
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BOTANICAL CONSULTING SERVICES

M.A., Anthropology Cultural Resources

Mike Wood M.A., Ecology and Systematic Rare Plant Survey
Biology

CHEUNG ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

Lori Cheung B.A., Environmental Sciences QA/QC, Research
GRASSETTI ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

Richard Grassetti M.A., Geography Water Resources, Geology and
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JRP HISTORICAL CONSULTING

Steve Mikesell M.A., History Historical Resources
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Name Degree Project Participation

CHS CONSULTING
Chi-Hsin Shao M.S., Infrastructure Planning and Traffic and Transportation

Managernent
Ramin M. Massoumi M.S., Civil Traffic and Transportation

Engineering/Transportation
MARA FEENEY &  ASSOCIATES

Mara Feeney M.A., Community and Regional Socioeconomics
Planning

PAR ENVIRONMENTAL

Mary L. Maniery M.A., Anthropology Archeological Resources
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McGann
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10.0 EIS DISTRIBUTION LIST

1      A copy of the EIS has been distributed to the following:

2 FEDERAL AGENCIES

3 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

4      US Army Corps of Engineers

5      US Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service

6     US Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

7      US Department of Defense, Office of Economic Adjustment

8      US Department of Education

9      US Department of Energy

 
10 US Department of Homeland Security

11                   US Coast Guard

/ 12 Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region 9

 
13 US Department of Housing and Urban Development

14      US Department of the Interior

  15 Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

  16 Bureau of Indian Affairs

17                 Fish and Wildlife Service Realty Division

  18 National Park Service

.
19 US Geological Survey

  20 US Department of Labor

 
21 US Department of State

22      US Department of Transportation

23 Federal Aviation Administration

  24 Federal Highway Administration
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1 Federal Transit Administration

2      US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9

3      US General Services Administration

4      US Navy

5 Naval Facilities Engineering Command, SOUTHWESTDIV

6 Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Washington Navy Yard

7 STATE AGENCIES

8      California Air Resources Board

9 California Assembly Office of Research

10 California Department of Conservation

11 California Department of Fish & Game

12 California Department of Forestry

13 California Department of Health Services

14 California Department of Highway Patrol

15 California Department of Parks & Recreation

16 California Department of Toxic Substance Control

17 California Department of Transportation, District 4

18 California Department of Water Resources

19 California Economic Development Department

20 California Labor Foundation

21 California Native American Heritage Commission

22 California Office of Economic Adjustment

23 California Office of Emergency Services

24 California Public Utilities Commission

25 California State Coastal Conservancy
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1 California State Historic Preservation Office

2 California State Lands Commission

3 California Trade and Commerce Agency

4 California Water Resources Control Board

5 Northwest Information Center

6     San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission

7      State of California, Clearinghouse

8     The Resources Agency

9     University of California, Berkeley and at San Francisco

I 10 ELECTED OFFICIALS

I 11 Senator Barbara Boxer

12 Senator Dianne Feinstein

 
13 Congresswoman Barbara Lee

14 Congressman George Miller

  15 Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi

 
16 Congressman Peter Stark

17      Senator John Burton

  18 Assemblywoman Dion Aronor

. 19 Assemblywoman Helen Thompson

20 Mayor, Willie Brown, City and County of San Francisco

  21 Mayor, Jerry Brown, City of Oakland

22      Honorable, Tom Ammiano, President, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

23 Honorable Chris Daly, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

24 Honorable, Matt Gonzalez, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

25      Honorable, Tony Hall, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
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1       Honorable, Mark Leno, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

2       Honorable, Jake McGoldrick, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

3 Honorable, Sophie Maxwell, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

4 Honorable, Gavin Newsom, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

5 Honorable, Aaron Peskin, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

6 Honorable, Gerardo Sandoval, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

7 Honorable, Leland Yee, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

8 REGIONAL AGENCIES/SPECIAL PURPOSE AGENCIES

9     AC Transit

10      Association of Bay Area Governments, San Francisco Bay Trail Project

11      Bay Area Air Quality Management District

12      Bay Area Rapid Transit District Planning

13 California Regional Water Quality Control Board

14      East Bay Municipal Utility District

15 Metropolitan Transportation Commission

16      Port of Oakland

17 San Francisco Municipal Railway

18 LOCAL AGENCIES

19      City and County of San Francisco

20 City Attorney's Office

21                   Department of Building Inspection

22                 Department of City Planning

23                   Department of Public Health

24                   Department of Public Works

25                   Division of General Engineering
Services                                                                                                    
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  1 Fire Department Regional Training Center

 
2 Fire Department, Division of Planning & Research

3 Planning Commission

  4 Planning Department

 
5 Police Department

6 Public Utilities Commission

  7 Real Estate Department

8                 Recreation & Park Department

9 Redevelopment Agency, Office of Base Conversion

I 10 San Francisco Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board

11 San Francisco Port Commission

/ 12 City of Alameda, Planning Department

  13 City of Berkeley, Planning Department

14      City of Brisbane, Planning Department

I 1  City of Daly City, Planning Department

/
16 City of Emeryville, Planning Department

17     City of Larkspur, Planning Department

  18 City of Oakland, Planning Department

19       City of San Mateo, Planning Department

  20 City of Sausalito, Community Development Planning Department

 
21 City of South San Francisco, Planning Department

22       City of Tiburon, Planning Department

  23 City of Vallejo, Planning Department

  24 County of Alameda, Planning Department

25      County of Marin, Planning Department

Disposal and Reuse OfNava/ Station Treasure Island FEIS 10-5

June 2003



10.0 EIS Distribution List

1      County of San Mateo, Planning Department

2      County of Solano, Planning Department

3 OTHER INTEREST GROUPS

4     Arc Ecology

5      Bay Area Council

6      Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods

7      Golden Gate Audubon Society

8 Natural Resources Defense Council

9 Nature Conservancy

10 San Franciscarls for Reasonable Growth

11 San Francisco Bay Chapter of the Sierra Club

12 San Francisco Planning & Urban Research Association

13 San Francisco Tomorrow

14 Social Economic Environmental Justice Advocates

15 Treasure Island Development Authority

16 Treasure Island Homeless Development Initiative

17 Treasure Island Firefighters

18 Treasure Island Yacht Club

19 LIBRARIES

20 Oakland Public Library, Eastmont Branch

21 Oakland Public Library, Main Library

22 San Francisco Public Library, Main Library

23 San Francisco Public Library, Bayview/Waden Branch

24 San Francisco Public Library, Portrero Branch

25 San Francisco Public Library, Chinatown Branch
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1      San Francisco Public Library, North Beach Branch

2      San Francisco Public Library, Bernal Heights Branch

3 UTILITIES/PUBLIC SERVICES

4      Pacific Gas and Electric

5     TI Utilities Manager

6     San Francisco Unified School District

7 Water Department Distribution Division

8 NATIVE AMERICANS

9      Ione Band of Mission Indians

I     10 INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS

  11 Woody Baker-Cohn

12 Eugene Brodsky

  13 Normal de Vall

  14 Susan DeVico

15 Katherine Erolinda Perez

  16 Karen Frick

17 John Geddie

  18 Mr. Gerberding

19 Kathleen Gilbert

20 Ruth Gravanis

  21 Richard Hansen

       22
Emeric Kalman

  23 Karen Knowles-Pearce

 
24 Lew Schalit

25 Dale Smith
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1 Warwick Tompkins

2 Joel Ventresca

3 Lisa Vorderbrueggen

4     Bill Wong
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11.0  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

1     The Draft EIS for the Disposal and Reuse of NSTI was circulated for public and agency review
2    from May 10 to June 24, 2002.  The lead agency, the Navy, held a public hearing on June 11,
3     2002, at Treasure Island to provide the public with an opportunity to comment on the content
4    and accuracy of the Draft EIS. In addition, written comments were accepted throughout the
5 review period.

6    In accordance with NEPA regulations, the Final EIS provides responses to comments on the
7     Draft EIS (40 CFR § 1503.4). In compliance with those regulations, this section of the Final EIS
8  includes a list of agencies, organizations, and individuals commenting on the Draft EIS,
9 comment letters, and responses to the substantive environmental issues raised in the comments.

10     Responses to comments received at the public hearing also are included.  If a comment did not

:
11 relate to an environmental issue or was worded more as a statement to be entered into the

, ,12      record, it is indicated by the response "comment noted.

 
13 Agencies or Individuals Commenting on the Draft EIS

Letter Reference Commentor

FEDERAL AGENCIES

A                US Coast Guard

B                US Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration

C               US EPA

STATE AGENCIES

D State Clearinghouse
E State Clearinghouse

F               Department of California Highway Patrol

G                  Department of Toxic Substances Control

H California Department of Transportation

I                  Office of Historic Preservation

J               San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission

K California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay
Region

L California State Land Commission

LOCAL AND REGIONAL AGENCIES

M              San Francisco Bay Trail Project

N                City and County of San Francisco

0             San Francisco Municipal Railway

Disposal  and Reuse  of Naval Station Treasure Island FEIS  -  June  2003
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11.0 Responses to Comments

Letter Re#rence Commentor

ORGANIZATION

P               Arc Ecology
INDIVIDUALS

Q Michael Dziadek

R               Norman L. de Vall

S Ruth Gravanis

T Richard Hansen

U Emeric Kalman

V Warwick Tompkins
W Warwick Tompkins

PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

PH-1 and 2 Warwick Tompkins
PH-3 Richard Hansen

PH# Susan DeVico

PH-5 Dale Smith

Disposal  and Reuse  of Naval Station Treasure Island FEIS  -  June  2003
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LETTER A
U.S. Department /  Commander Coast Guard Island. Bldg 54D
of Transportation /& T.i/* I Maintenance & Logistics Alameda, CA 94501-5100

=5711 Command Pacific Staff Symbol  se-1
United States /il,ili/ Phone. (510) 437-3511
Coast Guard /  FAX (510) 437-5753

16475

June 24.2002

Ms. Timarie Seneca
BRAC Operations Office
l!.S. Nar\'. Southu'est Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command. Code 06CM:fS
1230 C'olumbia Street. Suite 1100
San Dieizo. ('A 92101-8517

Subject.  l),71/2 Enri, onnic,ital /nipac't Statenicnt.for the Disposal und Reuse of.ia,iil Station
7 reasure /sland. San francisco. C'ali/8,7;ia.  May 2002.

1)ear Ms. Seneca:

lh:ink you for providing copies of the subject draft environmental impact statement (I)EIS) to
tlie Cc,ast Guard.  We have noted that Coast Guard property was excluded from this DEIS that
only addresses development proposals on 920 acres to be disposed ofhy the Nary. i.e.-Na, al
Station Treasure Island (NSTI) lands as delineated in the DEIS as  'Reuse Plan Area".  The ("(last
Guard has some concerns about matters that may directly or indirectly affect Coast Guard
c,perations. property, and personnel related to the proposed alternative development plans.

1-lie I)FIS discussion of future utilities related primarily to development proposed c,n Treasure
Island. c.g.- installation of a perimeter utility corridor around Treasure Island for Alternatives 1
and 2.  '1-lie DEIS did not address provision of utility services to entities outside the NS-I-1 A-1

planning area, i.e.- the l:.S. Department of Labor. Coast Guard. or Caltrans. The Na,y currently
0\\'ns ancl operates the utilities. and provides utilities ser,'ices to the Coast Guard.  lhe Coast
Ejuaid \\ aiits, the respi,nsibility to be transfen*ed to San Francisco.                                                 -

Ci,ast Guard has Sl)nic concerns regarding its access road. i.e.. Macalla Road. and the capacity of   -
tlic road to accominodate additional traffic from new development proposed in the DEIS. 7-he

A-2rclocatic,n oi Macalla Road by Caltrans. as part of its east span replacement construction acti\'ity
ti,r the San Francisco Oakland Bay Bridge. should afford an opportunity to work out a new
design  that  will  provide a  satisfactory  solution  for all users. As mentioned  in  the  DEIS.  the on
and off ramps to the bridge need upgrading. and it was noted that the ramps are 0,1 ned by the
Naz>'   The Coast Guard is concerned about accessibility to p'erba Buena Island (YB]) and the A-3

bridge. and tlie need 1(1 upgrade the ramps to have the capacity to handle additional traffic that
riill be generated by the alternative development proposals.                                                      -

C-oast Guard has some concerns about potential contamination from past practices. Installation      -
Restoration Site 11 (IR 11). is contiguous to Coast Guard property. As mentioned in the DEIS. it
was transferred to the FHWA. but additional investigation is planned to determine the extent of A-4

tile landfill and the need for remedial action. The Coast Guard is concerned about possibic
tiligratii,n of cc,ntamination from IR  11  onro or under its property.  This is an issue that Coast
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Guard needs u, have resolved before Caltrans starts construction activity on IR 11. The Coast
Guard is pleased with a statement that two underground storage tanks (UST) at the entrance to A-4

Coast Guard property will be removed.                                                                                        -

..,,.References in the DEIS to Quarters 8 and 9. which are both eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places. are somewhat confusing. They were transferred by the Navy to the Coast Guard.
but this was not stated anywhere in the DEIS. The depiction of Quarters 8 and 9 on Figure 3-4 is      A-5    
inconsistent with the title of this figure. i.e.. "National Register Listed Buildings and Eligible
Properties on NSTI" since Ouarters 8 and 9 are outside ofNSTI.

If you haz'e any questions regarding the above comments. please call my environmental
reviewer. Ms. Carol Meyer. at (510) 437-3511. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

A     ..,

J. MILKEY
Lieutenant Commander. U. S. Coast Guard
Chief. Planning Branch
By Direction of the Commander

Cop>':   Commanding Officer. Coast Guard Group San Francisco

9



11.0 Responses to Comments

1     RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

2    Response to Comment A-1. The Navy intends to convey all utilities associated with NSTI to
3     the designated property recipient.  The Navy has retained all utility easements that are within
4 lands transferred to FHWA. Easements that are assignable will be transferred to the designated
5 property recipient in conjunction with the associated utilities.  The US Coast Guard would be
6    required to reach agreement with the property recipient for providing or sharing operation of
7      any utility services in the future.

8     Response to Comment A-2. The design of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB) east
9 span retrofit project has been completed and construction has begun. The project will include

10 improved eastbound ramp access from Yerba Buena Island to the Bay Bridge East Span for
11 vehicular traffic, as well as new pedestrian and bicycle access to and from the East Bay on the
12   south side of the SFOBB East Span. Neither Caltrans nor the Treasure Island Development
13   Authority (TIDA) has plans to make further improvements to Macalla Road and connecting
14 ramps. Macalla Road currently has very low traffic volumes. While it is not a high capacity
15     road, it has the capacity to handle 300-400 vehicles per hour.  The May 2000 EIR estimated that
16 the on-ramp on the east side of the SFOBB tunnel would carry approximately 195 vehicles
17    during the weekend midday peak hour (worst case condition under Alternative 1), of which
18      only a portion came from Treasure Island using Macalla Road. The remaining came from Yerba
19 Buena Island. Macalla has capacity for an additional 200 vehicles.

 
20 Response to Comment A-3. As stated in response to comment A-2, the design of the SFOBB

- 21 east span retrofit project has been completed and construction has begun. The project will
22 include improved ramp access from Yerba Buena Island to the Bay Bridge East Span for
23 vehicular traffic, as well as new pedestrian and bicycle access to and from the East Bay on the
24    south side of the SFOBB East Span. Neither Caltrans nor the TIDA has plans to make further
25      improvements to the connecting ramps.

/ 26 Response to Comment A4.  IR Site 11 is in the remedial investigation (RI) stage. The full extent

27    of contamination will be assessed, and, upon completion of the RI, the appropriate course of
28   action to address contamination at the site will be made. The remedial action selected will
29  ensure that contamination issues at the site will be adequately addressed and that no
30 contamination would migrate onto US Coast Guard property.  As the commentor notes, the

 
31 Navy intends to remove two underground storage tanks at IR Site 11.  The date of removal of
32 these tanks will be determined based on the timing of SFOBB construction activities in the area.
33 All remedial work is expected to be completed in 2006.

34    Response to Comment A-5. Section 3.4 has been revised to clarify that quarters 8 and 9 have
35 been transferred to the US Coast Guard. Quarters 8 and 9 have been removed from Figure 3-4.

36

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
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LETTER B
.»' 2, 1.1.h. 1)EI>ARTNIENT OF '1'It,iN.APORT:.irlON

('AI.IN RNlA INVARM
1-El)11:Al. 111(,liN:43' AI)\11>,'ISIR.·\11(_)A

VA{) >tit £4,Mr..'.. S':Ill¢·1(.ICI
54:, 4., S.Ier.linento. C.'.·\. 05,9 1.1-2324

June 11.2002
i.$:C'Le'..'1'ltti·i·':· I'

III).\-l.\
I· i Ic : : 1 )4-51· -St)

Ducittiient 4: 1' 40532

AIS. 1 itll:triC SetleC:t
1112.\(' C )13CI .ttiolls (.)[lice. Slitith\\Cst 1 )1\ iSion
A.t\.111 : cilities linginceritie C onimand. Code 06(-'ll."IS
123() C'i,Ilimbi., Stleet. SUite 1100
S:111 1)icuit. ( ·\ 97101-8517

lk.11 Als. hclicc.i:

Sl 11.Ill'l 1)1:IS toi  Di posal and Reuse (,f ):,0:il  tation '1 re:isure Island.

111:ink >'i,u 1,31 tile A·la> 7. 20(}2. notice along \,ith a Cop> ofthc 1)rati F.mironnient Impact
Statemelit ( I )1.IS ) li)r I he Disposal and l<euse 01' Naval Station 7'reasure Island (N Sl 7 ).

I hc I )!ll S p u 1-ii<,se a rid need as statell is to dispose o F 5111-plus icclet-al pro pcrt>  :it \51-1 iii r

C
I. 12.,\ ) st:itcil purpose :inli need in de,elopitig reasonable reuse alternativeh.    Since the scopinu        1

sitbheiluctit l'elise.  tullhernlore. it st:tte, -Nar> ci,nsidered the Local Redez"elopment .luth<,rit> -6    1
-

ilicetilig. tlic 1)1-  IS shoii s that the Cit> and Count>  of San Francisco haz e decided lt, proceed
18-1

Irl,ill tile reuse 4,1' XS'11.  It is our understanding that the proposed 1.IR is currentl>  beinu
„ith the st:ite process under :i separille elizironment:11 impact report (1:lit) 10 .111:11\Ze tile inip:leth      

prepated.  .·\5 stich the 1)1:IS is deficient in addressing the iinpact related 10 the de, elopilients
111:lt h.tr e not \ et beell deterniined b>  the cit>'.

I lie 1)1-·IS st:ites tli:il 011 (.)ctober 20. 20(10. the Feder:11 I ligil\\:13 .·\dillillistratic)11 (1-1 Ii'.·\ 3
11:1115tert'ed 97 .icreb of  \:1> ill'\ aild sublilerged larili <)11 i-erb,1 litten.1 151.ind c 't'BI I Iii tile
('.ilit'oi'ni,1 1)cp.irtnient 4,1' 'l ratisport:ition (('altrans).   11 turther st:ites that Ille 1 1 1\\ ..\ come>ed          
this 1.lilli ill IUC :ind this laiid is no longer ai-:iiIable t'or transfer b>· the Na,> to the cit>   11OSt of
the :ici c.ille noted in tile kderal land transt'er to Caltrans is under a  ' 1-emporar> Constructioil 8-2
1{aseinetit  (1(7.1,    please  note that tile TCI·. acreage is  not a  fee tratisfer and  the laiid will  be
retul-ned to tlie I inited States Alien the construction of the San !·'raticisco -· Oakland B:13  1lridge.
1'.:Lht Span heismic Safet> Project is conipleted.  The DEIS needs to clarib :ind identify the are:t
as f ce tr:11151'et' anc! othe! are:ts as ICL'I...  \\'e hai"e enclosed a niap shoHing the limits otthe

1-i·der:111:ind trallsur for \ out' use.                                                                                                       J

Secticiti 3.5. '1 r.inspoi'latioil. discusses tile transpi,rtation s>'sterti :uid Ilie deficiencies. -i'able 3-4    1

01 1 p:ile 3-47 is using accident data fri,ni .1:imrar>  '92 to April ''15   lore recent int-,irmaticin            B-3
I.                 Slic,lild be used to assess the accidents to date as well as tile salkt>  concerns :issociated \\ith theillcreased traltic 11> illtlit'c Cit> Cle\'elopnlents.                                                                -J



Letter B   
.,

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences arc deficient in addressilic land use 011 3'BI mid the
ramps to and from 1-80. As noted above, the TCE. will rettirn to the Navy/United States\\'llen it
8 110 longer needed t'or the SFOBB. I-he impact associated \\ ith the city's development should
bc cialuated and mitigated.   The document uses 2010 for traffic analysis and certain mitigation
measuirs identified Has based on 2010 forecast and deinand.  It I,iould be appropriate to use
2015 oi built out year forecast to assess mitigation for litture planned de\'elopments.  Sectioii
4.5.1 shows impact to SFOBB:/1-80 YBI Westbound on-ramp (\Fest side) and (east side) 10 be
significarlt.  One of the mitigation measures for the west side on-ramp is to route traffic to the
cast side on-ramp.  1 hc DEIS also discusses the planned ranip upgrade as a part of the SFOBB          IB-4     
project. -1-his statement is incoITect. -Ihe existing castsidc ricstbotind oil-r:inip r#'ill bc cl<,sed
during tlic construction of the SFOBB. East Span. After construction. the existiny 011 -  ramp
„ill be siinilar to what it is toda> .  it is our understanding that the City is working with C'altr:Iris
to impiove or modit>' this ramp but this is beilig pi-oposed outside tile SCope orthe SFOBB. East      I
Span pro.iect.  Lilless the proposed upgrade hy the City is completed. both ofthese on-railips    ill
be cleficicnt and lia\'c ilisuf'ficielit capacit>' to handle the increased tr: f-tic froin tile Cil)''h
de  clopillent.

It'you have any questions regarding these comnients please contact Bill I\'ong. Bay Bridge
Pnject 31miageL at (916) 498-5()42.

Siiicerely.

C  41.-/     7             -f %--             I----*.-7 .7 /1-k 5-/EI -b-I#*-- --$-i -

For                                                                                                                 ,  ·.       --     ),

Michael G. Ritchie       »-
Division Administrator

Enclosure

:i
#4  J i

\
\

i
\



11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2     Response to Comment B-1.  As the commentor notes, the federal action evaluated in this EIS is
3    the disposal of surplus federal property at NSTI. NEPA requires federal agencies to evaluate
4   the reasonably foreseeable effects of the federal action.  The EIS needs only to assess the
5    potential for impacts based on the reasonably foreseeable reuse of the property and need not
6 address future site development plans that are beyond the Navy's ability to reasonably
7 estimate.

8      Because a final development plan was not available at the time it was prepared, the EIS relies on
9     alternatives that reflect a range of development concepts, including the City and County of San

10 Francisco's Draft Reuse Plan (San Francisco 1996e). Alternative 1 represents the City's draft
11  reuse plan concept and is a high level of development. Alternative 2 is based on
12    recommendations by the Urban Land Institute and the public on the Draft Reuse Plan and is a
13 medium level of development. Alternative 3 is a limited development alternative that focuses
14      on reuse of existing facilities.

  15 A developer submitted a proposal for NSTI to TIDA on July 2, 2002, and TIDA is currently

16     reviewing it.  TIDA or private reuse entities will be required to prepare separate environmental
17   documentation to address the potential impacts of the development plan once it has been
18 finalized.

19     Response to Comment B-2.  The May 2002 draft EIS was prepared with the understanding that
20 all property in the temporary construction easements (TCEs) and aerial easements were
21     encumbered to such a degree that it eliminated the ability for development, per the Draft Reuse
22   Plan. In earlier negotiations, TIDA and the Navy concluded that the property need not be
23 conveyed until the easements had been relinquished. Further, the prospective completion date
24   for the new SFOBB east span was beyond the period in which the Navy could convey the
25 property under the BRAC authority. Therefore, all of the approximately 98 acres (40 ha) of land
26     transferred to FHWA, including the TCEs and aerial easements, were excluded from evaluation
27     in the Draft EIS.  Due to a new understanding between Navy and TIDA, Navy has determined
28    that the TCEs and aerial easements are available for disposal and are included in the transfer
29 and reuse analysis presented in the Final EIS.

30 The Final EIS has been revised to reflect that land on Yerba Buena Island transferred to FHWA,
31 and subsequently conveyed to Caltrans, via permanent aerial easements of approximately 0.6
32     acre (0.2 ha) of dry land and TCE's approximately 77 acres (32 ha) of dry and submerged land,

are available for disposal and are evaluated in the EIS. Lands permanently conveyed in fee to
34 Caltrans (approximately 20 acres [8 ha] of dry land) for construction and operation of the
35     SFOBB are permanently transferred out of Navy ownership and are not evaluated in the EIS.  In

addition, Figure 1-2 and other figures throughout the Final EIS have been revised to reflect the
37      inclusion of these areas.

38      With the exception of the cultural resources analysis, inclusion of the TCEs and aerial easements i39    was not found to measurabl -aere-allaty*R- presented in the Final EIS.  The   3
40        TCE and aerial easements make up only approximately 8.2-acres   3.5 hal,  or 9.02 Eerceat of the41    dry land proposed for disposal. The analysis of such resources as socioeconomics, traffic, air

Disposal and Reuse ofivaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
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1  quality, and noise is partly based on the approximate acreage of each land use type.
2     Nevertheless, the designated land uses for these lands (residential, publicly oriented, and open
3 space/recreation), which were developed before being transferred to FHWA, are less intensive
4     and, as such, loss of this land does not substantially alter the assumptions of the analysis in the
5   EIS.

6    The TCEs and aerial easements contain structures that are eligible for listing on the National
7     Register of Historic Places and areas of cultural sensitivity. These areas were not considered as
8     part of the proposed transfer and were identified but not analyzed in the Draft EIS. The Final
9     EIS has been revised to address these resources.  The MOA for cultural resources has also been

10    revised to include these areas; as a result of inclusion of these resources in the MOA, no new
11 significant impacts were identified as a result of inclusion of these areas.

12     Response to Comment B-3. The accident data in Table 3-9 of the Draft EIS (now Table 3.5-1 of
13 the Final EIS) has been updated based on information provided by Caltrans.

14    Response to Comment B4. Please see response to comment B-2 regarding inclusion of the
15 FHWA/Caltrans easements in the EIS analysis.

16   A technical memorandum has been included as Appendix F.3-A with year 2025 freeway
17     mainline and ramp analyses. This technical memorandum concluded that there is no change in
18 the findings of additional significant traffic impacts on SFOBB and its connecting ramps at
19    NSTI.  The year 2025 vehicle trip generation estimates for the proposed action is the same as
20     that of year 2010 because the year 2010 vehicle trip generation analysis presented in the Draft
21     EIS is for the full build of the proposed action. While traffic demand on the Bay Bridge would
22    be greater in 2025 than in 2010, the actual number of vehicles that can get onto the SFOBB in
23 both eastbound and westbound directions are restricted by the metering lights on the eastern

24       end and by the I-80 lane configuration and congestion in San Francisco downtown.

25   The EIS states that the level of service on the SFOBB is assumed to continue to operate at
26     capacity with or without reuse of NSTI.  The EIS does state that there would be significant but
27 mitigable impacts from the increased volumes and queuing on three SFOBB ramps on Yerba
28 Buena Island and from a reduced level of service on the westbound SFOBB during the peak
29 traffic periods and the only feasible mitigation (transportation demand management [TDM]) is
30   provided. The metering lights at the SFOBB toll plaza control westbound traffic to ensure

31  < smooth operation of the SFOBB. Additional traffic under reuse of NSTI would not slow the

32    metering lights and, as a result, regardless of the number of vehicles approaching the SFOBB,
331   , the operation  of the SFOBB would remain  the  same and, therefore, impacts as evaluated  in  the
34 1  1 EIS would not change.

35      It is noted that the eastbound on-ramp on the west side of Yerba Buena Island is expected to be
36    closed for approximately three years during construction of the SFOBB, which may result in
37 traffic impacts that Caltrans would need to mitigate as part of that project. Nevertheless, the
38  closure of the eastbound on-ramp during SFOBB construction would not be expected to
39 measurably affect or interact with reuse construction for several reasons. First, the traffic
40 analysis presented in the EIS is for full build out at NSTI.  It is unlikely that the first phase of

Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
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1 reuse construction would generate such high levels of traffic. Second, SFOBB construction is
2     scheduled to be completed in 2005 and is unlikely to substantially overlap with the first phase
3     of reuse construction, which was projected in the Draft Reuse Plan to occur between 2002 and
4 2006. Finally, the EIS does not refer to any planned upgrade of the westbound on-ramp on the
5      eastside of Yerba Buena Island.  The Navy concurs that the eastside westbound on-ramp would
6      be deficient to address reuse traffic and proposes mitigation to address this potential impact.

7
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T.,8 LETTER C

; AVV,1 ... UNITED STATES ENVIRONiMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

t'«c '....".. 75 Hawthome Street

San Francisco, CA 941053901

Tini.ii'ic Scnic:t June 2(}. 2()(32
BRAC' Operatioris Oilicc
Naval I· acilities Engineci-ing (.-onimaiid
t. ..S. X:i 'y, Si,uth\\'est Divisic,n
12.,0 ('(,lumbia Street. Suite 1100
3:tti  t_)ieu(_), ( '.4 971() 1

f)(:ti MA. renee a:

yhe l.:S.  Environmental  Pri)tection  Agenc>' (EPAI) 11:1.5 reviewed the Draft 1·.11\'ironniental
hnpact  St:ttellient  (DEIS i  t )1' the DISP()SAI.,·li\7) R/:'t'SE  )F XA Li iL Ali,·1 7 'R):\
7'REA SURE /SL.,1 ND (NST/).  C.'ity and C'ountv of San  Fi'ancisco.  C'alifi)/iiia  i Ct.Q # 020 1 74.
# 1)-1.JSN-Kl 1107-CA).  Oui- cominents arepropided pursuant tothe National Environmental
l't,licy Act (NEPA).the C.ouncil on Environmental Quality s NEPA implementing Regulations
(40 ('1;R 15(1()-15(18). :ind Section 3()9 1)1' the Clean Ait Act.  EPA attended the Na\\''s public
hearilig for thts DhIS. held 011  11*easure Island on tlic cr'cning ot Julie  11. 2()()2.

'1'lic piw,ptixed acticin is dispe,sal (,1 Nary pri,perly toi subsequent reuse and
ledeveloilment. Operati ,nall> closed in 1997. XS71 is on t\Lo islands in San Fi-ancisci) Bay
nlid\\ir between the sh(,reh ot the Sari Francisco and ()akland.  1 reasure Island. the lar.0er isl:iiid.
corisists l)1' 402:icics of dr> land created with fill in the 193()s.  Approximate!> 681 acres ol dry
.ilic! sullinerged land ai e ar:ii Iable tor disposal on Treasure Island.   Yerba Buena island is a
natur:il island connected ti) 1 re:iNUre Island by a Cause\\':ty.   Approximately 239 aci"es 01 dry ancl
Subliicrecil land are a\'ailable tor disposal on Yerb:, Buena Island (a total acreage ot
approximately 920 acres is thus proposed 11)r disposal und reuse).  Approximatel> 36 acres ot
lind (in Tirkisurc Island were pre\iously transt erred to the l.'.S. Department (,i 1.:ib<,1. A hi le
:ippioxini:itely 97 :ici-es on Yerba Buena Ibland were transfeiicd to the Federal High\\:i>
Adliiinistraticin (with :1 Subsequent transfer to the Calili,rnia Department of Transportation). and
22 :icies air scheduled for transfer to the U.S. Coast Gum-d (the acreage already transferred to the

the li.S. (:oast Guard. is Outside the scope 01 the current disposal and reuse action assessed in
IT.S. Department of Labor and the Federal Highway Administration. and scheduled toi transfer to

tllis DEIS).

7'he DE]S evablates three reuse :illet-n:itii'es.  N:i, y disposal of 92() acres of dr\  and
stibitici eed land on the t\\10 is|:tnds ib usbunied toi each reuse alternative. Alternatiic 1 represents
full implementatic jn of uie development scenario descnbed In tile Naval Station Treasuir Island
Dr:it t Reuse Pl:in developed by the Treasure Island Develt,pment Autholity (TIDA). Alternative
2 is liased ori comnients icceived during the scoping process, including rcconimendations b) an
:idvisor>' panel of the Urban I :ind institute.   Alternative 3 represents a lou'er level (31

;'r·nt,·,-/ r,n A'ey \·, 1,·d /'api·r



LETTER C  

redevelopment than proposed in the Draft Reuse Pliin.  A fourth alternative. No Action, assunics
no property disposal, but retention 01- the properly by the Na\'y in an inactive or curetakerstatus.
Under No Action. existing leases would continue until they expire LE mctermin:tted, nonew
leases would be implemented. and all buildings and other f:icilities would remain vacant and
unused.   Alternative 1 (the Navy's Prefened Alternati\e) features a combination of publicly-
oriented development. open space and recreation. and extensive residential development at full
build out. Under Alternative 1, publicly-oriented development *,n Ti casure island would include
a theme attraction park. a 300-room hotel. and :1 1.000-room hotel with thrcir restaur:ints and
oilices.   Publicly-oriented uses on Yerba Buena I,l:ind \\ould include 21  1 50-rooni hotel.
conterence facilities, and restaurant.  Clipper Cove Alarina ir'ould be expanded and :i new y:icht
club developed. Communit\' uses on hoth islands \\ould include parks and operi space. scho<,ls, :i
bikeway and pedestrian path. Industrial u.ses and infrastructul-e include a Ile\\ wastewater
treatment plant. a new police static,n and a neL\· fire station on Treasuir Island.  Other fi,cilities
would include an elementary school. child development center. fire ti-aininst school and brig
Residential housing includes a reuse of existing housing and construction of new housing on both
islands.  Alternative 1 proposes 2.840 dwelling Units (290 existing residential units + 2.550 new
residential Units).

The DEIS sufliciently addresses the environmental impacts associated with tile proposed
disposal and reuse action. However, EPA has environmental concerns that mitigation is not
addressed where impacts are identified, and information which is necessary to assess inipacts is
not provided.  Specifically, EPA has environmental concerns with the proposed acticin because
air qualjty impacts are identified. however. no mitigation is proposed. These include emissiorih
from constniction and demolition activities: transportation-related emissions: potential carbon
monoxide (CO) hot spots: mid potential air toxic emissions (see pii. 4-60 10 4-64).  in eitch case.
the Navy asserts that no air quality-related mitigation is proposed because the emission.s are not
considered to be significant. However. NEPA requires thal an Environmental Impact Statement
discuss steps that could be taken to mitigate :idverse environmental consequences (e.g.- potential
CO hot spots, emissions of air toxics) even if such mitigation would not be impleinented by the
lead Federal agency (as in this case. since TIDA and/or the City atid County of San 14:mcisco
would require or implement mitigation associated with NSTI's 1-ell SC).

EPA also has environmental concerns because the DEIS does not present relevant
information on the location und amount of dredeing associated with reuse activities. i.e.- a new
fzrry terminal and marina maintenance. Because NSTI was an active Federal facility for inure
than 60 years. and the Navy was historically involved in a number of dredging and dredged
m:tteiial disposal projects in the San Francisco Bay Area, we assume that the Navy has
intormation on file regarding dredging activities at NSTI, including historic data on sediment
auilitv :ind characteristics.  1 Iowever. the Navy has deferred an analysis of impacts associated
with dredging for this project. with page 2-14 stating. ..

this EIS must necessatil-r evaluate

potential impacts from dredging on a programmatic level. There is, however. nc, corresponding
commitment by the Navy to prepare a tiered NEPA document analyzing the environmental
effects of dredging associated with NSTI reuse activities.
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We have envitonmental concerns regarding several issues invol\'ing hazardous materials
and 11:iz:,I-ilolls substances contamination at NSI-1.  EPA belicies that the manner iii which the
Na\'y pirsents information on hazardous materials and hazardous substances contamination at
NSTI c:,11 lie presented more clearly. resulting in an impri)red NEPA document and an intornied
liecisi oil-inaking process.  For example. although the DEIS presents a useful discussion 01
lia/.:irdi,us substances contamination at NSTI. no map is provided that depicts contamin:ition :11
NS-I 1. :illtic)ugh Such Inaps are a\'ailable as part 01 the enrironmental zestoration plocess.
Adilitilin:illy, ric, information is prc)\ ided regarding the Navy'> schedule for its investigation and
remedi:itic,ii actisities itt NSTI.  We Eitr concerned by remarks made by the Na\ y :it the Julie l l.
2()()2 hearing that environniental l'estoration activities :ind this NEPA pl'ocess are separate
pri)cesses. aild that inforniation developed as part (11 the environmental restoratioti process z\'ill
not lie pre,ented in this NEI A analysis (e.g.. m:ips depicting contimination at NS 1-1. and
inli,irn:itioil regarding tlic ra\'ys bchedule lor in\'estigation and icniediation of haiardous
subst:inceh at NSTI'). Although we reci,gnize that the NEPA process and the enritonmental
iestol.Nion  prc)cess  :ire  separate  statutor>  requirements. cuiTent  inform:ition  de\'elc,ped  in  the
course  01-  the  N:ivy's  environmental  restoration  process  iii  NS-1'1  should  be  appropriately  rellected
in :tconcise Inatiner in this EIS.

8:ised upon otir re\le\\. EPA rates this DEIS as EC-2. Environinental Conceriis -
Insult icieiit 1,11 oiriiation.  Please refer to the attached "Summary of Rating Definitions" toi J
det:tiled explanation of- EPA's rating system.  Please refer to our detailed comments (attached)
lor 1 tirther discussion of EPA's concerns and other isslies requiring clarification or more
discussion iii the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).  We appreciate the oppollunity
to cotiiment on the DEIS.  Please send two Copies of the FEIS to me at the letterhe:id address
(mailcuile: CMI-)-2) when it is filed \\'illl EPA s Washington. D.C. office.  If yoll h:irc an>'
questioiis, please contact my staff- revieri cr for this document. David 7'onisovic, at 415-972-
3858.

Sincerely,

C-.'' ;
i

s (.-        It
·--7-\       4..      A

,

·            ..f l.,9  ·1-7  L.    ''257    . S        .C'. L ·1   L   /--
. ./  I &

Lisa B. Hank, Manager
Federal Activities Office

1 inck,sures:  4
-Summ:try of Rating Definitions"
EPA's Detailed Comments on DEIS
Site Locatii,n Map (contaminated sites)
Site Sumiliarr (list of contaminated sites)
Pc,!lution Pirvention Checklists
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ACT)1 MAIZY ()12 EPA RA'VI N(; 1)1 FI NI11()NA

I hi. r:itiliu s> 4 te zii rias der cli, 1)ed a  :1 1 lic,ilis t(i filin!11:11'i Ze El,A' f Ic\'el , )1'Loilcer,1 \\ 1111 21 1>I i i p<15'z d act i 4,1 1.
I llc 1.ii i li g h :11'C :1 c 41111 b i l lat i t)11 4,1. a l i)11.lbet i c:i 1 c.,te -9,11'Ie, 12)1- e, al u.it i (,11 (,1' th e ell, i r ,111 l lc ill, i l i i 11 11.1 4 I.. 0 1- t k i L·

pri)13(,·,al :111,1111111)erical cateut,1 les f ot e\'altiatioli of tile adcqu:ic> 01-tile |'IS.

1')\HU)NMEN-i Al.  Bll'jWN  OFTHEAFTN)N

"L 0" (IAL·k of Ohi Ctioils)
['lie 1 -.liA i c\'ies'.· lias not idetiti lied an> potential ellrirotime 11111 inipact:, reilli iring su b st:Hit i\'e c 11:t: 12cs li, I |le
ptopi}h:11  1 lie re; ic\\ niay lia,e disclcised opportilliities for applicatic,il 01'Illitigation lileasureh 111:11 Ctittlil lie
:ic 2,1111 111 i s lled \\ it h li u ilic,re t h :111 1111 1101' c h .111 ge '. t O tile proposa l .

......    4r.(   (I'.j:vir<,itiizelittil C't,ticerits)
I he l.PA rerie\4 11:th identified elivircillitiental iinpacts that sliould be 415„ided iii ,)i'det to lit|1->' Ilt'(,lucI tlic
cili'ircilinielit. C'onective me.isllicA 111:13' require eli:illites tc) tile preful-reli alternati\'c (11' applicatic)11 01-
liliti L:ltio, 1 111 eastlres tlial Call fc Litice t he en\'it on multa 1 ilripact. 1 ;1'A \\ nuld like k, ,\'ork \\ illl Ille lcit(i iltll.·llc >
h) 1¢Lilice t|lese illip:lets.

.F.C)" (Elirir( 11,1,elittll Of,jectil,It )
l'he I·.P.A 19\ ie\\ lias iclentified higlii ticalit ell\'ircilimental iltipact.> 111:it Iliti' t bi .1\ c,ided iii (,i'del' ti, provide
adequate prolectio,1 12,1. tile eili'iroliment. C.orrective Illeasitres ma>' require substantial eliatiges to tlic
1,ret'crred alternatiz,e or consideratioti o f soine (,ther project alterliative liticludifix the 11£} :icticm ,iltel'liati\'C
vt .7 izer, alternati\'c). El'A ititetids to w<,rk witil t|le lead agelic> to teduce Illese impacts.

"El"' (Eiti,irott„te,imily U,isatisfacti,n j
I ile 1.1'A re, ic\# has identified adverse etivirontnetital impacts th:lt are of stlfilcielit !11:ignitude illat the\' are
il 11.satis factor> froi n tl ie statid point o F publ ic Ilealtli or %4'el fia re or cm iron melital qi,al it>'. 1 : PA i itten d > 10 10 ork
Hilli tile le:irl agetic\' to reduce these ii,ipacts. If the potentiall>' unsalisf:ictory impacts are licit Cc,rrecled :it
tile litial 1...1 5 st:12(. tilis propos:11 14 ill be recomtiletided Ibr referral Ic, tile C.liC).

.11)1<Olt/\(-'\' ()12 7'HE 1: 19:<C'I  '1'A7'1(411:NT

('(11(gt,rl 1" (.Adcqi,t,t<9
1:l'.4 belleres tlie draft l·.IS adequately sets forth tlie elivirotlitiental impact(s) of the prci'erred altet'liatiic and
tliose of die altertiatives reasotiabl> available to tlie project or actioii. No 1911-ther anal> sis oi  data ccillection 15
Iiecessar\. but the reviewer ma\' sulliest the addition of clarifj·ing language or iii forinatioli.

"C:cite:<Iry 2" (ilistifficie,it injori,Lati „1)
1 IE dral't EIS does Ilot Cont:liti sufficietit iii f orinatioti 12}r EPA to full-r assess envirotinietital litipacts t|lat should
lie avoided ill order to fully protect tlie envircinnient, or tlic EPA reviewer has identified nerr reasatiabl>
a\'ailable altertiatives th:it are A·ithiii tile spectruni ofalternati res analysed in the draft EIS. 9,·hich could reduce
tlic ctii'irotiilient:11 11npacts of tlie actioii.  ihe identified additional inforin:ition. dat:i. :inal\'ses. Or discuhsil)it
>hould I,e included in the final F.IS.

"Cate:„ry 3" (lncidequate)
EPA does not believe tlial tile draft El S adequatel> assesses potential ly significalit en; i ronmental illipact, ot'tile
action, or the E PA reviewerlias idelitilied new. reasonably availabicalterii:itives thatare outside of-thespectrutii
of-alternatives mial>'sed in the draft EIS. wliich should be analysed iii orderto reduce the potentia!13' significant
etivironmelital impacts. EPA believes tliat the identified additional inforinatioii. data. alial>'hes. or cliscussions
are of such a niagijitude that tlie> should 11:i,e full public review at a draft stage. EPA di,es tiot believe tli:it tlie
diaft lfIS is adequate for tlie purposes of tile NEPA and/or Sectioil 309 review. atid tliu.s should be fi,rmall>'
revised :ind tiiade available tor ptiblic ccitiiment in a suppletiiental c,r re\·ised (iraft I.I.S. ()11 tlic kisi*. c,f the
pl)tential  Sigilificatit  inipacts  itivolved.  this  proposal  could  bc  a  candidate  tor  reterral  1,1  tile  (Il-.0.

' 1·roili 1.['A \,!:tiluall 164(j,   Polic\· .ind iroceditics fc,1 the Review of Federal Actions Impactinc tile knvirc,linient.



LETTER C

1 1.S. El':1 (.'omnient. on the X.t, f 'K I)raft Iinvirt,11 ment.11 impact Statement (DE.IS ) - Ilisp<,sal and Reu fe (,t Nit\·,1 1
St:itit,n '1'1'e:i· itie 101:ind (NSTI). CitY and CI,untv (,1 San Francisc„. California - Jiine 20.2002.

4112 OLJAI.I"1'3

Air 011:iI i t \'  linpacts .tricl  .·\1 r Olialitv Miti ciation

I'lie [-)EIS (p. 4-59 ) states. "Bilildout i,f Allernative 1 would result in shoi-1-term air            7
P)Hutant cHAssic,lis inun consti ucticm acti 'incs. long-term en'liswons t i-om opetaticw of lieN
scilliceh. :lnd p(,leritial li,ng-term emissions froni hazaidous air poilut:ints.''   For Alteniative 1,          

1,asies 4-6(1 1(1 4-64 state th:it no mitigation is proposed for the aii' quality eifect:, (,f constructioli         alid denicilitiori :ictiiitics. ti':in.spot-tation-related .iTT pijllut:int emissioiis. potential carbc)n
inc,noride (C-0) 11(,1 spots: or potential air toxic emissions.  In each instance. the DEIS asserts that      

mitig:itioil is proposed ti,i' Alternati,es 2 and 3.  Dust control mea ures recommended h)' <he Bit\'     

slich inip:icts :irc 'ni)1 sigili tic:int.' tllus not \\ arranting miti Ration.  Similarl>'. no : ir qualit\'..

t\ie.1.·\11 C)u:ilit> Man:kielilent I)istrict (BAAOMD):tir listed (p. 4-60).

iii cit'Lier to facilit,Lic effective NEPA piiblic disclosure, fie strorig]> reconiniend tliat the        C-1
N:ivv di.hcuss ils l'ation:ile for determining th:11 impacts i-elated to potential CO hot spots,                 i
cinissicins ot :iii' torics, and othei- air quality-1-clated issues were foiind to he 'not significant:  For     
exainplc, ilage 4-64 st.kies that 1-or Alternative t.:iii- toxics could be generated by Iet:iii                    4
cst.ibllilltlients. Ilut tile DEIS :icknowledges that ' the aCtual amount of these air contamin:Lnts
c:iniic,11,2 quantl f ied due tc, :11:ick ot int ormation about specific business uses...in the reuse plan
are.i."  It thus appe:trs I,reniature ti, assell th:it .111' toxic emissions Would Tiot be signitic:int it
:ictuil indlutmit types anc! emission levels are not known.  It also seems preinal,ire to indicate that
110 nlitte:ltion is ploposed Ii'ithullt knox\'ing the type  and VOIllmeS of :kil LoxiCS thill would be
enittled.

F.P.,\ believes that the Navy.s approach (i.e.- no mitigation proposed for aii quilit>'
elucts) is lic,1 consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEO) pollution
preventicin liiemoi andum to Federal agencies (''Memor:indum to Heads 01 Irederal Departments
and Agencies Regarding Pollution Prevention and the National Environmental Polic>' Act.'' CEO.
Jailitaly 12.  1993).  Conceining the responsibilities of Federal agencies. CEO's memorandum
indicate.s t.hat "lciler:11 departments and agencies should take every opportunity to include
pollutil,Il pic,ent,un considerations in the early planning and decision niaking processes 12)r their

0-2actic,nA...and...document those considerations in any EISs....

It dijes Iiot appear that the Na\'y has taken "every opportunity" to integrate air quality
,.mitigatic,n to the ' fullest extent practicabie.   Because of the role played by the BAAQMD in

protectilig the :lirshed. we encourauc the Navy to work closely with that ofi'ice 1(, identify

appropriate air quality mitigation measures. w'hich should be presented in the Final                      -Envirc)nniental Impact Statement (FEIS)
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Recommended Mitigation fo, Air Toxic Emissions

Paic 4-64 states that no mitigation is proposed loT potential air toxic emissions. The -I
FEIS should lecognize that Consit'uction machinery Is a source 01' air toxic emission. .   A
discussion of appropriate mitigation to reduce air torics tiom construction machinery should lie
presented in the FEIS.  Such mitigation wouk! prove uselul to thc Tieasure 191:ind Develc,pment
Authority (TIDA). and the City and County of San Francisco. as they proceed with NSTI's reuse.
BeloKi' aic suclizested niiligation Ii,eastii-es ll) te'duce cc-,nstructic,n-rel,tied diesel einissic,ns th:it=-

EPA recommends be presented in the Navy's FEIS

.        Require that diesel-powered equipment be properly maintained:
•          Minimize iciling of diesel equipment to the fullest extent feasible:
*         Lease or buy newer. "cleaner" equipment. 1996 or new'er model veur und use a minimum       

c,f 75 percent ot the total horsepos\'er of the equipment:
Prohibit engine tamper-ing to increase hot:scpower (engines shcluld be tuned Iii meet the (-3

engine manufacturer's specifications):
•          Lise low sulfur diesel fuel (with a sulfur content of 15 ppm or less};
,        Reduce diesel emissions using control technologies like traps that capture abolit S(1% 01

diesel particulates. and specialized catalytic converters (oxidation catalysts) which control
approximately 20% of diesel particulates. 40% of carbon monoxide, and 505;  of
hydrocarbons. These control technologies can be used together„to maximize reductions in
diesel emissions:

.          Evaluate the use of other available engine types such as electric. liquificd or conipressed
natural gas (CNG). hydrogen fuel cells. 01 alternative diesel formitlations [Note: ING
m.ky have a drawback since there is 1-ese:itrh data indicating til:it formaldehyde is emitted
during combustion]:

,       Reduce construction-related traffic trips: and.
,       Develop a 'Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan  describing nieasures to reduce the

project's diesel emissions.

The Navy should know that the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)
has agreed to adopt similar recommendations as part of their NASA Ames Programmatic

-

Development Plan. including adoption of a 'Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan: -

Coordination with the Federal Hiehwav Administration on Traffic-Related Issues. Including Air
Ollal it>'

Page 7- 1 identifies agencies contacted during the development of the DEIS.  The Isederal   -
Highway Administration (FHWA ) was not contacted. Since access to. and egress from. NSTI
connects to the National Highwar SyStem (Interstate 80. 1-80). tile FHWA may have conceins

C-4
regarding potential impacts to 1-80 from future reuse activities at NSTI. including air quality
impacts and an appropnate level of air quality mitigation.  Wc recommend that the Navy contact
FHWA to determine potential issues of concern to FHWA. inclliding the E.IS's presentation of

1
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project-Iel:ited impacts,  and mitigation that sh,#uld be ptesented in the FEIS.  We note that :i            
numlier o f potential transpoilation-rel:iled mitigation measures are recommended in 4.5                    I
(Tratisp<,rt:ition).  I.astly. since Fi IWA may hare jul'isdiction by law :ind/or special expertise  C-4

regarding access or potential impacts to 1-80. the FEIS should address whether FHWA was asked     
tc) be :1 ci,oper:ilini  :lilenci. J

...      »

1)REl)GING ANI) 1)REDGED ]\IATERIAL DISPOS:11.

P:12( 2-14 states. "ltlhe exact 1,)cation and amount ot 114)tential dredging ic not ki,i,w'n at    7
present :117d therefore. this EIS niust necessarily evaluate potential inlpacts ft*om dredging on a        ,
profit:imniatic level."  Because the Navy does not spcci fically identil\t' thih DEIS :is :1
'prc,gr.inimatic' NEI A d<)cument. it inay be inapprcipri:itc to defer analyzing such impactc by

indic:iling tliat they will be evaluated on a 'programmatic level' at some future pc,int.  Should the     
f :1'3· use a programmatic approitch for dredilne-related issues at NS1'1. the FEIS :ind XEPA-  »

Reci,id (31- I)ecision shoiill' contain a conimitment th.it a future 'tiered' NEPA document would       I
he picii:ti-cd by the Na\'y to assess dredging-related :ictivities at NSTI. consistent with CE.Q's
NIEI'A Implementing Regulations on programmatic analyses. Absent tliat. dredein£-1 elated

»

-   L

issues should be fully discussed in the current NEPA di,cument. and addressed ah part of the IC-5

Navy's NE.PA decision-making process for this project. As indicated in our covei  letter. E.PA
:issunies the Na\'y has information on file regarding dredging-related issues at NSTI. including
histoi'ic dat.1 on sediment quality and characteristics.  As a matter of NEPA public disclosure.
such intor-matioli should be presented in the FEIS. The FEIS should also address iftlie part>
seeking :tuthorization for dredging and/or dredged material dispc,sal would be TIDA. the City and     
C'ounty of S:in Francisco. andor a private paily.

HAZARDOZJS SUBS1'ANCES CONTAMINATION AND HAZARDOUS
AlATERIAIS

1 olvchiorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)

Page 3-137 addresses tile spillage or release of PCB-contaminated transformer fluids at
the P .B equipment storage area (installation Restoration [IR] site 03). Page 3-143 states,
'Sui \'eys continue to be conducted thi PCBs iii secondary electrical equipment and hydraulic

equipnient.    The FEIS should clarify the most ciirrent information regaiding PCBs Ii'hich may"

remain in use or in storage at NSTI, as well as the most current information regarding the known
or slispected release of PCBs into the environment at NS'It areas proposed for reuse.  The Navy C-6
should update the text discussion on page 3-137 to indicate that the Navy has requested
permission from the State of California to eliminate site 03 as an IR site.  The FEIS should

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) staff indicated to
regulatory agencies that the site served   - 

cl:tri fli' the phrase "the site was used to store and repair transtormers." (p. 3- 1371 as the Navy's

only as an electrical substation.

'1'lie DEIS discusses other NSTI facilitics where PCBs may have been potentially used 3 C-7

3
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(c.g..the old boiler plant and medical clinic. see p. 3-137: and the foundry, see p. 3-138).  Page
3-143 indicates that the State of California has recommended further investigation of PCB
contamination at IR site 09 (foundry).  The FEIS should address if PCBs may have been used at
the old boiler plant or other facilities using equipment containing PCBs. and. if so. whether PCB C-7
contamination may be an issue of concern.  We note that page 3-137 states that the old boiler
plant building was demolished in 1968, and its debris "reportedly buried in place." Should PCBs
have been used at the old boiler plant. the FEIS should address if PCB contamination at the
boiler plant site is an issue of concern. -I

The discussion in the DEIS on IR site 12 Cold bunka 1 (p. 3- 130) should he exp:indecl 10
provide a nic,re detailed description of the site contamination and investigatioii history under tile
Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation and 1.iability Act (CERCLA).  I;or
example. please update the FEIS to describe a former Chemical Storage Yard in the vicinity ot

Halyburton and Bigelow Courts that was the subject of a large-scale removal action                         C-8     
(approximately two acres) conducted in 2000-2001 to remove PCB-contaminated soils, alid
describe  the  numerous  indoor air and  Subsurface  soil  sampling  activities  to  assess  PCBs  at  this
:11 e.1. -I
Impacts from Potential Methane Gas Concentrations

Tlie FEIS should address if concentrations 01  methane cHas ni:ty be an issue 01 conce,71 at

any areas of NSTI proposed for reuse.  One potential area could be IR site  11  (Yerba Buena
landfill). for which additional investigation is planned "to determine the extent of the landfill.-         c.9     
(p. 3-139). Should methane gas concentrations be an issue of concern. the FEIS should address
the Navy's coordination with regulatory agencies. including applicable requirements or
mitigation to a\'oid or Ieduce potential impacts related to methane Las. -

Radon and Radiolorzical Contamination

Page 3-145 briefly addresses radon screening at six locations conducted under the Navy's  -
,«

Radon Assessment and N'litigation Program.  In order to facilitate effective public disclosure
under NEPA. the FEIS should discuss what activities involving potential radiological

C-10contamination occurred at these sites. Additionally. the FEIS should discuss the location of' any
sites screened for radon. and whether the Navy intends to survey other sites at NSTI for potential
radiological contamination.

The FEIS should also briefly discuss if military vessels used in U.S. atmospheric testing    -
of atomic and hydrogen weapons at Bikini and Enewetak (present-da\'Republic of the Marshall
Islands) were brought to NSTI Ic,r damage assessment and radiological decontamination. or
whether such activities took place only at the (former) Hunters Point Naval Shipyard.  It is C-11    
unclear if damage assessment and radiological decontamination took place at NSTI.  The FEIS
should briefly discuss if vessels involved in the weapons testing program were berthed at NS1-1
and. il so. whether radiological contaminants may have entered adjacent waters. This issue is

4
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rele; :1111 to addlessing potential impacts as>,ociated with dredging and dredged niaterial dispo.:11     C-11
for the iii:it-in:i zind 1(,1-y service.

M:ip I kpictille Kno\\'n or SuSpeCICC| flazardotis Waste. '1'ort: Subst:inces or 1-1:17:irdous                   -7

Sul,st:trices (clillaminatioll                                                                               I'lie  I) E.IS  ducs  not  pi'ovide  :1  111:Ip  01-  maps  depicting  knov, n  l)1. suspected  hazat*dous
\\'aste. 11)xil' illbstances or hazardoUS substances contamination at NSTI.  in order t<) facilitate
eflecti\e NI 1 A public disclosure. the 1:EIS should pri,\ide :, in:ii, i,r ni:ips depicting:

•       Inst:ill.,tion Rest<,ratic,11 (IR) sites, including 2c) sites ilientilied toi" investigatioli (p. 3-136)    
,vhich includes tlic 16 igmaining IR sites described 011 pp. 3-136 to 3-142.  We hurecst..

that the FE.IS present the Site Ii,cation Map :ind Site Summar> 7:ible from  -Nae :il Statioll    I
'1'1-C:,sur-e Isl:lilli. Environment:11 Closeclut Str:klegy/Schedules" (December 2()(11 ).

PelI-cileuni 11>dI-(,cal'hon cont:imination. incltidini the nilic in:1.icir petri,lcitin h\'di-c,cai-hi,ii       

.sites  identif icd on  pp.  3-135  :ind 3-136 (c.g..  liydraulic  tr:tining hchoot.  liretrainitig area.           a '19).     -12
•        Vile| storage tanks and oil/water separators:
,        1 cllychic,rinated hiphenyls (botli as releases oi disch:trges into the envircinment. :ind in

electncal :ind hydiaulic eqttipment still at NSTI).
•     A''let:ils,

i    S(11 \'ell ts:

,       Pesticides and herbicides:

I       ..\hhestos-ccintalmng m:iter,als.

I        |=ead-1):ised Pillilt.
•        R:ili )11 :ind any c,ther radiological contamination: and.
•         Othei-:ircas or contaminants of concern to the Nav>.

..\ Na\'>' map (:ittached) fozind iii - Island Times: Envirc)nmental investigation and Cle:inup
Newis-' (sumilici 20(}1) is a useful refti'ence that shouki be presented in the FEIS: this map
depicth IR and petrc)leum sites. Uilderground storage tanks, pipelines reciuiring possible
in\'ChtiLI:lticin and remediation, and buildings at NSTI.  In m:in-y respects the -'Island '1'imes" m:lp
is siniil:ir to tlie Deceniber 2001 map noted above, although the '-isl:ind Times" map does not
specific:illy depict  IR  site  13  (stormwater Outfalls), instead indicating that  site  13  -includes:ill
i,fl'shmc areas.

In\'est i 2:ltilin  and Remedi:ltion  of Cont:iminateci Area 

Pages 3-131 to 3-145 provide:tuseful discussion lit. hazardous materials. hazardous
\\:,Stl'. :ind h:izardous Slibstances cont:imination at NSTI. The DEIS cloes not. however. present     
ilic Nary' s schedule !'or when each contaminated are:t would be investigated and. as necessary. IC-13
remediated pnor to reuse.  Current information on when the Na\ y's investigation :ind
ienicdi:ition elI'orts would be completed is integral to eflective NEPA public disclosure <cir             



LETTER C  

NS'1'I's reuse, and should be presented to agencies and the public as part of this NEPA document.
7'he FEIS should provide the Navy's most current assessment for each area having known or
suspected contamination or other releases into the environment: as well as for environmental
restoration efforts involving units such as the survey of PCBs in secondary electrical equipment
and hydraulic equipment, remediation of asbestos-containing materials. and other el'forts. We
ircomniend that such information be presented in a matrix f'ormut vi reitders can unclerstaild the C-13  
Navy's schedule for completing its investigation and remediation ol areas at NS"I'l with known (M
suspected contaniination. or other toxic materials still in use.  For reference. zi'e have attached :1
...Site Summary: Naval Station Treasure Island" (Di aft.  12/11/2001 ) that the FEIS could use as :i
model to portray the schedule for NSTI environmental restoration efforts.

POLI.UTION PREVENTION AND AIITIGATION FOR 'rHIS I'ROJECT

EPA commends the U.S. Department of Defense and the Nivy icir en\ ironment:il
leadership in the Federal sector, including an exemplary leadership role iii pollution preventic,n,
enersly and water conservation. recycling. waste reduction. and waste minimization.  1·lowever.
despite the Navy's leadership role. the I)EIS does not specifically reference hoW the proposed
reuse can meet the intent of guidance issued in 1993 by the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) to integrate pollution prevention in NEPA planning. NEPA documents. and NEPA
decisions.  Please note that CEO does not require that a particular impact or emission level be
considered "significant" before a Federal agency is able to discuss mitigation that avoids.
prevents or reduces environmental impacts. including health impacts (c.g.. the healtli eliects 01
air toxics).  CEQ instructs Federal agencies t(, include pollution prevention to the extent
practicable in the proposed action and in the reasonable alternatives.  For your reference. we have
attached several pollution prevention checklists (for building/housing construction: dredzing...

Cnel'2\' niinagenient: landscaping: and military base closur'e and reutilizatioli) pr'esenting
strategies to reduce potentially adverse impacts associated with a facility's reuse.

rhe Council on Environmental Quality's "Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning C-14  
CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations" is instructive (CEQ, March 16,1981. see
46 Fed. ReH. 18026). Question 19a raises the question. "What is the scope of mitigation
measuies that must be discussed?" In reply. CEQ gates.

"The mitigation measures discussed in an EIS must cover the range of impacts of the
proposai....Mitigation measures must be considered even for impacts that by themselves
would not be considered 'significant.' Once the proposal itself is considered as a whole to
have significant e ffects. all of its specific effects on the environment (whether or not
..significant") must be considered, and mitigation measures must be developed where it is

,.

feasible to do so.

Question 19b asks. "1-low should an EIS treat the subject of available mitigation nicasures
that are (1) outside the junsdiction of the lead or ci,operating agencies, or (2) linlikely ti) be
adopted or enforced by the responsible agency?"  CEQ indicates that.

6



LETTER C

"All relevant. reasonable mitigation nicasures that could improve the pioject air to be         
identified, even if they are outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency or the cooperating          
:teencies, and thus would not be committed as part of the RODs oi these agencies.... 'I-his     1
will serve to alert agencies or officials who can implement these extra measures. and will      
encourage them to do so.  Because the EIS is the most comprehensive eni ironmental             
document. it is an ideal \chicle in which to lay out not only the t'ull ranee of
eliz'iIL,ninental impacts but :1!so the ftill spectrum cif :ipprc)pri:tte Initigaticin.'-

For NS-I-I's 1-euse. -I'IDA is the primar> entity to implement such measui-es. while the            C-14
N:try's EIS should be the priman, vehicle to identify such measures. even it' impacts are  not          
sigilific:int.'  1.astly. the Navy should :iddress the applicability of t\\o Executive (.)1-ders:  131(11         1
(' Gieeriing the Go\'ernment Thiwiugh Waste Prriention. Rec>cling. atid Vcdet.11 :\cquisition.
9/14/1998): and 13148 (-Greening the Government 'I'hrough Le:lliership in Envirc,nmental
Matiaienient." 4/21/ 2000).  The FE.IS should discuss measures for acquisition 01
environmentally prettrable materials forfacility construction C which could be Fedcr.lily-funded).    1
n'aste pi-evention. waste recycling. eneig> and LI ater conservation. und other f cusible pulluticin        
 11'eventli)11 Ilicasill'CA.
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SITE SUM lARY
NAVAL STA'HON TREASURE ISLAND

4        Site No' Site Name and Description Current Status

1
Medical Clinic Awaiting site closure approval

3        PCB Equipment Storage Area Awaiting site closure appro;al

(81 1 g Hydraulic Training School Refuse 1 ranster Correcti, e action in planning phak
('enter

5         Old Boiler Plant Closed - incorporated Into Site 24

(}6          1·'tre Training School Currently beine documented in CAP

7        Pesticide Storage Area Additional investigation being prepared

8       Army Point Sludge Disposal Area No additional sampling. will be documented into Final RI with
Sites 11.28. and 29

9 1·oundr>· Additional inrestigation being prepared Lir further delineation of
TPH and lead

1 0       Bus Painting Shop Addillonal in\'estigation being prepared for turther delineation of

pesticides and S.\·'0Cs
i i       )'BI Landfill Additional investigation being prepared tor landfill delineation

and delineation of lead in surface soil
12       C)Id Bunker Area Further in\·estigation and time critical removal actions being

performed
13          Stormwater Outfalls Final Rl in preparation

S                  14
'77 Nee,· 1-uel Farrn Na\>· 1.txchange Service Currently being documented in CAP' intenm Action in progress

I Station (SVE pilot)
1 5       C)ld 1 ue 1 1·arni Currently being documented m CAP

16          Chpper Cove Tank Fami Construction Summan· Report and Closure Summan Report in
preparation

17                 lanks   103  and 104 Closed - incorporated into Site 24

2()        Auto Hobb> Shop and Transportation Center Construction Summar\ Report and Closure Summar\· Report in

21       Veshel K'aste Oil Recovery Area
preparation

Additional investigation for delineation 01 J OCs being performed
24       Dn· Cleaning Facility Additional investigation for delineation of VOC-4 and TPH being

performed
25       Scaplanc Maintenance Area Currentl>' being documented in CAP Intenni Action in progress

(SVE pilot)
27        Clipper Cove Skeet Range Final RI in preparation. FS in preparation

2,<        W'est Side On.·'Off Ramp No additional sampling. will be documented intO Final RI w ith
Site* 8.11. and 29

20       2:ast Side On Off Ramp Additional investigation being prepared tor delincation of lead m
surface soij

  I)raff
1-ast Updated   12,1 1/01 TC 03(8.1 1334



POLLUTION PREVENTION/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REDUCTION CHECKLIST FOR
BUILDING/HOUSING CONSTRUCTION

How Can Building/Housinc Construction Affect tile Environment?

Wastes associated with building/housing construction include unused and excess matenal generated dunng

site excavation. site clearance. construction, and rwovation activities.  711ae wastes may be rubble
(concrete, bricks, and asphalt), wood and wood products, plaster, metals, plastics, and insulation.  These

materials (commonly referred to as C&D debns) comprise approximately 15 to 30 percent of all waste

disposed of in landfills. Further, some of these waste products may contain toxic constituents that pose a

nsk to human health and the environment.  Many local governments have passed ordidances that restnct or

prohibit the disposal of C&D debns in landfills and require the recycling of many of these materials.  1n

addition, purchasmg decisions associated with building/houstng construction project., cin affect the RIDOUnt.S

of waste generated. as well future energy requirements (e.g., from lighting and beating).

Also see checklists on Ecosystem Preservation and Protection. Siting, Landscaping, Pest Management, and

Energy Management.

What Ouestions Should Be Asked To Ensure That These Effects Arr Minimized or Eliminated?

Ecosystem Concerns. The cleanng of lands for construction can lead to the loss of wildlife habitats. erosion

and sedimentation associated with the use of heavy machinery. loss of native plant life, and contamination of

soils and surface and groundwater. However. proper design and planning can help reduce these impacts.

•          Is the construction project necessary?  Is the project over.designed?  In some r•s,.9, the construction

of additional structures is not needed and minor alterations to existing facilities may be sufficient.

•         Have attempts been macie to avoid construction in environmentally sensitive areas (such as wetlands

and threatened or endangered species habitats)? =

•         Are specifications for construction practices designed to control and exclude pest entry in contained

habitats? '

•         Does the construction contract specify that contractors should cause the least possible disturbance to

the site's vegetation?  For example, under certain circumstances, it may be possible to preserve

individual trees or stands of old-growth that would othenvise be destroyed.

•         Does tile construction plan provide for erosion ind sediment control during construction as well as

after? Uncontrolled soil erosion can have adverse effects on local waterbo<lies and aquatic life.

•         Will soil excavated from the construction site be reused? Toi)soil can be respread in areas to be

landscaped to enhance plant health. -

•           Does the plan include the revegetation of areas disturbed by construction?

' Indicates an environmental impact reduction opportunity.



0         Is there a plan to mduce the use of materials containing constituents that can negatively affect the
environment ?

0           Is there a spill control and countermeasure plan to properly address spills of hazardous construction
matenals?

•        Will hazardous matenals be stored properly al the construction site? Hi: rdous matenals should 4
kept in storage buildings (with secondary contalnment and hard stin(is) located away from the active
construction zone.   Examples of haardous materials typically found at construction sites are
petroleum products (lubricating oils and greases), fuels (g soline, kerosene). solvents. paints,
battenes, and m scellaneous equipment maintenance supplies.

Procurement Concerns. Environmentally sound purchasing decisions are an important element of pollution
prevention. helping reduce the amount of wastn generated by a building/housing construction prOJect.  la
addit:on, the purchasing of recycled.content matenal helps support markets for materials collected for
recycling.

Executiw Order 12873 direas all Federal agencies to revint· and revise their specilicaxions, producy             :
descnptions,  and standards  to  increase  their purchase  of environmentally  preferable  and  recycled  pr.:„_

•           Will the project include the use of durable, long-lasting matenals that will not need to be replaced
as often, thereby reductng the amount of construction waste generated over tlme?

•            Are there provisions for the proper storage of construction matenals to reduce the amount of waste

caused by damage or exposure to the elements?

•         Will penshable construction materials (such as paints) be purthased incrementally to ensure reduced
spoilage of unused matenals?

Will the proJect use building matenals that have minimal packaging to avoid the generation of

                           excessive packaging waste?

Will the prOJect use building materials that are produced locally to avoid energy use and pollution

generated from transportation?

•         Will the project usc construction materials cootaining recycled content when possible and in
accordance with accepted standards? Examples of recycled-content matenals include concrete
containing fly ash and thermal insulation containing cellulose (i.c., recovered newspaper with fire
retardant).

•            Does the construction plan include the use of alternative, environmentally preferable construction
matenals?  Alternative construction matenals tnclude lumber products containing recycled plas.i,
and/or wood. lead-free and low-VOC paints and coatings, and recycled steel for use in buiJdin 
frame applications.

'  Indicates  an  environmental  impact  reduction  opportunity.



•          Does the construction plan call for the use of refurbished construction matenals?  Purchasing and

Usmg once-used or recovered construction matenals can often save money and reduce the amount of                

C<iD debns disposed of as waste.

Reuse and Recvcling.  Many of the waste matenals generated as a result of building/housing construction

can be reused, refurb,shed. or recycled into usable products.  The benefit of these practices is that matenals

that would otherwise be disposed of from the Waste stream are diverted for productive uses.

Will the construction contract specify that construction materials left over at the end of the project

be reused in other projects rather than be disposed of? '

•          Will the construction contract specify that construction materials that are damaged or wasted be

recovered for refurbishing and Use in other construction projects? Such items as cabinets, doors.

plumbing and lighting fxtures. tile, carpeting. door hlages, wall paneling. restroom mirrors, and

stairway banisters can be nxovered ind rwovated for use.  I.scal communtty groups or L.dividual

homeowners may also be interested in musing these items. '

•           Is then: a plan to use or sell trees cut down during construction activities as lumber or compost? '

•            Will any metal, wood. or packaging wastes generated as a result of constniction activities be

collected for reuse or recycling into other usable products? Commonly recycled construction

matenals include concrete, asphalt roofing matenal. metals, and structural wood. '

•           Will mercury-containing materials recovered in any rwovations of existing structures be recycled?

Enerav Efficiencv. Employing energy eflicient technologies and practices can have a significant positive

effect on the environment. There are s number of opportunities to include energy efficiency 10

building/housing construction projects.

Execuriw Order 12902 calls on Federal agencies andfaa'hries to inmare energy ov#rerwzrion  forrs and

improve enzrK. Efliciencv.

•         Does the construction plan specify the use of low-embodied energy' construction products                        

whenever possible? The energy required to make a product should be considered iii making

purchasing decisions.

•          Does the construction plan specify the use of energy efficient lighting systems?

•         Will preference be given to purchasing energy-efficient electric products and equipment (such as

appliances and heating and cooling systems)?

•         Does the construction plan call for sufficient insulation to reduce beat loss and conserve energy?

•         Will the proposed facility participate in the EPA Energy Star Buildings program?

' Indicates an environmental impact reduction opportunlry



POLLUTION PREVENTION/ENVIRONA NTAL IMPACT REDUCTION CHECKLIST FOR
DREDGING

How Can Dredaint Affect the Environment?

Drtdging activities in fresh and salt water environments can have a vanety of Impacts on the environment.
Thuse impacts can include benthic disturbances,  water  quality  degradation and impacts 00 aquatic organisms,
and water and soil contamination resulting from marine and upland disposal of dredged materials.  Impacts
can also result from the potential release of hazardous constituents to marine and terrestnal environments.
Dredging activities require the transportation of dredged materials and the use of energy  resources.

Also see checklists on Dams, Hydropower, and Water Supply Reservoirs. Ecosystem Preservation and
Protection, and Flood Control Projects.

Wbat Questions Should Be Asked To Ensure That These Effects Are Minimized or Eliminated?

Beneficial Use Options. Beneficial use options for dr'edged materials include beach nourishment and habitat    
restomtion or enhancement.  The beneficial use of dredged materials prevents the material from consuming      2
limited upland landfill capacity and from having adverse impacts on the ma nne environment.

•          Have specific beneficial use options been identified for dredged materials to reduce or
eliminate the    volume of waste that would otherwise be disposed of?

•         Will dredged matenals be sampled and analyzed for particle size and evaluated for use as beach
nounshment? Dredged materials should be sampled and analyzed for hanrdous constituents to        |
ensure that their use will not introduce pollution into the environment?                                         1

Does the project consider options to 'clean' toxic dredged materials, thereby rendenng them safe
for beneficial use? '

Ecosystem Concerns/Dredging.  Two dredging alternatives, mechamcal and hydraulic, are practiced to
remove sediments from marme environments. Mechanical dredging uses hoppers to dig and remove
sediments. Hydraulic dredging uses a gred deal of water to create suction to remove sed,ments and

generates a much greater volume of dredged material that must be disposed of or used otherwise.   This
additional volume becomes a problem particularly when upland disposal is the only option.

•         When considering dredging alternatives, has emphasis been placed on reducing or eliminating the
amount of disturbance to the marine environment? '

0           Will the selection of the dredging alternative (mechanical or hydraulic) be based on factors that wij}

reduce or eliminate the generation of pollution and mimmize the impacts on the environment?

•          Will the dredging alternative be selected based 00 pollution prevention criteria that minimizz enerr,
consumption?

•          Are sediment flushing or pass through alternatives being considered?

Indicates an to v trooment.al impact reduction opportunity.e



•        Will measures be taken to miminize potential impacts on fisheries and aquatic resources?

' Have alternatives to dredging or alternatives that would reduce the amount of matenal to be
disposed of, habitat destruction, and/or disposal-related impacts been considered? Options might
include choosing an alternative site, extending the length of the pier to re h deep water. or
reconfigunng dockage space to accomrnodate vessels into a smiler anes.

•         Have all environmentally sensitive areas been characterized?  Have attempts been made to avoid
dredging in environmentally sensitive areas?.

Are measures considered to reduce or eliminate the pollution generated from dredging equipment
and operations? Will sediments containing hazardous constituents be contained dunng dredgmg
operations?

•         Will hazardous materials needed for onsite heavy equipment maintenance and operation (e.g., fuels,
solvents. greases) be properly stored and managed?

Ecosvstem Concerns/Disposal of Dvd Yed Materials. Dredging and dredged matenals disposal in marine
environments may have significant effects, including the disturbance of benthic environments. suspension of
sediments, plume migration and introduction of potenually hazardous constituents (including heavy metals),
and other negative impacts on water quality. By implementing various techniques, however, these impacts
may be reduced or eliminated.

•           Will measures be taken to minimize the introduction of contaminated dredged materials to benthic
and other aquatic environments?

0           Will techniques be used to reduce or minimize the suspension of sediments during dredging and or
dredge disposal?

•          Does the selection of marine disposal sites include criteria to create the least impact on aquatic life,
water quality, piume migration, and sedimeat Suspension?

•         Has clean material been identified for use as a cap on toxic materials deposited in marine disposal?

Transporting Dredged Matenals. Dredged materials must be transported from the original dredge site to the
location of beneficial use or to disposal in either upland or manne disposal sites.  The transportation of toxic
materials presents significant threats to the environment in the event of a spill. accident, or other release.
By addressing and utilizing pollution prevention techniques, these threats can be reduced or minimized.

•          Has the dredging plan considered tbe need to transport potentially toxic dredged matenals and tiken
steps to prevent spills during transportation?

•          Have the safest and least populated routes of travel been identified for transporting toxic dmdged
materials that are unsuitable for beneficial use to the ultimate disposal site?

' Indicates an environmental impact reduction opportunity.



•           Does the plan for the transport;tion of dredged materials to marine disposal sites consider

mimmizing the disruption of benthic environments and the dispersal of dredged materials in the

                                water
column dunng deposition?

0          Will the method for transporting dredged materials minimize energy consumption?

Other References

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  January 1994.  Final EIS for the Designation of a Deepwater

                  Disposal Site

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers. J uary 1994. EIS/EIR for the Oakland Harbor Deep-Draft Navigation

1        Improvements
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POLLUTION PREVENTION/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REDUCTION CHECKLIST FOR

ENERGY MANAGEMENT

                         How Can EnerEY Manafement Affect the Environment?

The generation of electricity accounts for 35 percent of all U.S. emissions of carbon dioxide, the most

prevalent greenhouse gas.  Electricity generation also accounts for 75 percent of U.S. sulfur dioxide

emissions and 38 percent of nitrogen oxides emissions. These gases can cause smog, acid rain. and global

warming.  The pollution associated with these greenhouse gases can be reduced by applying energy efficient

technologies and practices. These techniques, which include using compact. long-lasting fluorescent lighting

as an alternative to incindescent bulbs and using fuel efficient vehicles and alternative transportation

methods, can have a significant impact on the environment.

What Ouestions Should Be Asked To Ensure That These Effects Are Minimized Or Eliminated?

Erecwive Order 12902, Energy E ficiency and Water Consenwion, directs all Federal agenaes andfadtitia

to increase eforts to conserve energy and increase energy  iciency.  Other Executive Orckrs. such as

12844 and  12845, colton Fedtrol agencies and facilities to increase their purchasing of alternatively fueled

vehicles and energy-diaeni compwers.

Lithting. Lighting consumes about 20 to 25 percent of the electricity generated in the United States.   In

commercial buildings, lighting accounts for 40 percent of overall electricity usage. Lighting is one of the

easiest areas where energy  conservation  and efficiency techniques can be applied to save energy.

•           Will an assessment be performed to determine the best number. location, and type of lighting

fixtures for the facility? A well-designed lighting assessment prevents the installation of excessive

lighting fixtures and should incorporate the use of task-specific lighting (e.g., dak larnps) where

possible rather than relying on overhead lighting.

•           Can motion sensors or timers be used to turn lights off automatically when they are not needed?

Motion sensors are widely used in European countries in such areas as hallways. stbrwells. and

restrooms. as well as work spaces.  The use of these sensors 15 growing in the Untted States as

well.

•          Will the most efficient lighting equipment available be used? Optical reflectors and electronic

ballasts can improve the efficiency of lower wattage lighting.

•          Will the facility take advantage of the lightlng provided by natural sunlight through building design.

orientation. and internal layout?  Other opportunities to maximize the use of natural light include

utilizing torsilvered blin(is and light colored finishes to reflect light and installing glass skylights or

panels on top of office partitions to increase ambient lighting

•           Will the use of external lighting be minimized to reduce impacts to nearby sensitive habitats?

•          Will the facility prepare in energy awareness carnpaign to educate employees about the importance

of energy conservation?



Electncal Products and Ezutoment.  A facility's energy consumption can be reduced greati> by purchasing
energy-efficient products. such as energy-efficient computers aod appliances. Computers alone are beheved
to account for 5 percent of commercial electricity consumption.  The selecuon of energy efficient products
can. then, help reduce a facility's energy consumption.

•         Will tbe facility use energy efficiency as a criterion in purchasing electrical equipment?

•        Will commercially available appliances with high energy ratings be selected?

0           Will the project make use of high-efficiency, adjustable-speed motors in machinery and equipment
, applications when possible?

•            Can timers be used to turn off computers or equipment automatically when they are not in use?

Heating and Cooling. Improvements in heat. ventilation. wd air conditioning (HVAC) systems can lead to
I sigmficant ene-rgy savings.

•          Will heat and/or air conditioning thermostit settings be either manually or automatically changed at
mght. weekends, or at other times when the facility is not in use?

•         Will the facility employ a computerized energy management system (EMS) to control hs'ing or
cooling systems or lighting?

•         Can outside air be intentionally drawn into the facility for cooling purposes dunng cool weather?

•           Carl a system to bring warm air down to floor level from the underside of the roof be installed for
heating purposes during the winter (e.g., ceiling fans)?

•          If the facilicy will utilize electric chillers. will the chilled water lines be properly msulated?

•          If the facility will use a boiler. will the steam/hot water lines be properly insulated?

•        Will energ>· efficient windows or reflective films. such as  low-emissivity' or 'low-e" coatings, be
installed?

• Could solar panels be integrated into the buildmg design to reduce reliance on electricity or fossil
fuels?

•         Will the smallest, most-efficient HVAC system possible be used to regulate building temperature
properly?

•               Will load sharing be  used to reduce energy consumption? Shutting down HVAC systems  for non-
critical  uses for short periods can result in significant savings.

•         Will the facility use natural shading from trees and shrubbery to reduce heating and air conditioning
needs?

.



- I
•         Will appropnate building materials be selected to minimize energy use from heating and air

conditioning (e. g., using light colored paint, paving. and roofing materials and not designing a

building with large glass facades in hot. sunny arus)?

Insulation Concerns. Insufficient insulation can result in the loss of large amounts of energy. For example,

the poor insulation of windows is responsible for approximately 25 percent of all heating and cooling

requirements.  The insulation of heat-generating equipment also reduces the need for building cooting.

•            Will hot or cold equipment surfaces and the building walls and roof be well insulated?

•          If this ts a manufacturlng or industnal environment. will any heat exchingers for heat recovery be

Installed?

•         Will building doors opening to the environment minimize energy losses? Proper weather stripping

reduces energy losses, as do revolving and double doors.

•         Will insulated windows be used? Such wwdows employ a gas, such as argon, between two coated

panes of glass to mlnlmize energy losses.

Where appropriate, will energy efficient insulation materials fabricated from recycled materials be
usag

Hot Water. Reducing the use of hot water can help conserve energy by decreasing the amount of energy

that must be expended to heat water.

0        Will water-efficient showerheads be installed?

•        Will faucet aerators be installed?

•        Will water heaters be sufficiently insulated?

•         Will energy-efficient water heaters be purchased?

•         In manufacturing facilities. can the heat radiated from hot water pipes be used for other purposes?

Fuel and Gasolme.  Increasing fuel effciency and using alternatively fueled vehicles helps reduce our

reliance on fossil fuels, which cause air pollution when burned.

•          If the facility requires the use of fleet vehicles. will fuel-efficient, cleaner burning vehicles be

purchased?

•                 Has  the  use  of alternatively  fueled (e.g., electric,  solar electric. compressed natural  gas,  ethanol,  or        I

methanol) vehicles been considered? Alternatively fueled vehicles have proved successful for short     .
distance purposes.  They can be used as fleet vehicles for facility maintenance or for short tnps

around a large facility.



0          Are there provisions to encourage facility employees to reduce motor vehicle use? These provisions
can include installing bike racks and showers, providing shuttle service between the facility and
public transportation stops. promoting carpooling by maintaining ride boards. and subsidizing public

transportation costs.

Enerey Production Facilities. The design, construction. and operation of energy production facilities
presents a number of opportunttles to reduce pollution and environmental impacts.

•         In constructing or openting energy production facilities, will rate structures be considered that \ 11 1

reduce peak Inarl<?

•         Are co-generation activities included in facility design?

Other References

Northeast Sustainable Energy Association.  23 Ames Street. Greenfield. MA 01301.

Telephone No. (413) 7744051.

Rocky Mountlin Institute.  1739 Snowmass Creek Road, Snowmass, CO 81654-9199. Telephone No.
(303) 927-3851, Fax No. (303) 927-4178.

U.S.  Department of Energy, Federal Energy Management Program. CE-44,1000 Independence Avenue,
SW, Washington. DC 20585. Telephone No. (202) 586-5772.

U.S. EPA. Energy Star Buildings Program.  Telephone No. (202) 233-9146.

U.S. EPA. Energy Star Computers Program.  Telephone No. (202) 233-9114.

U.S. EPA, Green Lights Program.  Telephone No. (202) 233-9065.



POLLUTION PREVENTION/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REDUCTION CHECKLIST FOR

LANDSCAPING

How Can Landscaping Affect the Environment?

Landscaping wastes currently account for approximately 20 percent (or 31 million tons) of the municipal

solid waste (MSW) generated in the United States each year. This makes lindscape trlmmings the second

largest component (by weight) of the MSW stream.  Because of their high bulk and density. landscaping

wastes consume a disproportionate amount of landfill space. In addition, these wastes, as well as other

organic matter disposed of in the landfill, can generate methane and acidic leachate when they decompose.

When incinerated. the high moisture content and high nitrogen levels of these wastes oan interfere with the

combustion process and contribute to the formation of smog-causing nitrogen oxides.

What Ouestions Should Be Asked To Ensure That These Effects Are Minimized or Eliminated?

On  April  26,   1994,   Prerident   Clinion figned  a  Presidential Memorandum caUing for Ute  establishment  of

guidelines for  Federal faciliry managers  on how to increase  rite  use  of native  speaes,  reduce  the  use  of

chemical  fertilizers  and  pesticides,  implenent  water  conservation  techniques,  and  promote  awareness  of  the

environmental and economic benefits of better landscaping techniques.   These guidelinzs will be proposed by

a Federal  imeragency workgroup established by the Federal Environmental Executive.   The following

questions address the concept delineated in the Presidential Memorandum, as well as widitional

opportunities to prewn, poUution and reduce waste ge,wration associated wirh landscaping Operatiom.

Ecosystem Concerns.  Landscaping activities can affect the environment through the release of tonc

pesticides and excess nutrients. as well as the destruction of wildlife habitat and ecologically sensitive areas.

However, proper landscape design and maintenance can help reduce these environmental impacts and can

help minimize the effects of other activities as well.

.         Will landscape development be integrated with existing natural resources? Such integration may

include the use of a Geographic Information System (GIS) that incorporates physical and natural

features of the arta to be developed (e.g., tidal and non-tidal wetlands, steep slopes, and natural

n panan buffers). '

•           Will the landscape plan incorporate the use of plants that requirt little water and minimal fertilizzr,

herbicide. and pesticide use?

•           Does the landscape plan encourage the use of Integrated Pest Management (IPM)?

•        Will the landscape plan ensure that rare, threatened, ind endangered wildflowers and other species

are adequately protected.

•         Does the landscape plan consider materials other than asphalt for constructing walkways across

lawns Ii.e.. using wood chips. flag stoocs. and other materials that have less environmental impact

than aspbalt)?

  Indicates an environmental impact reduction opportunity.



•          Will the landscape plan include the planting of primarily native trees, shrubs, and perennials? '

•          Will the introduction of invasive species be avoided? '

•         Will the plantings be arranged in a natural manner and in naturally associated groupings?

•          Does the landscaping plan incorporate features to minimizz solar radution or heat sinks, such as
planting shade trees and avoiding overly large areas of asphait? "

.         Will the plant species used in the landscape plan provide food or cover for desirable wildlife? '

•         Will the landscape plan call for fertilizing lawns only when grass roots will take up nutnents?

These times are late summer-fall for cool season grasses and early sumrner for warm season

1            griss"
•              Will lawns be watered at the optimal time of clay to pmmote healthy growth and conserve water?

•         Does the landscape plan take advantage of vegetation's natural properties?  Planting shide trees near

building windows can reduce energy consumption associated with air conditioning needs and serve

as effective wind barners.

•          Will species of vegetation that support wetlands development be planted on the edges of

waterbodies? These species may help break down pollutants carried in non-point source runoff and

also can prevent soil and debns from polluting waterbodies.

•             Will lawn areas be kept to a minimum with the remainder planted/retalned as native meadows and
woodlancis to minimize air impacts associated with power maintenance equipment and the need for

              pesticides?
•          Does the facility design reduce the impact of lighting on critical habitats and or'nic areas?

Reducing Landscape Wastes. A number of steps can be taken during project planning, design. and operation

and maintenance to reduce or avoid the generation of landscaping wastes. Thcsc techniques mdude

landscape development and alteration, grass-cycling, composting, and mulching. They can be tailored to

specific characteristics of a landscape, such as climate and geography, and can be mixed in any number of
combinations.

•             Will the landscape plan incorporate the planting of native and indigenous trees and plants that

require less attention and rrtaintenance? '

•         Will trees ind shrubs be pruned only on an as needed basis? .

•           Will grass-cycling be practiced as part of project landscape maintenance operations')  Grass-cycling

is a process in which grass clippings are left in place on a lawn after mowing ulstead of belog raked

and bagged. Grass-cycling requires that no more than one third of the blade is cut off and that no

more  a  1 -inch  total be cut  at any one  time.   This process improves lawn quality by  returning

' Indicates an environmental impact reduction opportunity.



important nutrients from the decaying clippings to the soil and lawn.  When grass-cycling is
practiced, less money is spent on fertilizers, disposable collection bags, labor costs, and waste

disposal. '

0 Will composting be practiced as part of project landscaping maintenince operations? Composting is
a process using microorgantsms (generally bactena or fungi) in the presence of oxygen and moisture
to break down organic wastes into a humus-like product. Compost is a supenor soil conditioner or
mulch suitable for most landsaping and gardening uses. Using compost will help reduce reliance
on phosphate and nitrogen fettilizers that may be detrimental to the surrounding ecosystems.
Compostable materials include grass clippings, seaweed, leaves, sawdust, chipp«or shredded
brush, cow and hors£ manum, chipped or shredded logs, weeds. pme needles. hay, straw, shredded
newspaper, and wool and cotton rags. Weeds with many seeds, diseased plants, and manure from
meat-eating animals should  21. however, be composted.

•           Will mulching be practiced as part of project landscaping maintenance? Mulching is the practice of
spreading or mixing orgamc material. such as wood chips, leaves, or compost, over soil surfaces.
Mulch reduces moisture evaporation from the soil surfaces, reduces soil erosion and compaction
from heavy rairw, moderites soil temperature, provides optimal conditions for soil enhancing
organisms. protects young tree trunkf, and provides outnents as it decays. Furthermore, mulch
inhibits weed growth. thereby decreasing the need for constant landscaping care and weed disposal.

L.andscape Product Purchasin2 and Manifement.  Lawn and plant care products. such as fertilizers and
pest cides. are also considered as wastes that result from landscape operations. Spoilage of these materials
and the packaging left after use should be minimized to reduce an operation's impact on the environment.

•                 Will landscape products be purchased  in  bulk or concentrate to reduce packagrng waste?

0 Will strict inventory control practices be adopted to prevent matenal expiration and, thus, waste

generation?

•           Will the use of gas-powered landscape maintemince equipment (which account for 5 percent of our
air pollution) be kept to a minimum? Executive Order 12844 calls on Federal facilities tO increase
their purchase of altemitively fueled motor vehicles.

Other References

'Presidential Memorandum for the Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies on Environmentally and
Economically Beneficial  Practices on Federal Landscaped Grounds. ' August 22,  1994. Federal Register
Vol. 59. No. 161.

U.S. EPA. "Environmental Fact Sheet: Recycling Grass Clippings.     July  1992.   EPA/530-F-92-012.

U.S. EPA. Environmental Fact Sheet: Yard Waste Composting. '   May  1991.   EPA/530-SW-91-009.

' Indicates an environmental impact reduction opportunity.



POLLUTION PREVENTION/ENVIRON lEATAL IMPACT REDUCTION CHECKLIST FOR
MILITARY BASE CLOSURE AND REUTILIZATION

How Can Military Base Closure and Reutilization Affect the Environment?

Military base closure and reutilization projects can have a variety of effects on the environment. These
impacts may include air quality effects from demolition/construction dust and increased vehicle/aircraft
emtssions. hazardous matenals and waste management concerns (including Installation Restoration Program
siks, unexploded ordnance, PCBs. asbestos, lead-based paint. and underground storage tanks), noise
impacts, pollution of surface water and groundwater sources, impacts to biological resources. and soil
erosion and contatnination.

Also see checklists on Ecosystem Preservation and Protection, Energy Management, Water Use.
I =indscaptng, Waste Site Investigations and Cleanup Activities, Solid Waste T-andfills, Building/Housing
Construction, Airports, and Water Use.

What Questions Should Be Asked To Ensure That These Effects Are Minimized or Eliminated?

Air Qualitv Concerns. Demolition and construction as part of military base closure activities can cause air
quality impacts from fugitive dust and construction equipment em,ssions.  In addition, proposed base reuse
plans  may  result  in an  increase of air pollutants from mobile sources (e.g., vehicles and aircraft)  and point
sources (e.g.. generators,  incinerators, and storage tinkf).

•          Are there opportunities to reduce the adverse effects of air emissions by considering alternative
reuse plans for the military base?

•         Will fugitive dust reduction measures (such as ground watenng and reduced speed limits on unpaved
roads) be incorporated into demolition/construction activities?

•         Are adequate containment measures specified to avoid the accidental release of friable asbestos

durmg deniobtion or modification of structures'i

Hazardous Matenal/Waste Management Concerns. Concerns associated w,th mihtary base closure and reuse
projects include the management of hazardous materials and wastes (such as solvents, pesticides. aviation
fuels. POL, and heavy metals), remediation of existing Installation Restoration Program (IRP) sites, removal
of unexploded ordnance, ind management of asbestos, PCBs, lead-based paint, and underground storage
tanks.

•          Are there provisions for rducing potential spills and uncontrolled releases of hazardous matenals?
ls there a spill prevention and control plan?

•        Will new and reused underground storage tanks be equipped with leak detection mechanisms.
secondary containment systems. spill and overfill protection, and catbodic protection?



•         Will PCB-cootarninated equipment be removed prior to base clown?  Will remaintng PCB-
cootaminated equipment be routinely inspected for leaks? Will transformers be retrofilled with non-
PCB-containing oils? '

•           Are measures specified for tile proper removal ind disposal of structural matenal containing toxic

lead-based paint associated with demolition activities? '

Noise Concerns. Noise associated with demolition/construction equipment and planned land uses, such as
airfields or industnal activities, can affect both humans and wildlife.

If aircraft operations are planned to continue. are noise buffer zones wd a wide range of sound
attenuation measures, such as noise barriers and concrete bunkers. included to reduce noise

impacts?

Surface Water Concerns. Surface water quality could be affected by spills or leaks of hazndous matenals
and by-cont.aminated storm water runoff.

Does the project require the preparation of Spill Prevention Contml and Countermeasures Plans,
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans, and Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plans?

•         Will oil/water separators be instiled to prevent fuels. oils. and other residual containinants in storm
water runoff from contlminating any nearby streams or other surface water?

•         Do construction designs incorporate provisions to reduce storm water runoff/sediment transport?
Such designs include creating landscaped areas that we pervious to surface water, minimizing areas
of surface disturbance. and constructing runoff/sediment transport barriers around soil stockpdes.

New Use Concerns. Public utilities, such as wastewater treatment facilities. solid waste landfills. and
electncityinatural gas supplies, may be affected by military base closure and reuse projects. Reuse plans
may propose new commercial and residential uses that would increase water and electricity/natural gas
consumption and increase wastewater and solid waste disposal requirements.

•           Does the project require the collect,on of inert demolition/construction wastes. such as wood.
metals, concrete. and asphalt, for reuse or recycling to decrease potential impacts on landfills?

•         Will energy efficiency md water conservation devices be incorporated into all new residential and
commercial structures?

Biological Resources Concerns.  The construction of new or expanded facilities could require the filling of
wetlands and could result in habitat loss from the siting of structures and utilities. Potential impacts to
wildlife could result from noise and dust during demolition/construction activities.

•             Does the siting of any new construction take into consideration avoiding proximity to wetlands,
wildlife habitat, and ecologically sensitive areas?  

Indicates an enuronmental impact reduction opportunity.
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•           AN measures included to avoid disturbing the habitat of any threatened or endangered species

located on or in the Vicinity of the military base? '

•           Are measures specified to control construction runoff, such as the use of berms, silt curtains, straw

bales and other erosion control techniques?
1

•           Will native trees and vegetation be planted to increase favorable habitat for wildiife IUOU 4611, +11 :6'£,1

erosion?

Geology/Soils Concerns.   Den*)lition/construction activities may ¢Ause soil erosion md soil con:arrumitiou.

•         Can existing facilities and paved areas be remodeled and used to minimize soil disturbance caused

                              by extensive new construction?

Does the proJect call for preparation of soil erosion and sediment control plans?  Are specific                           i

control measures suggested, such as seeding exposed soil, watenng to prevent fugitive dust. and

ustng Sedlment basins and fences?

Other References

Army Regulation 200-1, Environmental Protection and Enhancement.

Army Regulation 220-2, Environmental Effects of Army Actions.                                                                  i

U.S. Department of the Intenor, Denver Service Center.  September 1993.  Guiding Principia of               I

Sustainable Design. National Park Service (NPS) publication number NPS D-902; GPO  :,ublica,:.1...    1. . . , 01,,        1

'

                     GPO 777442

'I                             j
I

1

' Indicates an environmental impact reduction opportunity.



11.0 Responses to Comments

1      Response to Comments

2     Response to Comment C-1. The carbon monoxide (CO) hot spot modeling analysis revealed no
3 potential violations of federal or state CO standards. In addition, no violations of federal or
4       state CO standards have been detected in the San Francisco Bay Area since 1991. Consequently,
5   there is no requirement to propose mitigation measures related to ambient CO conditions.
6 Similarly, there are no indications that normal residential, commercial, or office development
7 would create any unusual sources of hazardous air pollutants requiring special mitigation
8 measures. Furthermore, the Navy will not have any authority over reuse activities and thus is
9   in no position to impose mitigation measures related to the types or intensities or reuse

10       activities.  EPA and the California Air Resources Board have sole jurisdiction to regulate vehicle
11 fuel composition and resulting emissions of hazardous air pollutants from vehicle traffic.

12     Response to Comment C-2. No significant air quality problems have been identified for either
- 13 closure or reuse of NSTI, so there is no requirement to propose any air quality mitigation

14     measures. As noted previously, the Navy will have no authority or responsibility with respect

 
15 to reuse of NSTI and is thus not in a position to impose mitigation measures.

16      Response to Comment C-3.  EPA and the California Air Resources Board have sole jurisdiction
17     over the composition of vehicle fuels and the regulation of vehicle emissions. Unlike the NASA
18 example cited in the comment, the Navy is disposing of NSTI property with no operational
19     responsibility.  The Navy will have no authority or responsibility over construction contracts or
20 actual reuse activities, so it is not ill any position to impose specific mitigation measures on
21 construction associated with reuse activities. The designated property recipient will be required
22     by law to ensure that appropriate construction-related mitigation measures are imposed.

23      Response to Comment C4.  The Navy has conferred with FHWA regarding the transfer of land
24     for the SFOBB and the relationship of this transfer to the disposal and reuse and NSTI.  (FHWA
25     has been added to the list of agencies contacted during preparation of the EIS.)  FHWA was not
26    asked to be a cooperating agency for this EIS. The SFOBB realignment and the disposal and
27     reuse of NSTI are separate actions, and neither the Navy nor the FHWA are under obligation to
28     include the other as a cooperating agency in the preparation of their respective EISs.  FHWA is
29 not regarded as having special expertise or jurisdiction warranting inclusion as a cooperating
30 agency because the SFOBB is operated by Caltrans and all NST[ lands transferred to FHWA
31 were subsequently conveyed to Caltrans.

32     Response to Comment C-5. As assumed in the EIS, some dredging will occur as part of reuse,
33    but no specific development proposal has been completed at present, so it is not possible to
34  determine the extent and location of any future dredging or to evaluate specific impacts.
35      Regardless of who seeks authorization for dredging, such operations will be required to comply
36     with the permitting requirements of the US Army Corps of Engineers and to be consistent with
37      the LTMS. The noted text in chapter 2 has been revised to read as follows:

  38 "
[t]he exact location and amount of potential dredging  is not known at present  and

39           therefore, this EIS can necessarily evaluate potential impacts from dredging in only a
.

 
40 13Fe#Fammatie general way.

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1     The Navy completed a remedial investigation of offshore sediments in 2001 and addressed the
2 potential ecological risk from contammants at the former Clipper Cove skeet range
3  (immediately east of the marina), stormwater outfalls, and an area on the northwestern
4    shoreline of Treasure Island. Under this investigation, no chemicals were found at levels that
5    would pose a risk to aquatic and avian receptors, and no further investigation or action was
6     recommended. The study did note that sediment dredging near the former Clipper Cove skeet
7 range could disrupt and resuspend lead shot on the sediment surface.

8    Response to Comment C-6. An inventory of all potential sources of PCBs was completed in
9 1995. Since that time, all potential sources of PCB contamination have been removed for NSTI,

10   including out of service or closed hydraulic equipment.  IR Site 03 is an area immediately
11     adjacent to an electrical substation where transformers may have been placed or repaired in the
12     past.  IR Site 03 was closed with DTSC approval in 2002.

13   Response to Comment C-7. Based on the 1995 inventory for PCBs, no PCB sources were
14    identified at IR Site 09, which is in the remedial investigation phase. Following completion of
15 the investigation, the potential contaminants and the appropriate course of action will be
16 determined.

17     No PCB sources were identified at IR Site 01 during the 1995 inventory, and the DTSC granted
18 closure approval on March 20,2002.

19     In the PCB inventory completed in 1995, a potential source of PCBs at the old boiler plant (Site
20   05) was not identified; thus, Navy has determined that no action is required at IR Site 05.
21 Groundwater contamination at IR Site 05 will be investigated as part of measures taken at IR
22      Site 24, which surrounds IR Site 05.

23    Response to Comment C-8. The nature of material formerly stored at IR Site 12 is unknown,
24    and no records describe the types of operations in the vicinity. The following text has been
25      added to the description of IR Site 12 in section 3.13 of the Final EIS:

26         Analysis of soil and groundwater samples from the FSY area indicated that
27               PAHs and PCBs were the chemicals of concern.  In 2000, all soil in the FSY area
28                       containing   PCBs at levels in excess   of the screening level   (1   mg/kg)   was
29                excavated to 4 feet (1 In) bgs, except where buildings or other structures, such as
30       transformer pads, impeded access. Indoor air monitoring to evaluate the
31                   potential risk posed by vapor intrusion from volatilization of PCBs into buildings
32          is ongoing. Initial conservative estimates from this investigation indicate that
33 PCB volatilization may pose a risk to human health in Building 1100 Unit C.

34      Response to Comment C-9. There is no indication that methane gas is being released at IR Site
35   11.  Although the site is a former landfill, it appears that the debris placed at this location
36 contained little organic material that would produce methane during decomposition.

37    Response to Comment C-10. Radon is a naturally occurring gas and is not related to human
38    activities. As described in the EIS, radon screening was conducted at NSTI, and all samples
39 were found to be below US EPA recommended action levels; consequently the Navy does not

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1 believe further investigations for radon are warranted. Radiological concerns at NSTI are
2      limited to past decontamination training conducted at IR Site 02. The radiological material used
3   in this training had a short half-life and would no longer be found at the site. Radiological
4     concerns were not part of the remedial investigation at IR Site 02.  The Navy has been gathering
5    data on potential radiological concerns as part of its ongoing investigations at NSTI but has
6     found none.

7    Response to Comment C-11. No radiological decontamination is known to have occurred at
8 NSTI, where radiological concerns are limited to those described above in response to comment

9    C-10.  The Navy did conduct radiological decontamination at Hunters Point Naval Shipyard,

I
10 which is addressed in the CERCLA process for that facility.

11   Response to Comment C-12. The environmental investigation and remediation at NSTI is
12 being carried out pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of CERCLA. The CERCLA
13    process is considered to be the functional equivalent of the NEPA process, including extensive
14    opportunities for public involvement. In addition, the remedial process is a rapidly evolving

:
15 program and subject to frequent changes.  As a result, the remedial process under CERCLA is
16    summarized in section 3.13 of the EIS, but details of investigations, results of sampling, and
17  mapping of contamination are not included. Detailed information on environmental
18     investigation and remediation can be obtained through the CERCLA staff in the Navy's BRAC
19 Operations Office, as noted in section 3.13.3 of the EIS.  The Navy is committed to cleaning up
20     each site according to applicable laws and regulations and to levels appropriate to the proposed

 
21 land use to ensure protection of public health and safety.

22     Response to Comment C-13. Please see response to comment C-12, above, regarding including

  23 additional information on CERCLA activities in the EIS.

24     Response to Comment C-14. Navy agrees that pollution prevention is an important issue.  The
25 federal action evaluated in the EIS is the disposal of federal property, and the Draft EIS
26 addresses pollution prevention in the context of fugitive dust control measures for air quality
27    (section 4.6), minimizing impacts to water quality (section 4.10), and proper remediation and
28  disposal of potentially hazardous materials (section 4.13).  Navy may require specific
29  mitigations be in place prior to conveying the property but will have no authority or
30    responsibility over actual reuse activities. Consequently, Navy is not in a position to impose
31 mitigation measures for pollution prevention associated with reuse. Considering that the
32 proposed action is the disposal of federal property, additional mitigation measures beyond
33 those included in the Draft EIS do not appear to be warranted. Navy believes that the
34 appropriate vehicle to identify measures associated with reuse would be the City and County of
35 San Francisco's NSTI reuse EIR in compliance with CEQA, not the Navy's EIS.

  36 Executive Orders 13101 ("Greening the Government Through Waste Prevention, Recycling, and

37 Federal Acquisition," 9/14/1998), 13148 ("Greening the Government Through Leadership in
38 Environmental Management," 4/21/2000), and additionally, 13123 ("Greening the Government
39 Through Efficient Energy Management" 6/8/1999) would apply only to the federal action, and
40    not to activities associated with reuse. Navy assumes that state and local regulations would

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1 provide similar pollution prevention regulatory guidance to the City and County of San
2     Francisco for all reuse activities.

3
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State Clearinghouse Data Base LETTER D  
SCH# 2002052061

Project Title Disposal and Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island

Lead Agency    U.S. Navy

Type EIS Draft  E I S

Description This environmental impact statement (EIS) evaluates the potential impacts on the natural and human

environment that could result from Navy disposal of surplus federal properties within NSTI and

subsequent reuse of those federal properties.  NST! is made up of dry and submerged lands of both

Treasure Island and portions of Yerba Buena Island in San Francisco, California.

Lead Agency Contact
Name Timarie Seneca

Agency   U.S. Navy
Phone 619-532-0995                     Fax
email

Address 1230 Columbia St. Suite 1100

City San Diego State CA Zip 94066-0720

Project Location
County San Francisco

City San Francisco, Oakland
Region

Cross Streets
Parce/ No.
Township lS Range 5W Section Base MTDIABLO

Proximity to:
Highways       101

Airports
Railways

Waterways San Francisco Bay
Schoo/s San Francisco United School District

Land Use Military installation

Project /ssues AestheticNisual; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Coastal Zone; Drainage/Absorption:

Economics/Jobs; Flood Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic: Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public

Services: Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading,

Solid Waste: Toxic/Hazardous: Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation: Water Quality; Water Supply;

Wetland/Riparian: Wildlife; Landuse: Cumulative Effects: Other Issues

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Boating and Waterways: Department of Fish and Game, Region 3:

Agencies Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; San Francisco Bay Conservation

and Development Commission; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 4; Caltrans, Division of

Transportation Planning, Air Resources Board, Major Industrial Projects: Integrated Waste

Management Board; Regional Water Quality Control Board. Region 2; Department of Toxic

Substances Control; State Lands Commission

Date Received 05/13/2002 Start of Review 05/13/2002 End of Review 06/26/2002

Note:  Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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1     Response to Comments

2      Response to Comment D-1. Comment noted.

3
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2     Response to Comment E-1. Comment noted.  The Navy has addressed the issues raised in the
3 attached letters.

  4
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TO: State Clear-inghousa
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From: DEPAR'I'MEAT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL                    6

13 a g w 0 U-lillSan Francisco Area

File No.: 335.11425 1,1--- 11    1
Subject: ENVIRONMENTAL. DOCUMENT REVIEW Uu 1        J 1.1,1    2  6       ,         11-J

AND RESPONSE. SCH #2002052061 L-2
 

STATE CLEARING HOUSE

The Environmental Document Review and Response for the disposal and reuse of Naval Station

Treasure Island (NSTI), SCH #2002052061. has been reviewed. NS'IT closed on September 30.
1997: and the Navy is in the process of disposing of the property in accordance with applicable

laws and regulations.  NSTI is on two islands in San Francisco Bay approximately midway

between the shores  of tile cities  of Sail Francisco and Oakland. Vellicular access  to  NSTI  is  via

The Interstate-80 (1-80) freeway system and provides an east-west link between ule cities of
tlle San Francisco/Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB) on Yerba Buena Island.  1 he SI:OBB is part of

San Francisco and Oakland.

At the  time of operational closure. NSTI totaled approximately 1.075 acres of dry and submerged

land witllin San Francisco. Approximately 36 acres were transferred from the NarD' to the
Departnieiit of Labor, 22 acres were transferred to Coast Guai'd:  and  97 acres Were  11'ansferred to

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), leaving 920 acres for disposal.  The Navy can either

retain NSTI surplus property in federal ownership (No Action Alternative) or dispose of the

                            property  for  subsequent  reuse,
Reuse Alternative 1 proposes 151 acres of publicly oriented uses.  The major publicly oriented

development on Treasure Island would be a theme attraction with the potential to attract oil

average of approximately 13,700 daily visitors. Development would include a 300-room and a

1.000-room hotel with three restaurants and offices, The total number ofjobs expected to be
generated is 4,482.  Alternative ] proposes 131 acres of residential uses. The total numbet of
housing units associated with uijs reuse alternative would be approximately 2.850. Traffic
generated by Alternative 1 is estimated to be approximately 960 vellicle trips durizig the weekdav
AM peak hour: 1:555 vehicle trips during the weekday PM hour, and 1,440 vehicle trips durilic
the weekend midday peak hour.



LETTER F  

Srate Clearinghouse
Page 2
June 24,2002

Reuse Alternative 2 is similar to Alternative 1, but less extensive.  Alternative 2 proposes 151

acres of publicly oriented uses. A theme attraction would draw up to approximately 5,500 daily
visitors. Development would include a 700-room and 500-seat amphitheater, and an
entertainment and retail center. The total number ofjobs expected to be generated is 2,513.

Alternative 2 proposes 19 acres of residential uses.  50 existing housing units would remain and
approximately 200 new units would be added. Traffic generated by Alternative 2 is estimated to
be 385 vellicle trips during the weekday AM peak hour, 775 vehicle trips during the PM peak

hour, and 785 vehicle trips during the weekend midday peak hour.

Reuse Alternative 3 represeilts minor development and existing facilities would be reused.
Alternative 3 proposes 121 acres of publicly oriented uses. A theme attraction would  draw up to
approxiniately 2,740 daily visitors. Development would include at least one landmark structure
up to 100 feet tall: and ollier new buildings similar in height to existing conditions.  The number
of jobs expected to be generated is  1,736.   Alternative 3 proposes 150 acres  of residential uses.
The nuriber ofhousing units associated with this reuse alternative would be approximately
1,100. Traffic generated by Alternative 3 is estimated to be 610 vehicle trips during weekday

AM peak hour: 800 vehicle trips during the weekday PM hour, and 770 vehicle trips during the
weekend midday peak hour.

The following comment is offered regarding the reuse alternatives:

Regardless of the alternative considered, SFOBB will definitely be adversely impacted  by             -
traffic. Westbound SFOBB traffic is controlled al the toll plaza by metering lights.  The
additional traffic resultant of the NSTI reuse would require the sloiving  of the  metering
lights: which would adversely impact traftic on Interstates 80,580, and 880 in Alameda              ' F-1     
County. Ill order to properly manage this amount of traffic and adequate]y proaide the public
service required in this general location, it would be necessary to increase in-view patrol
during weekday AM and PM peak hours and weekend midday peak hours. ....

If you liave any questions regarding this memorandurn  and our cominent, please contact me  or

4dfutenantpon Morrell at (415) 557-1094.
42Ddy i
8yl 1

E. C. CHOI. Lieutenant
Acting Commander

cc:  Golden Gate Division
Special Projects Section



11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2     Response to Comment F-1. Please see response to comment B4 regarding traffic on the SFOBB
3   and at the SFOBB toll plaza. Additional traffic generated by the proposed action would not
4    require the slowing of the SFOBB metering lights; metering lights are designed to restrict the
5   number of vehicles to get onto the SFOBB. However, these additional vehicles may cause
6 longer vehicle queuing on the approach to the toll plaza. As stated in the response to comment
7    B-4, regardless of the number of vehicles approaching the SFOBB, the operation of the SFOBB
8 would remain the same and, therefore, it is not certain that additional in-view patrols would be
9 required.

  10
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Protection Agency June 24,2000

Ms. Timarie Seneca
BRAC Operations Office
Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Code 06CM.TS
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1100
San Diego, California 92101-8517

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS), NAVAL STATION
TREASURE ISLAND, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

Dear Ms. Seneca:

disposal and reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island dated May 2002.  The DEIS
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed the DEIS for the

analyzes potential environmental impacts from three reuse alternatives relating to land
use, visual resources, socioeconomics, cultural resources, transportation, air quality,
noise, biological resources, geology and soils, water resources, utilities, public services
and hazardous materials and waste. DTSC's review was limited to sections directly
addressing hazardous materials and waste issues. Following are DTSC's comments.

1.        Chapter 1, Section 1.2. Overview of NSTI

A fuel service station and munitions storage bunkers were operated by the Navy      G.1and should be added to the list of facilities that were formerly located on
Treasure Island.                                                                          J

2.        Chapter 1, Section 1.5, Related Studies

The 1997 BRAC Cleanup Plan mentioned does contain a remediation plan and    7.
schedule, however, the plan and schedule are out of date and do not reflect the       G-2
current understanding of the Installation Restoration sites and associated                4
schedules.                                                                                                            1

Re energy c,natienge facing California is real.  Every Cal,fomiaA needs to MAe imtnediate zic:icn to reduce efiergy cons<impric: 2.

'S Printed on Recycled Paper

For a  st of simp/e ways you can reduce demard anc cu: vcur energy costs.  see our Web-s,te .9/ ·.*w:1·' ·Y:s: ca. gov.
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3.       Chapter 3, Section 3.13.1, Hazardous Materials Management

 6-3   Please see comment number two.

4.       Chapter 3, Section 3.13.3, Installation Restoration Program (IRP)                           -

The master schedule for NSTI was last updated in 2001 and will be updated            G-4
annually. The master schedule will be the Appendix D schedule for the NSTI
FFSRA. -

5.       Chapter 3, Section 3.13.5, Polychlorinated Biphenvls (PCBs)                                  -

IR Site 12 should be added to the list of sites known to have had historical G-5

releases of PCBs to soils that are in need of further evaluation and eventual
remediation.                                                                                                                 -

If you should have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (510) 540-
3763.

Sincerely,

A- ..7--<-/ t, r
David Rist
Hazardous Substances Scientist
Office of Military Facilities

CC Mr. Phillip Ramsey (SFD-8-2)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 94105

Ms. Sarah L. Raker
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400
Oakland, California 94612

Ms. Martha Walters
Mayor's Office at Treasure Island
770 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, California 94102



11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2     Response to Comment G-1. The facilities listed in section 1.2 are intended to inform the reader

3    of the general types of uses at NSTI, especially with respect to structures that may be part of
4 reuse. Because of the size and complexity of land uses and facilities on NSTI, this list is not
5      intended to be inclusive of all historic uses of NSTI facilities.

6    Response to Comment G-2.  The BCP has not been updated and, as noted by the commentor,
7    does not reflect the current schedule and remediation plan. As noted in section 3.13.3 of the
8    EIS, current information on remediation plans and schedules are available through the Navy's
9 BRAC Operations Office and in Appendix D of the NSTI FFSRA.

10      Response to Comment G-3. Please see the response to comment G-2 above.

      11     Response to Comment G#. The text in section 3.13.3 of the Final EIS has been revised to read

12     as follows:

13                 Appendix D of the NSTI FFSRA, which provides the submittal schedule for draft
14                 primary and secondary documents, was last updated in 2002.

15      Response to Comment G-5. The text in section 3.13.5 has been revised to read as follows:

16         Navy has investigated IR sites 03, 12, and 17 for potential PCB contamination.  No
17 further action relative to PCBs has been recommended at either site 03 or 17. A removal
18                action for soils containing PCBs at levels in excess of the screening level (1 mg/kg) was  19 conducted in 2000 at IR 12.

20

Disposal  and Reuse  of Naval Station Treasure Island FEIS -  June 2003
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SCH #2002052061
Ms. TiIrlanc Seneca
BRAC Operations Office
Southwest Division
Naval Facilities Enginecnng Command
Code 06CM.TS
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1100
San Diego, CA 92101-85]7

Dear Ms. Scneca:

Disposal and Reuse of Naval Air Station Treasure Island - Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS)

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the
environmental review process for the above-referenced project.  We have reviewed the DEIS dated
May 2002, and have the following comments to offer:

1. Executive Summaty - Section ES-3, Disposal and Reuse Process, page ES-3:                                       7
'I'hc Executive Summary states "The easements impose substantial resrrictions on Navy's abiliry      
to access and utilize the underlying property.  This land is no longer available for transfer by the       
United States and, as such, is no longer available for community reuse..." It continues. "For rhal          reason, the SFOBB property, including tlie construction and aerial easements, is not included in     1
the Navy disposal and is therefore, excluded from this EIS."

Thc Department questlons the meaning of these statements since the deeds transferring the land        
include the provision foI terminating the temporary construction easements of several parceis on      I
Yerba Buena Island. The deeds state that "termination shall occur when the State determines that        |
the easements are no ]onger rcquired for the construction of the seismic safety projects or when        H-1
the State gives final acceptance to its contractor for work on the scisr ic safety projects.  If    i
requested, the State will prepare, execute and deliver to Ihe Navy deeds to release and extinguish

completed, the State will then relinquish its rights on the temporary construction easement.

the temporary construction easements." When construction activities on Yerba Buena Island are

Further, the deeds also acquired right of way for all chree bridge replacement alternatives under      I
consideration for Department's east span seismic replacement project on the SFOBB and t.hc     
deed also provides for returning any unnecessary right of way to the Navy. Therefore, excluding
the portion of Yerba Buena Island currently within the State's temporary construction easement       
and all the permanent nght of way acquired in October 2000, the DEIS ignores the potential      I
reuse of this land.

.Callrans improlies mobility acros, Caltforria'
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2.   Section 3.1.3   Surrounding Land Uses,  page 3-11:
We suggest that the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge be included in this section. as ir is a vc H-2

important land use on the island.

3   Section 3.3 Sociocconomics, page 3-18:
The analysis in this section relies heavily on the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABA
Projections 1996 series Three new Projection Series have been released since the 1996 ser

(1998. 2000, and 2002). We have found in general rhal compared to the more recent ProJect]
Series, the 1996 Projections (which were released toward the end of an economic recession) ze
to under-predict future job, population and housing growth  in the region. For example. ABL H-3  
Projections 2002 estimates a 41% increase in Bay Area jobs between 1990 and 2015 (from
million to 4.5 million), rather than the 29% job growth for the same period referenced from 15
on page 3-19 of Ihe DEIS. The most recent Projection Series available, ABAG Projections 204
should be used and all analysis should be revised accordingly.                                                    _

4.   Section 3.5.1 Roadway Network, second paragraph, page 3-39:                                                           -
The text states that Figure 3-5 shows "the location of the six ramps and the Caltrans easem, H-4
across Yerba Buena Island." Figure  3-5  on  page  3-40  does  not  show  the  Department' s  easem·
on Yerba Buena Island. :HN.

5.   Chapter 4, IntrodUCtion, Environmental Consequences, last paragraph. page 4-2:                              -
Thc Depar[ment disagrees  with the statement  [hat  the  "Navy  is  effecti vely precluded  at  this  ti
from taking those actions that are required of it [o make temporary construction casements 5

possible excess property suitable for conveyance." While construction activities on the easem
will indeed limit Navy's access to its property, land use planning can proceed. bl addition,
transfer did not include right of way for roadway and utility purposes across one parcel.  1     H-5
Navy has identified certain hazardous waste sites in portions of the area previously within
Temporary Construction Easement and in-fee land, and if the Navy requires access from
Department to investigate and/remediate such wastes, it is entitled to such access under
provisions of the land transfer. This means that the Navy can in fact take actions necessary
prepare the land for conveyance. -

6.  Section 4.5 Transportation - Traffic Analysis Methodology, page 4-34: -IThe report provides traffic forecasts to year 2010, stating thar this is a common benchmark u:
by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) for long-range planning in the regi
MTC currently provides traffic forecasts. based on .ABAG Projections 2000. to year 2025. T
analysis should rake into accoun[ the latest planned and programmed transportat  H -6  
improvements assumed in the current MTC travel demand model, and identi fied by the nine I
Area counties. Calirans. and MTC. Traffic projections should at least bc provided for
assumed Naval Station Treasure Island build-out year, 2015, and. to be consistent with regio
planning efforts, year 2025 traffic forecasts should be developed as well. -

7.   Section 4.5. Transportation, Significant and Mitigable Impacts. pages 4-36 to 4-58: -I
Mitigadon of the significant traffic impacrs identified in the DEIS relies heavily on
implementation of the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures

identified in H-7  Chapter 4 & Appendix F Wc are skeptical of the ability of these TDM measures to effectively

'Caltrcule :mprovcs mobilay acress Cal:fork:a"
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reduce vehicle demand for the island, particularly since ferry service to and from the island |
(currently non-existent) appears to play a major role. Since much of the TDM measures depend     H-7

on--adeclu-aie funding,  lt is unrealistic to propose thern as mirigation   without  an  established - 
financingr- --

8.   Section 4.5. Transportation. Significant and Mitigable Impacts, pages 4-36 to 4 -58:                         7
The castbound on-ranip will be rebuilt with the replacement of the east Span. The rebullt on -ramp   
will liave a significantly iniproved merge taper, which will increase the on-ramp capacity.  We   
estimate the peak period capacity to be approximately 900-1000 vehicles per hour (vph),

which   will be able to handle all of the forecasted demands. This additional demand entering the freeway  i
m H-8will very likely have a significant adverse impact on freeway operation, particularly during the  I

PM peak penod when the freeway operates at capacity. The proposed mitigation should be i
revised to address  the expected impact to the freeway.  As part of the  mitigation,  we recommend    
implementation of ramp metering which would be operated to maintain capacity flow along the- 
entire length of the bridge.

9.   Section 4.5. Transportation. page 4-40-
The DES proposes that impacts from the increased traffic for the westside eastbound off-1-arrip |
be mitigated with signs directing traffic to the eastside eastbound off-ramp. The analysis j
estini:ttes that this mitigation would spli[ the demand about evenly between the two off-ramps.  
We believe that it is unrealistic to expect this amount of traffic shift 10 occur. It is more likely IH-9
that  most.  if not  all,  02- iHE Eas[bound traffic destined for Treasure Island  will  use the wes[side   
eastbound off-ramp regardless of the signing. It is more appropriate to assume that no traffic  
would shift. and develop mitigation measures that would directly address this impact.                  J

10. Section 4.5, Transportation, pages 4-43 to 4-45:
The DEIS describes construction-related impacts as being not significani. However, construction-   
related vehicles may have a significant impact if they use the bndge during the peak periods due    H-10
to The currently over-saturated conditions. This should be identified as a potential significant  
impact with use of water transportation and off-peak vehicle travel as mitigation.

11.  Section 4.5, Transportation, Not Significant Impacts. page 4-43:
Under "O[her ramp operations (Factor 1)" the DEIS states that there would be no significant 
queuing impacts because ramp demand would be less than capacity, except for [llc western  
westbound on-ramp, the eastern eastbound off-ramp, and the eastbound on-ramp. While this may  
be true for thc ramp operation, it is not a correct assessment of freeway impacts since any H
increase in on-ramp volume entering the freeway during the peak period in  Thc peak

direction   H-11would signifcantly impact freeway operation on the bridge and its approaches. This is true  
because the freeway currently operazes at capacity essentially along tile entire length of the bridge   
in the westbound direction during the AM peak period, and in the eastbound direction during the  
PM peak period. Thc bridge is the primary bottleneck along this Conidor, which means thai any j
additional traffic entering the bridge will result in an increase in traffic congestion and delay.       J

12. Section 4.5, Transportation. Level of Service, page 4-44:                                                                     7
It appears that the level of service (LOS) for the freeway mainline was determined using speed as   

:1,:r'Ite,51.It,33:et·2' toa osf  ijnul'dhebeR.m i  y Ccacoa24'tanual  is  To  u"  dcnsity "  the-1  " -1 2

"Caltrans improves niobilay across Californla"
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13. Appendix F.2 Socioeconomics: -

Since 1990 U.S. Census data shows that the average household size at Naval Station Treasure
Island was  3.7. it would seem more appropriate to use this  va]ue to represent existing household H-13 
size. rather than the 3.2 figure based on the average family size in San Francisco assumed in Ihe
Presidio reuse plan. -

14. Appendix F.3 Transportation, Table F-7, page F-17:
How  were the number of trips   derived  for  specific   land  uses  in   each travel analysis   zone?   Are                H-14 
These based on Institute of Transportation Engineers (1TE) trip generation rates?

15. Appendix F.3, Travel Demand, page F-23:
What assumptions were made in "adjusting" the trip generation, trip distribution, and mode split   -       I
estimates for the various land use altemarivcs, as well as for auto occupancy factors and vehicle
trips to ferry terminals?  How was the travel demand information derived for land uses not H-15 
evaluated for the reuse plan? The basis for these assumptions should be clearly defined. -

16. Appendix F.3, Trip Generation, page F-23:
It is not clear which ITE Tnp Generation Edition was used to derive the number of trips assumed    -
for the various land use categolies.  The 6th Edition (most recent) is the preferred source of trip H-16
generation rates, and should be used in this analysis. - I

17. Appendix F.3, Trip Generation, page F-24:
On what basis  was it concluded that 40%  of the daily and peak-hour person trips  in  Alternati ve  1       -
will consist of internal trips? This key assumption in the analysis requires a much more detailed
explanation as to how such a seemingly high percentage of internal trips was derived. Similarly, H-17
further explanation is needed as to how the other travel mode percentages (for auto, vanpool, bus
and ferry)Were derived. -

18. Appendix F.3, Table F-14, Person Trip Generation, page F-31: -

The totals of the Retail/Work trip distribution percentages in Table 14 exceed  100%. This should            H-18 
be corrected. along with any part of the analysis that utilized the errant figure- -

19. Appendix F.3. Table F-15, Mode Split, and Tables F-16 & F-17, Average Vehicle Occupancy,   -
page F-32:
What is the justification for assuming that 100% of all internal work and non-work trips, for each

H-19 land use category, will be made by bus? The rnode split percentages assumed here are
significantly different than the current average mode split percentages for the region (as is the
high vehicle occapancy rate). De[ailed justification and documentation supporting such
percentages should be provided. -

20. Appendix F-3. Transportation Features Assumed. page f-20: - IThere is Do discussion of the accommodation of bicycles and pedestrians in this DEIS.  The
Appendix indicates that pedestrian and bicycle facililics would be provided. However, there is H-20
no mention how this will be done on Yerba Buena Island. and how this will connect to the
pedestrian and bicycle path on the new cast span of the Bay Bridge. These are significant issues

-Caltrans improws mobiliry acroxs California
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that should be addressed. This DEIS needs to indicate how pedestrian and bicycle facilities will I
be accommodated on Yerba Buena Island, and how they will connect to Treasure Island.  The |

IH-20DEIS should alSO indicate whether the proposed bicycle accommodations will be compliant
with the Americans with Disabilities Act.

We look forward to your response to ous concerns. Should you require further information or have
any qucstions regarding this letter, please call Paul Svedersky of my staff at (510) 622-1639.

Sincere]y,

=,r, 4
/ Ifful.1  U'<1  -,4; I u.u,1-,

JEAN C. R. FINNEY
District Branch Chief
IGR/CEQA

c:  Katie shulte Joung. Statc Clearinghouse

"Cahrans improuts mobilitv across Chlifornte-
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1     Response to Comments

2   Response to Comment H-1. Please see response to comment B-2 regarding inclusion of the
3 FHWA/ Caltrans easements in the EIS analysis.

4    Response to Comment H-2. The SFOBB was discussed in the Draft EIS under Yerba Buena
5   Island in section 3.1.2 Reuse Plan Area. This discussion has been moved to section 3.1.3
6     Surrounding Land Uses in the Final EIS.

7      Response to Comment H-3. Previous projections (ABAG 1996) indicted a job growth rate of 29
8      percent for the Bay Area, while more recent projections (ABAG 2002) estimate a job growth rate
9     of 39.9 percent growth between 1990 and 2015, with the largest growth occurring in Santa Clara

10 and Alameda counties.  Due to the substantial difference in anticipated population and job
11 growth between Projections '96 and Projections '02, data from the ABAG's Projections 2002 was
12    used to update this section. This data also was used to revise the analysis of socioeconomic
13  effects in section 4.3 and the cumulative socioeconomic effects described in section 5.1
14 Cumulative Assumptions, and section 5.4 Analysis of Cumulative Impacts. The updated
15      information did not alter the conclusions in these sections.

16      Response to Comment H-4. Figure  3-5  has been revised  to  show the FHWA/Caltrans
17 easements.

18   Response to Comment H-5. Please see response to comment B-2 regarding inclusion of the
19 FHWA/Caltrans easements in the EIS analysis. The referenced text has been removed.

20    Response to Comment H-6. Please see response to comment B-4 regarding updates of traffic
- 21 projections to year 2025.

22     Response to Comment H-7. The only access to NSTI is from the SFOBB.  The EIS documented
23     existing ramp constraints and current and future traffic conditions and impacts on these ramps
24 and SFOBB mainline. The current vehicular access to NSTI is highly constrained. T he on]y
25 feasible modifications to the ramps are those included in the SFOBB east span project. Other
26 major physical improvements, such as a BART Treasure Island Station, were dropped from
27 consideration. Consequently, the only feasible mitigation measures are TDMs, new ferry
28 services, balancing the ramp volumes, and the creation of a monitoring program that would
29 potentially limit the amount of land use development on NST[.  All of these mitigation
30      measures are presented in section 4.5.1 under Alternative 1, Significant and Mitigable Impacts.

     31 The proposed action evaluated in the EIS is the transfer of federal property. Mitigations for
32 potential impacts associated with reuse are identified and agreed to by the City as part of the
33 transfer agreement. Funding for these measures would be undertaken by the City as part of
34 reuse. State legislatiorili -created a regional Water Transit Authority (WTA) to assist in
35      defining a regional ferry system for the future. Treasure Island is one of the key locations for the
36 initial services.
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comment H-8. Comments on the new eastbound on-ramp on the east side of the
2   tunnel is noted and changes were made in the text. A potential mitigation measure of a
3 metering light is also included. Please see response to comment B-4 regarding traffic impacts
4      on the eastbound on-ramp on the east side of the tunnel.

5    Response to Comment H-9. Section 4.5 states that the proposed TDM program could reduce
6     the peak-hour vehicle trips by 6 to 12 percent. Consequently, traffic volumes on the eastbound
7     off-ramp on the west side of Yerba Buena Island could be reduced from 535 vehicles to 471-503
8     vehicles. The capacity of this ramp has been observed to be 500 vehicles per hour.  Even with a
9 smaller shift in traffic to the off-ramp on the east side of the island, the impact could be reduced

10     to an nonsignificant level, meaning that drivers would not have to queue on the SFOBB during
11      the PM peak hour. Currently there are no signs to direct vehicles to use the off-ramp on the east
12     side of the island, which is underutilized (approximately 21 percent of the total drivers from the
13 eastbound direction use this ramp).

14      Response to Comment H-10. As stated in the EIS, a guiding policy of the Draft Reuse Plan (San
15 Francisco 1996e) is to limit truck service and freight delivery to off-peak hours (generally
16    between 10:00 AM and 3:00 PM and after 7:00 PM on weekdays). In addition, construction on
17 NSTI would vary depending on the specific construction activity and schedule for the various
18    components of the development. In addition, construction impacts are generally short term in
19     nature and carl be managed through proper phasing, sequencing, and scheduling. Truck ferries
20 could potentially be used to transport construction materials and equipment to accommodate
21 construction activities.

22   Response to Comment H-11. Table 4-8 of the Draft EIS (now Table 4.5-6 of the Final EIS)
23   presents the freeway SFOBB mainline impacts. It shows that there would be no significant
24   impacts on SFOBB both in the eastbound and westbound directions.  For the westbound
25 direction, SFOBB will operate at LOS F condition with or without the redevelopment of NSTI.
26 Traffic operation on the SFOBB westbound direction is controlled by the metering lights at the
27      approach to the SFOBB to ensure a free flow condition of SFOBB. If additional traffic from NSTI
28 would cause traffic speed to slow down on the SFOBB, Caltrans could further reduce the
29      number of vehicles getting onto the SFOBB, which could potentially cause secondary impacts.

30     Response to Comment H-12. The freeway mainline analysis performed in 1996 (using speed to
31 determine level of service instead of density based on the Highway Capacity Manual 1985) was
32   appropriate at the time it was prepared. Since then the Highway Capacity Manual was
33 modified twice and the current version (2000) recommends the use of density as a measure to
34 determine freeway mainline level of service. While the change of analysis may affect the level
35     of service presented in the Final EIS, it would not affect the proposed mitigation measures.

36    NSTI is an island that can only be accessed by the six freeway on- and off-ramps from SFOBB.
37 Freeway volumes on SFOBB during AM and PM peak hours from both the eastbound and
38 westbound directions are restricted either because of the metering lights (in the westbound
39      direction) or lane geometry (in the eastbound direction). There is no opportunity to modify the
40 ramp geometry (except the eastbound on-ramp on the east side of the tunnel which will be
41        improved  as  part  of the SFOBB  East Span project). Feasible measures  for the Disposal  and
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1    Reuse of Treasure Island project to mitigate impacts are documented under "Significant and
2 Mitigable Impacts for SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena Island Ramps". These mitigation measures
3   include a TDM program, increased bus and ferry services, traffic signage to balance ramp
4    usage, and a monitoring program to ensure the established goals and objectives in the Draft
5     Reuse Plan are implemented.  If the results of the monitoring program indicate that significant
6 impacts still occur, either more aggressive TDM and transit improvements must be implemented
7      or additional developments should be delayed until such improvements are implemented.

8     Response to Comment H-13. The average military household size when NSTI was used solely
9     for military purposes was 3.7 persons.  It is assumed in the analysis that the units to be reused

10   would have a slightly smaller household size (3.2 persons per unit) because non-military
11 population densities are less than military. The lower household size (3.2 versus 3.7 persons)
12   also is based on the fact that there would be additional constraining factors to non-military
13 families reusing the area that did not exist for military families: children who might have to be
14    shuttled to a variety of after-school activities, medical appointments, shopping, etc. A slightly
15 lower average household size, therefore, was projected for the reuse of the larger units, using
16 the Presidio Planning Socioeconomic Analysis Report as an estimate for consistency.  The
17 higher density for reuse of the existing units, as compared to the new ones (3.2 persons in the
18 reused units versus 2.3 persons in the new units), is based on the larger number of

. 19 bedrooms/square footage than is common in the Bay Area.

20     Response to Comment H-14. Analysis presented in the EIS used the ITE rates for only part of

 
21 the trip generation analysis. Whenever possible, trip generation rates developed by the San
22 Francisco Planning Department were used.  When the data was not available from the San
23 Francisco Planning Department, ITE rates were used.  The San Francisco Planning Department
24   data were obtained from an extensive survey of a wide range of land uses in 1991 and
25       documented in a report, titled San Francisco Citywide Travel Behavior Survey (CTBS).  The key
26 differences between the CTBS and ITE data are that ITE data were mostly obtained from
27 suburban sites, typically in a single-use site, where CTBS data are San Francisco specific and
28     they are mostly in a mixed-use setting.  CTBS data have been used for all transportation impact
29      analysis both for individual development projects as well as areawide planning projects, such as
30 the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard  EIS/ EIR.     ITE  data  were used whenever  CTBS  data  are  not
31     available. The assumptions for the trip generation rates are presented in Tables F-8 and F-9 of
32 the Draft EIS (now Tables F-10 and F-11 of the Final EIS).

  33 Response to Comment H-15. Trip generation, trip distribution, and modal split ratios for the

34    EIS were developed by the San Francisco Planning Department as part of the Citywide Travel
35 Behavior Survey.  They are presented in Tables F-14 and F-15 of the Draft EIS (now Tables F-16
36      and F-17 of the Final EIS). Both Tables F-8 and F-9 of the Draft EIS (now Tables F-10 and F-11 of
37 the Final EIS) contain extensive documentation of the assumptions in the footnote.

  38 Response to Comment H-16. As stated in Appendix F, trip generation rates were obtained

39      from City and County of San Francisco sources. Where San Francisco trip generation rates were
40 not available, rates were obtained from ITE version 5.
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1     Response to Comment H-17. The internal trip assumptions are presented in Table F-14 of the
2     Draft EIS (now Table F-16 of the Final EIS). This table presents trip distribution pattern for all
3     land use categories by work and non-work related trips, including internal trips. The Draft EIS
4 generally stated that the Island would be developed as a mixed-use district.

5    Response to Comment H-18. The percentage of internal work trips for retail in Table F-14 of
6      the Draft EIS (now Table F-16 of the Final EIS) has been corrected to read 10 percent rather than
7     100 percent.

8    Response to Comment H-19. The modal split ratios presented in Table F-15 of the Draft EIS
9      (now Table F-17 of the Final EIS) were incorrect and have been modified.

10 Treasure Island is approximately 0.6 miles by 1 mile, and, therefore, most of the land uses
11  would be within reasonable walking distance to each other, except those located on the
12     perimeter of the Island. The majority of the internal trips would be made by transit, pedestrian,
13 and bicycle modes. This assumption is further supported by that fact that Treasure Island
14     would be designed as a mixed-use island with a wide range of land uses, including residential,
15 office, retail, and recreational uses. It would also be designed to include multimodal
16 transportation modes to facilitate pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use. Key transportation
17     policies from the Draft Reuse Plan include:

18            • Establish transit and pedestrian-based development on Treasure Island, and

19            •    Establish a multimodal internal circulation system that emphasizes non-auto modes.

20    Response to Comment H-20.  The EIS is a program level document based on the description
21 provided by the City and County of San Francisco in its Draft Reuse Plan. The Draft Reuse Plan
22      stated that pedestrian and bicycle facilities would be provided; however, no specific design was
23    presented. This condition was also stated in the SFOBB East Span Seismic Safety Project EIS
24       (page 4-25 under section 4.2.2 Yerba Buena Island).

25 The SFOBB  East Span Seismic Safety Project EIS states  that: "the bicycle/pedestrian  path
26      proposed  for the Preferred Alternative (Replacement Alternative N-6) and Replacement
27     Alternatives N-2 and S-4 would terminate on the eastern side of Yerba Buena Island.  In the
28 final design phase for a replacement alternative, Caltrans would work with the Navy and/or
29      the City and County of San Francisco (San Francisco) to design appropriate path connections to
30 the local roadway network. Caltrans would consult with the Navy and/or other property
31    owners on Yerba Buena Island about their interest in having directional signage installed for
32 path users on the bridge. If consultation results in agreement on the nature and placement of
33 the signs, Caltrans would install the signage.  To the extent the Navy and San Francisco believe
34 the SFOBB bicycle/pedestrian path would create excessive demand  on Navy/ San Francisco
35   facilities on Yerba Buena Island, Caltrans would limit access to Yerba Buena Island at the
36           request  of  the  Navy  and/ or San Francisco. Should  the  Navy  or  the San Francisco desire Yerba
37 Buena Island access to be specifically directed, limited, or prohibited, Caltrails would work with
38 these agencies to design signage or barriers. Caltrans does not have responsibility or authority

39 for areas of Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island once path users leave the path on the East
40   Span.
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1 "Caltrans and MTC are currently preparing a feasibility study for a possible
2  bicycle/pedestrian/maintenance path from San Francisco across the West Span and a
3 connection around Yerba Buena Island to a path on the replacement East Span.  East of the
4 Yerba Buena Island anchorage, the path would continue on elevated structures which would
5    connect to an at-grade path along the south side of Yerba Buena Island, generally along the
6 existing Treasure Island Road, that would then connect to the East Span path. Any future
7    pathway on the West Span and on Yerba Buena Island would be separate project.  The East
8      Span path could accommodate connections to a possible path of the West Span."

  9
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LETTER I

    STATE OF CAL.IFORNIA -THE RESOURCES
AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Govertior

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION ird.1
I  DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION . e:
   P 0 BOX 942896SACHAMENTO. CA 94296-00'11

(911:) 653·6624 Fax (916) 633·9824
I   calst:pof. mail2 quikne:.com

June 28.2002

REPLY TO: USN020508A

Ron Plaseied, Base Closure Manager
Department of the Navy
Southwest DiviSion
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacific Highway
SAN DIEGO CA 92132-5190

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal and Reuse of Naval Station
Treasure Island, City and County of San Francisco.

Dear Mr. Plaseied:

Thank you for submitting to our office your May 7,2002 letter and copy of the
"Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Disposal and Reuse of Naval Station
Treasure Island," a property located in the City and County of San Francisco.  The
closure of the facility is being done under the direction of the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Act (DBCRA). The 103rd U.S. Congress approved the closure of
Naval Station Treasure Island (NSTI) in September 1993.    The DEIS seeks to evaluate
the potential impacts on cultural resources that could result from Navy disposal of
surplus federal properties within NTS! and subsequent reuse of those federal
properties.   The Navy is considering four alternatives, including a No-Action Alternative.
for implementation of the disposal and reuse of the properties on NTSI.  The
alternatives are detailed in the Executive Summary of the DEIS and in other sections of
the document that seek to measure the impacts of the alternatives on the natural and
human environment.

The Navy is seeking our comments on its DEIS in accordance with 36 CFR 800.
regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.    It has
been noted in Sections 3.4 and 4.4 of the DEIS that historic properties on Treasure
Island and Yerba Buena Island have been identified and evaluated by the Navy in
consultation with our office. A number of these properties have been determined, by
consensus. to be eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). The Navy's identification and evaluation of historic properties on NTSI, as         '-1
described in the DEIS, appears adequate and meets the standards set forth in 36 CFR      I
800.4.   We will provide comments on the proposed closure and

reuse of NTSI once         the Navy has selected a preferred alternative and has provided documentation
regarding its potential impacts on historic resources. J



LETTER I   

Thank you again for seeking our comments on your project.   If you have any
questions, please contact staff historian Clarence Caesar at (916) 653-8902.

.1 .:      '1..1-,           1                                                                        /

Dr. Knox Mellon
State Historic Preservation Officer



11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2     Response to Comment I-1. Comment noted.

3
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LETTER J
STATE Or- CAL!FORNIA GRAY DAVIS. Governor

  SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
50 CALIFORNIA STREET, SU:TE 2600
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111

il  PHONE  (415) 352·3600

   ht:[) /, www Dcd'_ ca gov

juiic 26. 2(102
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Naval Facilities Engineering Command 1, Ill
1230 Colilizibia Stret, Suke 1100 Wk« C-
San Diegi). CA 92101-8517 -     .illi  - .f ··,ii-:     IL#l
.Attn: A·is. Titriarie Seneca
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1
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('ity and C c,unty of San Francisco
anD 1018 l E GLER;limb houbi I

'Ircasure Island I)evelopment Authority
Treasure Island
San Francisco. California 94130

Attn: Ms. Ann Marie Conroy

Sl-;BJECT:   BCDC Inquiry File No. SF.YB.7120.1. ('omments on Draft Environmental Impact
Statement For the Disposal and Reuse of Nar al Station Treasure Island. State

Clearinghouse Number 2002()52061

(11<:etings

This letter conveys the staff comments on the on Draft Environinental Impact Statement For the
Disposal and Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island (DEIS). State Clearinghouse Number

Comrnission has not had an opportunity to review the DEIS. we trust the following staff corninents
2002052061, dated May 2()02 and received in our office on May 14. 2001. Although the

based  on  the Commission' s law. the McAteer-Petris Act (Act). and the policies of the Cbmmission  s
Scin Francisco Bar Plail (Bay Plan). will be considered by the United States Navy wheIi preparing the
final  DEIS  for the transfer of Naval Station Treasure Island (NSTI ).

The DEIS assesses potential environmental impacts of the disposal and reuse of NSTI frorn the
United States Navy (USN) to the City and County of San Francisco (City) and the potential
significant impacts of three proposed reuse alternatives. Draft Reuse Plan Alternative 1..Alternative 2
:ind Alternative 3. A fourth alternative. no action. assumes no disnosal of the property nnd rctention
of N 5-l-1 by tlie Navy in carctaker status. The DEIS States that the only significant non-mitigable
impact is would occur under alternative 2 and involves the demolition of historic buildings.

Jurisdiction

On Page 3-4 tlirough 3-6, the DEIS summarizes the Commission's authority under the McAteer-   7
Petris Act. including the Sait

Francisco Bay Plan and the San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan and      tlic Feder.11 Coastal Zone Management Act. The discussion of the Commission's jurisdiction and
authority is thorough and for the most part accurate with a few minor inaccuracies. The DEIS states.     1
in part tliat "the the Sa,1 Frcincisco Bay P*Lit and tlie San Francisco Bar Area Scaport Plan ar: the       i
approved local coastal plans for complying with CZMA in San Francisco Bay:' This is partially          1 1-1
correct. The (.'ommission's approved federal Coastal Management Program does iriclude these plans,      
among others. The Commission's approved management program includes its laws. the McAteer-
Petris Act and the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act. its plans the San Francisco Bity Plcut, Suistin
/11(t,-sh P, exe,-1'atioit Plan . Sa,1 Francisco Hay' rlrea Se:tport Pla,i. Sail Francisco Wate'/1, ont Special    J
A,L,t Pian. and other Special Area Plans. and niany othei documents. The DEIS also states on page 7 1-2

Dedicated to making Sort Francisco Bay better.
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3-5 that "the San Fialicisco Bap Plan. adopted by BCDC in january 1969 and amended through
Ic)97..." The San Fraticisco Ba.r Plan has been amended by the Commission 1(1 times since 1997
and was last amended on April 18. 2002. Nine of the Bay Plan amendments adopted since 1997 are
in full force and effect. and the April 18. 2002 amendment is in effect for the Commission's review
of permits. but not yet for federal consistency reviews. The Commission submitted a notice ofa
routine program change to the Office of Coastal Resource Management for its concurrence and for
public coniment on June 21. 2002. Within 30 days or by July 20,2002. these new policies will be in
force and effect for federal consistency reviews. Therefore. they are quoted below as they \\ ill apply
to the Commission's federal consistency review of the USN's proposed disposal of NSTI. -

11-2  

The maps in Figures 2-3.2-4 and 2-5 do not clearly show the location of the proposed land uses     -• 
in relation to the location of the Commission's Jurisdiction. From our review· of the I)EIS. the
elements of the project which appear to be located in the Commission's jurisdiction from the three
proposed alternatives include: (1) waterfront trails or promenades. and (2) roadways; (3) conference       
center uses: (3) new terry terminals, (4) marina expansi. n, (5) public opcii sp:,ce: (6) filrr.
production uses; (7) institutional and cornniunitv uses: (8) theme park uses, and (9) publicly-oriented     
uses golf course and wildlife habitat: and (10) shorcline stabilization. The Final DEIS should identify         1-3
those project elements within the Commission's iurisdiction so that we can more accurately assess their    I
potential effects on the Coastal Zone. Although the DEIS correctly states that NSTI is not currently
within the Coastal Zone. development of the uses proposed and evaluated in the DEIS will occur
within the Commission's jurisdiction and will require permit authorization from the Commission.
Therefore, these proposals will affect the Coastal Zone and should be evaluated pursuant to the
Commission s approved federal coastal management program.

Table 2-4 Summary of Significant Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures.     -
'rhe Land Use category in this table fails to mention the potential inconsistency of proposed land uses
for Yerba Buena Island with the Bay Plan waterfront park priority use designation of the site. The 1-4   
FEIS should evaluate the consistency of the proposed reuse plan with the Bay I lan K'aterfront park
priority use designation and what if any changes to the proposed uses would address this                    -
inconsistency. In addition. under the topic of Biological Resources on page 2-28 in this table. the        -7
DEIS states that under all alternatives. "significant impacts to mudflat habitat. including eelgrass beds.    1
may occur as a result of increased pedestrian and boater activity around Clipper Cove. Expanding the     1
marina or constructing a yacht harbor. new docks or other structures that would cover the surface of
the water could impact eelgrass beds. but would require a permit from the COE. Section 66605(a)

1-5    of the McAteer-Petris act provides. in part "that further filling of San Francisco Bay....should be
authorized only when the public benefits from the fill clearly exceed the public detriment from the
loss of the water areas...." The FEIS should discuss the public benefits that would accrue from the
proposed fill and evaluate these benefits against the public detriment from the loss of important .N-

iiabitat values such as ee! grass beds. This analysis should include a cumulative analysis of the
proposed impacts in conjunction wirn Ine impacts ot the SFOBB East Span replacement project which   - /-6
will impact portions of existing eel grass beds in the Bay on the north shore of Yerba Buena Island.       -1
The section on Biological Impacts in this table does not indicate that potential increased impacts on      -
harbor seals from the proposed increase in boating activity would be significant. Tilis may not be an
accurate assessment of the impacts to harbor seals. The FEIS should include a more extensive
evaluation of the types of impacts that could occur. Increased boating activity would increase the
interactions between humans and liarbor seals and if an increase is expected. disturbance of harbor

1-7seals would occur as a result. The DEIS should provide a more thorough analysis supporting the
determination that these impacts would not be significant, including a discussion of the threshold of
significance. and a cumulative impact analysis that considers the impacts of the SFOBB East Span
Replacement project and the Richmond San Rafael Bridge seismic retrofit project wliich aiso have          '
impacts on Harbor Seals.

San Francisco Bay Plan Recreation Policies. Following staff's review of the DEIS. and the
proposed reuse alternatives. it appears that certain uses proposed in the alternatives for Yerba

Buena          j-8Island, including residential and some commercial uses are Inconsistent with the Commission s
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 'aterfrotit p,irk priority use designation and tlie Bay Plan recreation policies.  The Bay Plan policies      I
<,11 reci eatioti ideiitif>'. :1111011g othet tilings. the need to foclis shoreline park plannitig on docking and     
pictiic f Licilities for boaters. the opportunity to view nature and open space without adversely affecting·.
liabitat :incl access to the Bay through waterfront trails. recreational boating facilities views and

fishing     facilities. The Bay I lan policies on recreation also state. in part, that "...[l]imited commercial
rect'eation facilities. such :ts small restaurants, should be permitted within waterfront paz ks. provided
the>· are clearly incidental to the park use. are in keeping with the basic character of the park. and do       1
not obstruct public access to and enjoyment of the Bay. Limited commercial development may be
appropriate  lat  the  option 01  the  park  agency  responsible)  in all parks shown  on  the  Bay  Plan  maps                

state. in part. that "recreational facilities that do riot need a waterfront location, e.e.. 201 f courses. and        
except where there is a specific note to the contrary." (Recreation Policy 5(a)). The policies also 11-8

L„'L.

playing fields should generally be placed inland. but may be permitted in shoreline area.s if they are
part of p.irk complex tliat is primai'il>· devoted to water-oriented uses." The Bay Plan designates the        
C.;,Ii:ut', c:- Y81 for '. 'aterfront 1..'tr :. beach priorit\ 1152. Bay Plan Map 4. note lc) requires that areas of     I
YBI 'released from military use should be developed for recreation uses." The Reuse Plan makes
specific provision for recreation uses on YBI by setting aside 30 acres of inaccessible hillside areas
for viewing as open space; by preserving the existing picnic area at the western end of Clipper Cove:        
and by designating Building 262 for commercial recreation use. Thus, commercial uses and active
recreation uses that are appropriate to the park at NSTI could be consistent with the Bay Plan.            J

As outlined in the DEIS, the proposed reuse plan at NSTI considers three alternative land use
scen:irios. including Alternative 1: full build-out of the communities draft reuse plan. at an                -
accelerated I:ite (completion in 2015 v. 2030), Alternative 2: the Community Reuse Plan modified by     
the recommendations made by the Urban Land Institute; and Alternative 3: a lower level of
development than that envisioiied in the Draft Reuse Plan. in addition to the no action alternative.
Fieure 2-] and Table 2-2 on pages 2-10 and 2-12 of the DEIS describe the general acreage of              J-9
proposed land uses under the three alternatives and summarize the specific uses that niieht occur
under the broad headings of public oriented. Institutional and community, residential. and open

also states that recreation uses could include both active and passive recreation uses. From reviewing       space/recreation. The rance of uses that could occur under these headings is quite broad. The DEIS

the maps in the DEIS and the description of the proposed reuse alternatives, it is not possible to tell to     1
*what degree land uses that may bc inconsistent with the Commission's priority use designation would    be Ic,cated within the waterfront park priority use area.

On page 4-2 through 4-9 of Section 4.1. Land Use. the DEIS fails to mention the San Francisco
Bay Plan (BayPIan) designation of Yerba Buena ]sland for waterfront park priority use. The DEIS
states that "Implementing Alternative 1 would increase public access to existing open space areas.
including the San Francisco Bay shoreline. and would allow development of recreational facilities,
Nhich would be consistent with the San Francisco Bay Plan." The DEIS provides no basis for thi<
conclusioil, bas2d on tlie :.c,iiiin; sioii s Bay Plan waterfront park priority use designation and the
recreation policies. The FEIS should evaluate the consistency of the proposed land uses with this
priority tise designation.

In general, the proposed reuse alternatives raise the following two issues: whether the proposed
mix of recreation and non-recreation uses within the Commission's Bay Plan priority use area is              j-10
consistent with the Bay Plan priority use designation. and whether the alternatives that contemplate
non-park uses at NSTI on Yerba Buena Island would be consistent with the Commission's federallv
approved coastal managenient plan and whether any of these alternatives would negatively affect the
coastal zone. As noted above. the recreation policies state that commercial development should be
provided at a shoreside park, only if appropriate for the site and not expressly prohibited in the Bay
Plan. Since it is not possible to tell the aniount or type of commercial use contemplated in the
Waterfront Park Beach priority use area. we are unable to assess the consistency of such use with the
Bay Plan policies. Therefore. the blanket statement of consistency with the Buy Plan policies on page
4-3 of the DEIS is premature. and inconsistent with the prior statement that a Bay Plan amendment
would be required in order to approve the uses proposed. I
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Moreover. it is unclear from the inaps and descriptions provided whether resideiitial uses witllin
the priority ilse area. as proposed would have a negative effect on the coastal zone. It is clear froill
reviewing the DEIS. alternative 2 most Closely conforms to the Bay Plan park priority use designatioli
and recreation policies. The other two alternatives may raise significant issues with regard to the Bay       1.  0  
Plan. depending on how these uses are located, and what their affect might be on the public's ability
to use the shoreline open space areas. We will need additional information regarding the location and     '
intensity of the proposed non-park uses of the site in order to accurately assess the consistency of the
proposed alternatives with the recreation policies in the San Francisco Bay Plan. The Final DEIS
should assess whether any proposed active recreational uses witilin the shoreline areas would be
consistent with the Bay Plan recreation policies.                                                                 -

The majority of the shoreline band on 1-reasure Island is proposed for passive recreation uses. ln    7
general. the reuse plan envisions the shoreline edge being developed with the shorcline protection

system criplap or sheet pile or some combination). a shoreline trail in a landscaped corridor inboard      
of the shoreline protection system, and a perimeter roauway. Builditigs dre to bt„ set track dt least 10(1      1
feet from the shoreline. Since the Reuse Plan establishes policy calling for continuous public access 11-11   
to the shoreline, it can be considered generally consistent with-the existing Bay Plan recreation
policies and Bay Plan Map 4 policy18. However. recent amendments to tile San Francisco Bay Plan
policies on Map 4 regarding Treasure Island addressing the harbor seal haul out site there may

affect   - the nature of public access that can be allowed there.

Visual Resources. The discussion of impacts on views in Section 4.2 Visual Resources evaluates    -
visual impacts for each of the three alternatives. This section includes an evaluation of the on-site             '
views and visual access for each alternative. In the analysis of the alternatives. the DEIS mentions that
beneficial effects would occur because increased public access would provide more opportunities to
views. The analysis seems to focus on development on Treasure Island with little or no analysis of the
visual impacts or benefits that would occur on Yerba Buena Island. The FEIS should include a                      1-12    
discussion of whether the alternatives would modify or remove any existing buildings on Yerba
Buena Island to improve views, particularly if the proposed hotel building would block existing view       I
corridors. The FEIS should also discuss in more detail what the opportunities for improving public
views are on Yerba Buena Island and how each of the alternatives takes advantage of these

opportunities. -

Transportation. On page 3-53. the DEIS, in section 3.5.4 Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation.       -
describes existing conditions on the island. but does not mention the addition of pedestrian and
bicycle access to the east and west spans of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. The State of
California Department of Transportation is constructing a new east span that will include pedestrian
and bicycle access to Yerba Buena Island. The Bay Area Toll Authority has prepared an analysis of

1-13  the design and cost of providing pedestrian and bicycle access to the west span of the SFOBB as
required in State leeislation. Thd DETS shou!d e-aluate the proposed project's offecis on these Iwi)
pedestrian and bicylle facilities. The discussion in Section 4.5 Transportation makes no mention of
the pedestrian and bicycle access  from  the  new east  span of the SFOBB. -I

Biological Resources. On pages 3-59 through 3-65, the DEIS discusses existing biological        -
resources on the site. The DEIS does not mention Pacific Herring (Clupea pallasi) as a fish species
occurring at the site. However. Section 4.8 discusses potential impacts to the herring fishery, and
identifies the impacts as not significant. The Commission's Bay Plan fish, other aquatic orgtinisms
and wildlife policies state in part that "to assure the benefits of fish. other aquatic organisms and
wildlife for future generations, the greatest extent feasible. tile Bay's tidal marshes, tidal flats and
subtidal habitat. should be conserved, restored and increased." The Bay Plan policies on Subtidal 1-14  

I Iabitat state,  in part  that, "Any proposed filling or dredging project  in a subtidal areas should  be                 '
thorouEhly evaluated to determined the local and Bay-wide effects of the project on: Ca) the possible      '
introduction or spread of invasive species, (b) tidal hydrology, (c) fish. other aquatic organisms and

designed 10 Illillimize and. if feasible. avoid any harmful effects....Subtidal areas that are scarce in the
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13:1'.  or Ilave .in abundance and diversity of fish. other aquatic orsanisms. and ,\ildlife te.c.- eelurass
beds. s:indy deep water l,i underwater pinnacles) should be conserved. Filling. changes in  use and
drcdgitig proiects in these areas should therefore be allowed only if: (a) there is no feasible
alteniative: atid (b) the prt,ject provides substantial public benefits. The FEIS should include a              J-14
suppleniental analysis of the impacts to the herring fisher). that considers these Bay Plan policies. It is     1
likely th,it the (c,Imrkission N'ould deer,1 anv inipacts to the eelgrass beds 01 the herring fishery at           I
NSTl ah significant

On page 4-78. the DEIS .states that "under alternative 1. the number of boast slips in the               -7
proposed niarina „ c,uld quadruple" and on page 4-79. the DEIS states that "the level of disturbing
boat activity is not expected to differ substantially from present conditions: This ashessment is
inaccurate. botli because of tlie certain increase in boater activity in the area as a result of expanding       1
tlic inaritia. and a failure to assess impacts from other craft, particularly kayaks that are ever 111(,re          1
frequelitlj  plying the waters of San Francisco Bay. especially in the vicinity of Yerba Buena Island.
As improvemi'nts arc made to re.creatioit Facilities 0,1 I':S'ZI duri,78 its r.3:sc. 1!tz fre:i::c:t-:. of 5'm:iii   j-15

1
cI.ift lise in tlic area will also likely increase. Citizen efforts are underway to create a -w'ater trail"
around San Francisco Bay for kayaks and canoes. This trail would include landing and launching
sites 011 6'ertia Buena and Treasure Islands. The FEIS should reevaluate the likel\ illipacts to harbc,r
seals th:it would occur from the reuse of NSTI. including an analysis of small craft impacts. It is likely     1
that actiz e  management and an in formation program will be necessary to address this potentially             _ 
significant iliipact.

Thank you. for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for the transfer and reuse of Naval
Station Treasure Island. If you have any questions regarding these comments or any other matter.
please contact me by phone at (4415) 352-3656 or email joel@bcdc.ca.gov

I                  AnSincerely,   1,/  / j
//'--\

,

.1/L«»1-C ff VJA 1,-
," 0SEPH CaCLAIR

       .Aenior Planner

CC: Katie Shulte Joung. California State Clearinghouse
Ann Marie Conroy. Treasure Island Development Authority



11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2     Response to Comment J-1. The referenced text in section 3.1 of the Final EIS has been revised
3     to read:

4               The Bay Area Seaport Plan and the San Francisco Bay Plan, discussed below, are
5                 the approved local coastal plans in the portion of San Francisco Bay around NSTI

and, in conjunction with other BCDC laws, Special Area Plans, and other
- 7 guidance, form BCDCs management program for complying with CZMA.

8     Response to Comment J-2. The referenced text in section 3.1 of the Final EIS has been revised
9     to read:

10           The San Francisco Bay Plan, adopted by BCDC in January 1969 and amended
11                       through 2002, includes policies...

12 It is noted that 2002 Bay Plan amendments may be in effect at the time of NSTI disposal.

13   Response to Comment J-3. As stated in section 3.1.1, Regulatory Considerations, federal

  14 property such as NSTI is not subject to the CZMA and, therefore, is not subject to the priority
- 15 use designations and policies of the Bay Plan. The expectation is that BCDC would amend the

16    Bay Plan to incorporate priority use designations for Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island,
17 following transfer of the property out of federal ownership.  At that time, all specific reuse

18 development would be subject to these designations through BCDC permitting authority.

19 The alternatives analyzed in the EIS are based on conceptual plans that delineate the general
20    arrangement of land uses but do not depict the specific locations of development within these
21  areas.  It is not possible in the EIS to meaningfully assess the consistency of specific
22 development activities with BCDC policies based on these general development plans, as the
23    commentor has noted. Although priority use designations are not in effect for NSTI, detailed
24 reuse plans are not available, and some specific uses under the alternatives may be inconsistent
25     with the proposed priority use designations, it appears that most of the reuse concept would be
26 substantially consistent with future Bay Plan policies for NSTI.  The text in section 4.1
27 addressing potential impacts to land use policy under each reuse alternative has been revised to

  28 reflect this.

29    Response to Comment J4. Please see response to comment J-3 above regarding consistency

 
30 with BCDC policies.

31      Response to Comment J-5. Eelgrass is not found in the area of marina construction and would
32      not be affected.  The text in Table 2-4 of the Final EIS has been corrected to read:

33        Expanding the marina or constructing a yacht harbor, new docks, or other
34                structures that would cover the surface of the water would impact Waters of the
35 Untied States could impact eelgrass areas but would require a permit from the
36                BCDC and the COE.

Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1    The appropriate text regarding this impact in section 4.8 (Biological Resources) of the
2      Final EIS, has also been revised.

3    Response to Comment J-6. Please see response to comment J-5 above regarding impacts to
4    eelgrass beds. Potential cumulative impacts to eelgrass beds from reuse alternatives and the
5      SFOBB east span replacement project are discussed in Chapter 5.

6     Response to Comment J-7. The determination that potential impacts to harbor seals would be
7     less than significant is based on the fact that the harbor seal haul-out site on Yerba Buena Island
8      is on US Coast Guard property and is not part of the reuse plan area, and that no modifications
9  or public access are considered in this area as part of the disposal and reuse of NSTI.

10   Furthermore, the haul-out site is in a remote location with very steep topography that is a
11 natural obstacle to access by land.

12 The population of approximately 700 harbor seals in the San Francisco Bay and at Yerba Buena
13      Island is robust. The number of seals has remained fairly constant since the early 197Os, even in
14 the midst of increasing development. The local sub-population of harbor seals at Yerba Buena
15      Island has also remained steady, with several hundred harbor seals using Yerba Buena Island as
16      a haul-out site year-round.

17   While an increase in boat traffic in the area could be expected under each of the reuse
18    alternatives, the haul-out site is far removed from the area where boat traffic would increase.
19     Additional boat traffic that could occur near the haul-out site would be limited by the fact that
20    the site is in a small rocky cove that is difficult to access by boat. Access is further limited by
21 NMFS signage clearly stating that the seals are protected linder the MMPA and that the public
22    must stay away. While the routes of proposed ferries are not known, it is unlikely that they
23      would be close enough to the shoreline to affect the haul-out site.

24    Based on the above factors, the Navy has determined that potential impacts to the harbor seals
25     from the disposal and reuse of NSTI do not meet the criteria for significance stated in the EIS
26 and would not adversely affect any species afforded protection under the MMPA.  As part of
27 the disposal action, the Navy has consulted with NMFS about potential impacts from disposing
28     of the property.  NMFS has closed consultation and has issued its concurrence with the Navy's
29      assessment of impacts.

30    Response to Comment J-8. Please see response to comment J-3 above regarding consistency
31      with BCDC policies.

32      Response to Comment J-9. Please see response to comment J-3 above regarding consistency of
33      with BCDC policies.

34       Response to Comment J-10. Please see response to comment J-3 above regarding consistency of
35      with BCDC policies.

36      Response to Comment J41. Please see response to comment J-3 regarding consistency of with
37 BCDC policies.  The seal haulout area is not within NSTI and therefore no development or

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1 public access would occur in the area. Please see response to comment J-7 above regarding
2 potential impacts to harbor seals.

3     Response to Comment J42. Specific development plans for Yerba Buena Island, such as the
4 removal, addition, or modification of buildings, including the conference center, have not been
5 finalized. Analysis of potential visual impacts should be conducted by the designated property
6   recipient or private developer as part of the environmental review for specific development
7 plans implemented under reuse. Nevertheless, the perimeter areas on Yerba Buena Island are
8    expected to remain open space, based on the steep topography of these areas and the land use

9 concept illustrated in the Draft Reuse Plan (San Francisco 1996e).  This also is stated in section
10     4.2, Visual Resources: "It is assumed that existing view corridors to the Bay would be kept open,
11 with additional open space perimeter opportunities and public access opportunities provided
12     along the waterfront open space. "

  13 Response to Comment J-13. Please see response to comment H-20 regarding bicycle and
14 pedestrian access to Yerba Buena Island from the new SFOBB.

15      Response to Comment J-14. Please see response to comment J-3 regarding consistency of with
16 BCDC policies.

17 The potential for impacts to the Pacific herring were evaluated in the Draft EIS and it was
18    determined that potential impacts to this species would not be significant. Pacific herring was
19    discussed on page 3-79 of the Draft EIS. Potential impacts to this species were discussed with
20     regard to dredging impacts mudflat and eelgrass habitat (page 4-77 of the Draft EIS). No other
21 in-water construction was proposed that could potentially impact the species. Pacific herring is
22 not discussed under sensitive resources because it has no listing status and therefore no federal
23 protection.

24    Response to Comment J-15. Please see response to comment J-7 above regarding potential
25     impacts to harbor seals.

. 26
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LETTER K

..  California Regional Water Quality Control Board       6..,re-
San Fr,incisco Bay Region . f.:.,«

..Y,!...

itileinct Add:'es.. litip  i'··\11\.swreh..3 60; (:t·a;   I)ari<

111'  ,I.I.1,111,1.1...
151 5 z 'la> ht: ect  h.l:tl' :40( . ( ).il lund. ('al: f,inita  94(,12 c .4 1'7301·

!'ii.me : 5 10, (,22-23ll': i I. AX (3 ! d . 622·2:61 I
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1     '1        +I ...'. 3

'LI:\ Z. U L'.Out

E                          
               Dat,File· No. 2161).6013 (SI-R)

Ms. liniarie Seticca
141<AC' (.)per:itioils Office,
Solith\\ est L)i, ision Nar.il Facilities Eliginecling Conimand. Code 06CM.7-S
123(1 (oluiiibi:, Street. Silite 11()(,
Xmli),ego, (5192101-8517

Sii!, icct:  C'tininleilts oil Dr: 91 Eni'irolinlet,i:11 Impact Statellient. Nal':li St:,tic)n i re:,sure
Island. San tranchco

1)cal Ms. Sence:i:

Recicilial \\':iici" Qualit>' Colitrol Board (RI\;QCB) staff rerie,<ed tlie draft report titled Di.vic,sc,/
and Ri'11,(· r,/ .\ing/ 6'/ath,n 7.,·iw.ture Island /-)/ aft /-'nru,„wle/Nal lt,ulact X/mc/„C,;1 (E/Xi. San
1-1 Ullci \C<'  ( Lilll(H'Illu. lecei,-ed on Ma> 10. 2()02. and prepared br Southwest I)i,-ision. ia\al
Facilities Ifiigilieering Command. lhe EIS \5as prepared to comply \rith the National
Eliz'iroiiliiental Policy Act (NE! A). The EIS ez'aluates three reuse alternatives proposed in the
Di.ift Reuse Plaii. dated Jilly 1996. prepared by tile Office of Military Base Conversioii. Planning
I)ep:irtmetit. C'ity and C'ount>' of San Fralicisco and the Sail I·Yancisco Redevelopment Agenc>'
Flic HIS :ilso ei:iluates tlic No Action Altertiatiz*e iii Jihich the Nar>' H'ould retain ozi'nership in :i
caretakci' status. The conipailion En,"ironmental 1nipact Report ( EIR) will be prepared b)' the Cit)
:itid Coutil\' ()1 Sall Francisco atid is due later this suninier.

1-he 1-IS .iii.,1>/.es potential Cm ironniciltal inip.icts relating to laild lise. risual resoul'Ccs: socio-
ccolloillics. Cliltlit-:11 resources: transpollation: air qualit)': noise. biological resources, geolog>
.Ilki boilS: \\'alet reSOUrces. utilities, public ser\'ices. and hazardous Iliaterials aild \\'asics. The
1-0110\\ iliu c.  111111ctits hkirc been prepared ibr this docunient.

Section 3.1(1.1 Regulatorb' (Zonsiderations (p 3-119)
Please state the beneficial uses of            1<-1gi oulid\\ alci" at l'reasure Iblmid andi'crha BUCIia Islatid.

Section  3.10,3  Ciround  il ater      (p.  3-122)  In  addition tollic recomnicndations presented  in tlic       7
pilot henefici.il use stud>' (RTIOCB. 19c)6). tlic RWQCB submitted a letter to the Nary stating
iIi.it ilic qualit> :tiid the hydivigeologic conditions of the ground\,ater bencatli Treasure Island is          K-2
stich tlial tlic water is not a potential source of drinking,1-ater pursuant to Ski'RCB Resolution
8 8-63 aiici Regional \4.iici- Qualit>' Control Board

(RWQCB) Resolution No. 89-39. Please add      - this. to tlie repoll.

Section 3.13.3 l'etroleuni ll> drocarbons - (1'p. 135-136) Please update tlic 1-cconiniendations      .,

Ii,r tlic site reniediation to reflect the most recent decisions made at each site, as slated in tlic         _ K-3dritft ( wTecti\c Action Plan (CAP)(20021.

1 1.L' m<'1 '.''i J|'.1 1<'1,•.IC lai'l:.9 1 .i|'1,4:mJ 1.1'Ca:  1-le;.1. ('al Jll,T:1:211 riccil· :i, :ake ·:1:11'.ed,a',e .12110:1 lt] red:,R a':k".7,· Cor.sun.it'ion.  1'(,r .11·:.· i
,Hm.r'  \'· A.ilm  :LIT)  1 Cill,L C dc'11:.till  all,i  CU'.  Wir evie: V.,· cl ):,t .  0:e i}lir  *i e'l,-. 5:C  :it  1 1 1:p  · :u x, #  SWK:l e:1  7,1 .
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Ms. Seneca

Section 3.13.3 Site 08    (p. 138) Please clarif\' \\'hat additional research is planned to evaluate        7
J K-4ecological risk froni potential surface water runoff at Site 8.

Section 3.13.3 Site 09 -- (p. 138) Please update the site summary for Site 09 to state that although   7
no volatile organic coilipounds (VOCs) were detected in 09-MW01. additional investigation is      _  K-5
being conducted to evaluate the extent of contaminants in the hoist area.

Section 3.13.3 Site 10 - (p. 139) Please update the schedule for the additional investigation at
Site 10

1 K-6   
Section 3.13.3 Site 21 - (p. 141) Tlic document states " recent data reviewed by the RWOCB
suggests that discharges arc occurring to the Bay". TA'hat is the source of this statenient? Ciii-rent

-  K-7   data indicate that \OCs :irc not migrating to the Bay.

Section 3.13.3 Site 27 - (p. 142) \\'hat is the status of the RWOCB Orderand the Compliance
1 K-8   Plan at the Clipper Co, e site'.'

Section 4.10.2 Alternative 2 (irater Resources)   (p 4-100) As slated iri the text "I. nder
Alternatiz'e 2. a golf course H'ould be developed on tlic northern portioii o flreasure island"
Please describe the additional impacts associated with the proposed golf course and the K-9

mitigation measures that will be required. For exaniple. a chemical application and nianagenient
plan (CHAMP) \\'ill be required to control chemical applications alid discharee to surface water     -

Section 4.11  Utilities  - (p. 4-103) Please include a discussion that all appropriate efforts \ 'ill be     -,
made to maxiniize use of reclaimed water for landscape irrigation including golf course -1 K-10  irrigation. under each of the proposed alteniatiz'es.

If you hare questions. please feel free 10 contact mc by telephone at (510) 622-2377 or by
electronic mail at slrd't rbl.s, rch.ca.40\

Sincerely.

Ir-      =  M           .A    i
/

./3.7  6--  / v t. L/'
N ,-

W:» "2>  Sarah I.. Raker, R.G.. C.liG.
Associate Engineering Geologist

I:IS .·(,111'11911'5 doc

ec: Ali . David Rist, Departinent of Toxic Substances Control

Mr. Phillip Ramsey, l.'.S. Em ironmetital Protection Agency
Ms. Martlia Walters. San Fraiicisco Redevelopment.Agenc>'

I hc enel-73· cliallcngc facil:F ('ali l'01·1112 !, real  ber, (-::Ill,1,11:an needs tc, t.ike im:nedl.itc actio:· to :duic enersi:;,12.ull'.ilt:tin.  1 0,r a It.,r „t
611. tpl: ii·.1>'  \i,u can i.ch.ke (irmalld at:d .·ut >wrene:11> di.1...e: (,111 \\ Ch-title Ji littD   f.'*1% ,„T:,1.Ca M·)'.



11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2    Response to Comment K-1. The following text has been added to section 3.10.1 of the Final
3    EIS:

4       The San Francisco Bay RWQCB has determined that groundwater beneath
5 Treasure Island is not a potential source of drinking water and is therefore not

 
6 considered to be a beneficial use. Groundwater is not used for any beneficial use

7                at NSTI.

8    Response to Comment K-2. The following text has been added to section 3.10.3 of the Final
9   EIS:

10 The San Francisco Bay RWQCB determined that ground water beneath Treasure

11                  Island is not a potential source of drinking water, pursuant to SWRCB Resolution
12       no. 88-63 and RWQCB Resolution No. 89-39, because of the quality and
13 hydrologic conditions of the ground water.

14    Response to Comment K-3. The summaries of IR and CAP sites in section 3.13 Hazardous
15    Materials and Waste have been updated to reflect current status. Please note that restoration
16     pursuant to CERCLA is subject to frequent change. Information on any status updates for sites
17     can be obtained from the BRAC Operations Office, as listed in section 3.13.3 of the EIS.

18     Response to Comment K-4.  An RI is currently underway at IR Site 08. A determination as to
19 any additional investigations and possible remedial actions will be made following completion
20      of the RI. Information on any future investigations can be obtained from the BRAC Operations
21      Office, as listed in section 3.13.3 of the EIS.

22     Response to Comment K-5.  An RI is currently underway at IR Site 09. A determination as to
23 any additional investigations and possible remedial actions will be made following completion
24     of the RI. Information on any future investigations can be obtained from the BRAC Operations
25      Office, as listed in section 3.13.3 of the EIS.

 
26 The following text has been added to the discussion of IR Site 09 in section 3.13 of the Final EIS:

27 Navy completed additional investigation in January 2003 and is currently
28         preparing an RI report in anticipation of a No Action ROD. Site closure is
29                 anticipated in late 2004.

  30 Response to Comment K-6. The discussion of IR Site 10 in section 3.13 of the Final EIS has been

31     revised to read:

  32 Navy completed additional investigation in January 2003 and is currently

33         preparing an RI report in anticipation of a No Action ROD. Site closure is
34                anticipated in late 2004.

Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comment K-7. Several rounds of groundwater sampling have been conducted at
2     IR Site 21 and no VOC discharge has been documented.  The text regarding migration of VOCs
3     to the Bay has been deleted.

4   Response to Comment K-8. The RWQCB Order and the Compliance Plan were issued for
5     investigation of the skeet range in Clipper Cove prior to commencement of remedial activities
6     on NSTI pursuant to CERCLA.  With the concurrence of RWQCB, investigation of this site was
7   incorporated into the CERCLA process. The FFSRA has superceded the RWQCB Order and
8     Compliance Plan; the schedule for action at the former Clipper Cove skeet range (IR Site 27) is
9      now part of FFSRA.

10    Response to Comment K-9. Potential significant impacts from hazardous materials use at the
11 golf course under Alternative 2 are addressed in section 4.13 Hazardous Materials and Waste,
12      of the EIS.  The text in this section has been revised to read:

13 For example, golf course design and operation could include BMPs for the
14 storage, handling, and use of pesticides or fertilizers, including a chemical
15                 application and management plan.

16 The following text has been added to section 4.10 (Water Resources) under the discussion of not
17 significant impacts for Alternative 2:

18 Water Quality (Factors 1 and 2). Not significant impacts to water quality would
19                 be similar to those described for Alternative 1 with the exception that Alternative
20                   2 would have a slightly greater potential impact to water quality as a result of the
21 development of a golf course. Chemicals associated with the golf course could
22 adversely affect water quality if not adequately managed. Hazardous materials
23 management would be subject to all regulatory controls. In addition, a chemical
24 application and management plan would be required to address the
25                   management of these materials.

26 Response to Comment K-10. The Navy will have no authority or responsibility over actual
27 reuse activities and, consequently, the Navy is not in a position to impose specific mitigation
28     measures such as use of reclaimed water. The designated property recipient may encourage or
29    require use of reclaimed water for reuse activities. Although the draft development plan for
30 NSTI submitted to the City and County of San Francisco in July 2002 is not final, the plan does
31      call for use of reclaimed water for irrigation.

32
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LETTER L
STATE OF CALIFORNIA GRAY DAVIS, Governor

    CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS
COMMISSION PAUL D. THAYER, Executive Officer

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South (916) 574-1800 FAX (916) 574-1810
Sacraniento, CA 95825-8202 46·' Cattfornia Relay Service From TDD Phone 1-800-735-2922

I                                      a LI from Voice Phone 1-800-735-2929

Contact Phone: 916-574-1227

E                                                             
                 '4,#Arrir-13 4..  _--1#"31*6 -6-- Contact FAX: 916-574-1955

June 24,2002
File Ref: SCH 2002052061

US Navy, Southwest Division
Naval Facilities Engineering command
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1100
BRAC Operations Office
San Diego, CA 92101-8517
ATTN: Ms. Timarie Seneca

Dear Ms. Seneca.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Disposal and reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island, San
Francisco, California.

Under the Land Use section (3.1), Page 3-7, the EIS states that the State Lands
Commission has allowed existing specialized or single-purposes facilities to continue as
nonconforming public trust uses for their useful life. This reuse issue should be further
clarified by adding the language in Section 9(a), (b), (c) of Chapter 898, Statutes of
1997.

•   Section 9, Subdivision (a) "...existing buildings or structures on the Trust Property      
which are incapable of being devoted to trust purposes may be used for other
purposes, consistent with the reuse plan for the Trust Property, for the

remaining            useful life of such buildings or structures:
•   Section 9, Subdivision (b) " The Authority and the State Lands Commission shall,

L-1
by agreement, establish the remaining useful  life of the buildings and structu res
described in subdivision (a), either individually or by category, provided that in no
case shall the useful life of any building or structure be deemed to extend less than
25 years or more than 40 years from the effective date of this act.

•   Section 9, Subdivision (c) "The maintenance and repair of any of the existing
buildings or structures described in subdivision (a), and any structural or other
alterations necessary to bring such buildings or structures into compliance with
applicable federal, state, and local health and safety standards,

including. but not         limited to, seismic upgrading, shall be permitted, provided such activities will not
enlarge the footprint or the size of the shell of such buildings or structures."                     -3
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If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at the number
referenced above.

Sincerely,

4    ,/ i
JU4tl YS, S i 53

Grace Kato
Public Land Management Specialist

cc. Betty Silva



11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2    Response to Comment L-1.  It is the Navy's position that the United States acquired full fee
3 simple absolute title to all the property at NSTI, including the tidelands and submerged lands,
4   and that the property would not be subject to the public trust upon disposal by the Navy.
5      However, the State of California believes that all former and existing tidal and submerged lands
6     on Treasure Island would be subject to the public trust in the event of a transfer of the property
7     from the Navy.  In 1997, the Treasure Island Conversion Act (TICA) (1997 Cal. Stat. 898, AB 699)
8   authorized the City and County of San Francisco to establish TIDA as the redevelopment
9 agency responsible for redeveloping NSTI.  The act also granted TIDA power to administer and

 
10 control property at NSTI, which the State of California identified as land that will be subject to
11 the public trust upon its release from federal ownership.  Thus, the City and County of San
12 Francisco's reuse planning process assumes the public trust applies, despite the Navy's
13   contention that it does not. The text in section 3.1.1 has been revised to more accurately
14      characterize the Navy's position on the public trust at NSTI.

  15

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
11-26
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June 17, 2002

US Navy, Southwest Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
i 230 Coiuinbia Stree,, Suite 1 i00
BRAC Operations Office
San Diego, CA 92101-8517
Attn: Ms. Timarie Seneca

Subject: DEIS for the Disposal and Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island

Dear Ms. Seneca,

I am writing provide comments for the San Francisco Bay Trail Project on the U. S.
Navy's Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Disposal and Reuse of
Naval Station Treasure Island. Below, you will find a general overview of the Bay Trail
and its interest in the project, as well as specific comments pertaining to the DEIS.

Bay Trad Overview & /nterest in Prolect
The Bay Trail Project is a nonprofit organization administered by the Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG) that coordinates the implementation of the Bay Trail. When
complete. the Bay Trail will be a continuous 400-mile recreational pathway that will
encircle San Francisco and San Pablo bays in their entirety.  It will link the shoreline of
all nine Bay Area counties, as well as 47 cities. A little more than half the length of the
proposed system has been developed to date. Enclosed, you will find an overview map
of the Bay Trail, a detailed map of the Bay Trail in the vicinity of Treasure Island, and a

                  Bay Trail
fact sheet

The Bay Trail provides fantastic opportunities for recreation, environmental education,
wildlife viewing and alternative transportation throughout the Bay Area.  It also serves as
a connective pathway between cities and counties as well as between parks and other
open spaces.  The Bay Trail currently travels across the Golden Gate Bridge and the
Dumbarton Bridge, and will soon be implemented on the east span of the Bay Bridge,
the Carquinez Bridge and the Benicia-Martinez Bridge. These connections provide trail
users with the opportunity for non-motorized travel throughout the region, providing first-
hand experience of the Bay and its amazing resources.

As you may know, ati 15.5-foot-wide bicycle and pedestrian pathway is planned to run
along the south side of the eastbound deck of the new 2-mile long east span of the Bay
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Bridge. The addition of the Bay Trail to this new span of the Bay Bridge creates
momentum for providing a continuous link between East Bay trails (including the
planned Eastshore State Park) and Treasure Island.

In addition, the reuse of Treasure Island provides an excellent opportunity to extend the
Bay Trail along the shoreline of Treasure and Yerba Buena Islands. A continuous
pathway around Treasure Island's perimeter would no doubt make it a destination point
for recreation and entertainment. and increase the accessibility of the Island.

We would appreciate the opportunity to work with the Navy and the Treasure Island
Development Authority on the planning and design of a new Bay Trail spur connecting
the planned Bay Trail on the new east span of the Bay Bridge to and around Treasure
Island

Commenrs Pertaining to the DEiS

Chapter 2, Proposed Action Alternatives
While each of the alternative maps (Figure 2-3 to Figure 2-5) depict a band of shoreline
open space around Treasure Island, a bicycle and pedestrian pathway is

discussed only             M-1     in Alternative 1  (page 2-17).  The DEIS should clarify whether Alternative 2 and
Alternative 3 would also provide for a shoreline pathway around Treasure Island.

Genera/ Comment
We are aware of the fact that the City and County of San Francisco and Caltrans are ....

involved in a continuing discussion regarding the design of the Bay Bridge touchdown on
Yerba Buena Island (Figure 5-2, page 5-6). It is unclear, however, how the connection
between the bicycle and pedestrian pathway on the east span will be planned for and M-2
implemented. The DEIS should identify a process for planning a continuous connection
between the planned pathway on the new Bay Bridge east span and Yerba Buena and
Treasure Islands, including all potential stakeholders and their role in the planning

-

process.

We are grateful for the opportunity to comment of the DEIS and look forward to the
completion of the final Disposal and Reuse plan for Treasure Island. Please feel free to
call me at 510/464-7919 with any additional questions or comment.

Sincerely,

,     7/
v.  '   L.';   4 1 9.-'.,      ,      ,  -3.6..  -

Melissa Barry
Bay Trail Planner

Enclosures: San Francisco Bay Trail: Overview Map
San Francisco Bay Trail: Treasure Island Connections
Bay Trail Fact

Sheet                                                                                        
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2   Response to Comment M-1. The following text has been added under the heading "Open
3     Space and Recreation Uses" for Alternatives 2 and 3 in section 2.4 of the Final EIS:

4       Similar to Alternative 1, the shoreline open space would be widened to

5                approximately 100 feet (30 m) and would feature a bikeway and pedestrian path.

6    Response to Comment M-2. Please see response to comment H-20 regarding the connection
7     between the bicycle path on the SFOBB and Yerba Buena Island.

i ,
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1 "Fll\\A" ).   \# 11*,   in   tul-n   transferred   prciperly   ti,   C.iltr:ins   Ii,1   Cop.sir'.Icti, •n   <,i   the
:eplace:licn: .01'.in for the Ila> Hridge.  lhe rransi'et irichided pl„Pe:':> IT:i:istbirc,! iti |'CL' tit
Ille :lgencies :1> \*ell :ls the graliting ot'lemliorar> co:istiliciion e.,ser.lent  (" 1( 1 ") t<,1- tlic
ci,nstruct:,In perti,c:   1 he>,2 11:insfers. Ili,Hrfrer. nia, tiot tralister :lie ci'.titc ice :inz:. eken
wliere the ll:e is tratist"et led. t}12 Pri,pert>' nia>' rekert to tile X.,\ f vi it> designee. i:i :hi:,
cus,c the ..\2:thor!:\  \\'1)e:i the neeci tor the ir.terest no icing.ei exist.

N-1
Ti hil,-' this i.hue has be:11 the soiticc 01 sot'12 clebate (,ier the liast \C.7: :17J :141: 1.

the  propert>   s\,14  Inclucied  in  the  Atill:or:t>'5  1-.c<,iic,niic  De,.cle,pilicne  (- 011'l'C: 2.i#:
\ppiicatic,n Ic, the Xaf'> . :uld liie Authorit>''h Litiderslandirle 13 1!ial tile X:i: i  ma\ :teree 't
trans:'er the lee interest in 7"(.'i·· ptoportic, hubjec: to the eugenie:-1: r:ghz..  Whe Alithi):11'.
:17:lin:a:115 111.11 huch a 11'ans:Er collftill.Ics il:irt 01 111'.· P:(11'.'cl litine cill,siderct, b> tlic £:IS.
Ellits :hosc prl,liertles sholljd bc inclucie,1 in th: pr"ice: riescripti,111 .irid anal> /e,1 :4-,r ;iti:
pi,lential in.pactq.   (.)Iherifife. becaliSC I·'ll\·\'.\ did tiot .11131-yze tile clitc'.s of the tr::113'21-

iii th:s (1„ctiment or :in> other, tile eticcts, 01 the ti'alister Aottld re:11 2,1,2 un:in:il>i'.'cl

Ba#.hm' i.)+Lt 1/7,(r t 111     (   i/1 '1 1 f,11.  /£ 1/ t: Y .3 1 he 1)iiI.S clnes n,v use ., C('11#1'•12'111
baschile.   1 lic I.)1 iS Dulptirts 10 (C<,rlect|'.') lise a basclitic Mt lit;! op:ri':10114 initlic,-1:,Ile:\
p: ti,t  to tfic chMure  in  1993  for mime irsuirce airas. bullhen H ith,NK  eXpi.1:1.ition s're,       1
tjiat f<ir si,ine Tes,ilirceh 21 1996-1907 haselir.e is used.   j lits cl:*crepanc, c<,Lild res:ilt in
dititrent t>pes ot'data that are ditlicult :r, compare 01 :1 .sker\Cd perspecti\L 01 the 1:,inacth

l.iii >ci:zie refouric's.  711e Autilorith rccoriiniends that the I)FIS tise a £01':bible:it b:14zlinc       N.2
or explitin \111> using iw-0 ha.selines is an acceplablt method.

.\Iore„ker. irhile the Autlit,rili :i,lrees w:th the lise (it   a    1 493   base l i :i c.   t lic   I ) I · i 5 :shor,Id take Ficcount o; events that ha\e trailspired wince 993 ta wi,c 27 :1CC'llr.: U

rissessnietit 01 the curieiit 3'.titatioti on the I'rolecl site.   1 fle .\uthi)11:3  1101,< 4,-1,le huch
c'.ellth Lil :t, specitic comillents hei ,ii.

1 1                  Specitic  ('  ,1111 tient <

/'„91(1.05'ct .irtict,1 taid .,1 lie/'nutii't':  '1 |liS Heel.(,n is ille<.11:,pietc    1 .thle 2  3 , 2-. P.11-e
2-24 hho:ild indicate that tile Nm: lilust seek a (ciast:11 7one 112.n:Le:lier.I Act N-3
2,Insistene;  deterit,inalic,n  trom  the  San  i·Tai-.ci,ici,  13:·:r  (.'On.Scriati<,r:  and  Dri,ell,Pritill
Commission i "B(. DC'-1 1 'or the proposed disposal action

-1.41:1:i L *e:  hectic,n .'.1 is incoliiple:c (ind the inti,rri:.tic,n 0:1 page 3-3 vh :111:11-
reflect the Ilic: that BCDC has received approikil frolli tllcir Bi.,ard li, prepare an N-4   
amencirilent  to  The  Ba\   Platt  111:it  will  address  ftiture  land  uses  I:tii   I reasure  Ist<u:d  .*.Illi
roba Rwmhbnd

f Viltil/·cti' Resou."c·e.i   lhis sectiort contains sevet:11 inace'.tracies and in,rn,perly  -

relies ilit :tri linsigilect  ·temorandulli of .'\greenielit ("At().4") t<, i,Iit'2.itc Sit:I'.ilicalit      N-5   efiL'cts to hi th historic and arciluet,los::c:11 resources. Please not,-· tile 1<11108 ,lig

"
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•   I lle 1)1'1 S notes tliti: "Ilitildi:11 -'(12 i 5 Biithiri tlic .irc.. 11,111»11'ric,! 1,!li\\'.·\    1
anJ 15 ticit p:iTt (}t- tlic disp<)sil :111(1 reu>e "   4 hectioll 7 4 2. /,Iric  I  &   1111»          N-5
4.itemc'tit 1.4 ini-<irrect. 'Ille I'tietpr:nt of Build:1111 262 i>. e:,ccitic.illv excluiled _ 
fi- ,m the I'liWA t!·ans]el.

•    Buiiding 1 1 1 (associated w'ith liuil,lin,2 1 o n 1 .-:asill e I.gliliid : ,)1,„,i.Iii be a,ided  -7     N-6
to 1 .thi,e 4-2 -1

•   The 1)1·1!S notes that 'tile P.rea \,hcre the reported humal: rer.:al:'., 3.er'c tilund -7
\4'as \'.ithin the arra transferic.! to 111\\;A'   (Sectiori 3.-:.2. /.<,:i: 2 i.    I his
st.119:nent mai' he inaccurate  lhe deed a, Fl31\ A on'\. :ticitid,,·-                                N-7

5   :)/0 ')2 It f     l' 11             
le Ill: 270-!(bot elevat:cm ccil:i.,)111 01: Yer),1.1 Iliteiia [slar.d.  1 h£1 ·\illizcult>' 10    
ccilicer':ted that the air.i tic,critied iri the tcri is .:17"re thu 2 .(9-!i,(,1 eter ati, 11     - -1

0   -ihE. I)I 15 descrilpt', tltc [)1'.111 \1().·\ lict\\C-'itt tll,-"'4.11'. .tr,Li Iii: 4.1 » ] 1,1,tr:,

|'1 C el\:111011  C )1'fice  I "S i IP( 1   6.      I'llc   Allth,}1 11 \   |:.1,  i,Il 1\ :Je,1   th:   \.1 4 1   \'.lili
c.,rlinicnts 011 the I)rail All):1 :111(1 1'.lesc £'41,11:Iictil< i).t'..' :14,[ inceli :11.4':r{'r.11:c.
:111<, Ille rersit,11 ati.trhcd as Aprieridix  II.   "i he  .11:tho:11>  re,i:i:',:S th.,4 1 le
Na, i :tic<,rp(,rate ihes: c(,mments (,r explai:i whI  t:le> ,):'e 1101 i.icil:de,0    I he
att.lchi,1 1.)ratt M(.)4 15 110( acceplat>12 14.1 tkic Aut)ii,rit> P.uvs t.·t tile Dr:lit
Al( )A are not entorceable and the .)ralt Al( ).1 :3 exile:iicii c,)11 1 u#1:11- ,:A '&, 11:·.          N-8
:ipplicabilit>     'llie  Dr.Itt XIC).·\  irl  Appendix  li  :il·,i, does :i,it  include  an>  (,1  : ie·
Exhibits to tlic As:t-ecment. 1-he pliblic cannot proper!\ e\alliate 1:le documetit
\\i:hout Ule proposed exlkibit .  IIi adrl.tio„. thu f)EIS docs ric,t :;ilbrrn thi
Authority 01' the public :19 to tlie status of the NK).·\   M<,st i:11:iertit:ith . .t l:lics
tlot  indicate whellier the '.'ersic'Il  ilicillded :ts  Apper.dix  I i  is  fin.1: or c<illit.
change bet,>re the I)}31* hecon es f.nal.

0    1 hc  X.:\ 3  >hould  proride  .1(i,litii,nal  :uppi,1-1  fi11-  its  t-:icilitl:  th.1:  1:3(1:·r
·\1:c:'ti.tti,c 2 1 Sect:.,ii ...4.2). the L „s, 01  l't,tct ttail>  41 ll:i:tic:Illt 1 1:'¢i.,ri:
1<C>011!ce> { I'acto:' ; t :s not a <lelliticalit illifict.  \\ hi l: tile I )1.1 S , h:£ :it,11 4 4 i
rli,tc.% til.It "Ctimpl..inCC \$i'.11 :lic M().·\ i, intended to er.sure th,i: pri,ject ellect.s
ILS:*  11<':  Sig:liliC':111.1 '  :111,2  inlple:nent,Iiti,in  Fit'  tlie  Al< .1 \  mii'.  13'.it:..:are  the

-            N-9
tilipact>.  the  M(JA  Coiltaills  :,blieatiuith  lit,it  reill:Irc  appri,\:11  t",  :1:c  5.iii
i·ranc >ci, Board 01' ht,perrisers. and 1.ie (.ity is not i. si,1,1.11(ir,  R' : ic \·1( ).4
I-he DFIS cannot reb on ft:tilre ictions of a party w.943 15 not a sign.'ltor>' to the
11().·\ te conclude that the Mb).,\ B ill reduce inipacts to hiforic rem,urces k  .1
ics>-th.iIi-bignilicant leve).

1 :lrthermore. an adierhe Ciket tl:rcillull 1:10,1:licalic)1, c)1 kin hist,iric r:*i,i:ree .71 -
.t ch:inge inserting ci,uld c,visti:,lte al significant ettec:   l'he l).i·IS l.ind \1()·\,
Ii,CliS clri direct impacts to buildi:126 through rch..hil :tation or deit'.oii:ic,:1 w.dc:

N-10& 41: 1•,21»  :1|:ernal,Ves.   It is less C.ciu  |tili... the  settine •.,1- historic  rch, rJI,Cs lili elli        i
he chil:tued.  1·or exiliziple. tic,eic,pitient ot t:lk in:trili:, r.iii> 11:1·,c .iii cll:.·t (311     1
hi·,tor i.  buildinvi  \#hcii  Ile',f  f cattlres  :irc  c<,nstri:cted  that  ri .',1  ch.ince  tlic      :

, .. ,
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,#etting  1,17:ile these mar en. : tip heilitt 11(>t wirniticani or :lor ad'.·2: se. 11:i   J   N-10
sh ,i:ld he ex:ilit:tte<1 iri the 1)1:IS

1-]ie \:,1·; sh(,uid pri,vide :: ldilit,r'.al :·14,p,irt 111, its tiliditwil that ullcier -

. .Alteniati,e 2 1.Section 4.4.21. the I.OSS 01 |'otentl:1111 5.12Iliticant
Archaeological KeS(1'.irces I i acter 2) is not a sliniticant. inpae 1.1:c

. $

"archacill<,gically   sensiti\'e   7(111e    .1      is   tioi   addressed    in   the    41(,A.    and    i<                    N-11
2.1.1,)I.Je#1 110 hrec:a: prcnectio,1 or th: M(}A.   I he inad\ crwnt disco\'er\' Clausc
within the 1·1OA pre; ides for an expedite·c Co:lhl,!latt(,n process. hui does ncit
e.imi:inic ati\' poic:ilial signi!ic.int inipact.,. '  Additiotial p.litiu:tii,,11 1.le:isure..

Jooze and he,07d Tell.itice .,il [lic 1110·\. :,houl:. 1 ,e prt,rose,i |i, 12(|1.ILC
pore::tia: adwerse sig.11:ficnlit Iltip:.Cth.

,.
.    I he  I.)1·IS  aiso  di,Ch  1101  adequatel)  .icdres·i  :lie  existence  (11  uricier'.fatel

Eirchite, )|,Milil'21  resl,lirces   While tlle l.tliler\'Attel' itir'. C'. Citut| in the 1)1 1% LI:21
not rufcal the presence 01 s:lipwreckh. it did :'Creal .Cier(ll p,Iss.Ille
li:1 QU'. r

\$'ater arch:le<11(72ical f:;Itilres alld rect):11111,1.d !11:it .1 di er T'¢1'11> t 'el.1.        N-12  This  hah  nu!  been  done.  th.Is  the  hur4er  is inciwiplete i ile  pl,Hhi'DIC
undeni.itc: rcH,urces sho:ild  be  :detilifie l  in  thL·   Scctil,ri   106  pr'(ices'·  :lIici
addie, ed in the MC).\

i
, /21/1.9,(.'rtat':'c„,; 'The DE:.1£ contalits scieral in.,ccuracies and inconsistencies in  -

dits sectiori :tiid should be corrected ai 1-4,110;rs

•    1 ne  inform:ilitin  related  te  Al lini  ser'.'ice  to  and  :ronl  1-reast:1'e  ist,7,1,1  i.     :     N-13
incorrect  (Section 3.5.3. !'aue 3-48).  ]'he 10* line operates a: 20-Inini:te
frecueticies in the mornine alic'. al-ter:li,on peak periods. there 1< .2-4-holir=

ser\'lce t„ the island. and there i, service 011 4411:irda>·. Sitiliia>' and !1olidai s.         _

0   -1-he ail:li J sis 1,1  Ille :ll'.21'11.111\'CS Jite'# 11(11 c(inhtiler :ile 1-,lct Illat ( '.l|trit:14 \i i|| he  -
replacine the eastbi,Und on-1'anip (cast side,i .ls part (,1 the San !·raticisc(, N-14
Oak 1:111£! 13.1\ 13ridye (Sl·()88) seihmic rer,1,1£:enlent project {Sect,£)11. 4. 3. 1. -

*   The park:11£ aidilabilit> arb,und the I·err> Hillilling 11::s ch<i,ived. bc) 1|li.' DIIif    N-15  should reflect plese:it circumstances (Section 4.5. p. 4-45.).

-0     The DEIS is incon*istent in its  .1.cussi >r. 01 the t'err)  terminah.   On page F-
18. the DE IS slates that there wotilli he a west-side ferry terminal. but en page

N-16F-2. the 1)1.zlS states thal ont> :he eastern terminals \\ould be updarcd ,ilid
used.  1.lie I.)I·.!S should ciarjf'  the plans ti,r ferr\' terminals 011 Noral <tatil,Il
Freas:ire 1slatid. .....

iii addition. the DEIS doe:, not accuratel> discuss [!le Ic\·cl.h 01 Jigniticalicc .13 ti, -
l'ratisportation Impacts  (Section 4.5).  Ilic significatice criteri:t th, tr:insportatic,Ii     N.17  
imixxt> arc \32Ue and zi„ not coine} ic ',\itll thu local uitaia standard fi,r the Cip and
l.'i,unt \ lit' Sitri i' rittlcisco.  For exaniple. it i> stated tb:it it tlic :ritck traflic increases ur the
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1,ai kilp ll.:111.in,J exceed. 11:e huppir. ilie lilip:lft #pl,lii,1 De *lgrlifical,1    1 1113 1:lipile:·, thai      i
,in> iticien:eiiI r.1 ttic n:117ihei ,\1 truck. ,>t' paiking regard.e:,s *,t' 11. ·41>'e \4„illd I,e  I
5 1 F 111  1 i c .1 111 1 :le  1)1 14;  als„  rer*,110  Ill:il   tlie  "littric:nentatti'P,  11:'  :ill   (,;   t|leie
It:,111>, ,c,it.,tion |  Ii,Cast:res  \\„lal.|  ret!,IC('  1|11>  iniptict  Ill 21  11(,11  ··11;:11 liCat'11  le\ C:  ' t'Hecti,111 N-17
4 5. page ·;-·1{} I  T here 15 :i,> techmeal .Ic,cunient:ir,4,)1:  :iet·,f e' -:.:  20 biterip.: ti.1. staten:el'.:

1 Ile  1)1.IS  rtiu>t  •,upper:  11:iE  41.itenieiii  :trict  i,tlier  <rateinet:t:,  CE,11:11,1'12  tio  :Cd:ice
It:1:1311*,11,11  in. 111ip.lets

11 1//:.· -rhe 1)111% 41:£1.11,i n(,12  rece,11  :'.e:11.3 Itt t:it< crea.   \\ 1:11:' ti.ic  r)r. I<, S.JI s  -7
[11:11 :he Retil,nal \\-3'2'  1):ia.it>  ('i':itr,31 Board C "R\\'1 )4  H" 1 "Ic,-'<4:1::1:,7::> de::Iir.2 \*ater N-18
slip:,1-5   .t>  :.   heneticial   1.the   1*11-  the   Ist:ind's  grc,Jile,  ix.,rel "   ,1   1.   t:1:   Alitt.<,r.1\ 'h
u ilde!-41:111.iltig th..: It\\'0('13 hah :111'2.id>  tiken t:its act:,t,1  1 S:'cil,1,1 3  1 (1 3. Pr:.2:  1 - : ..3 ).

/ l:lit,9    1-111'i fectic,11 Ci.int:li:1  lill·,lippt,rte.'. 4,111Cll:SlilI:h .int nied* addlt.lona: 3
1111„rn,ll:,'11 .tri,1 :In,ti>'415 :O 1'.leet 1172 51:111 .,11 J  lot  adelll..1:3    Xii:: the l,Tilt,if 11·.6;                          i

0      1 1   ; .   f::lp< M,:14'e   *t'   :'\ .till,ill,   1|ll.'   dthel[5411,:1   1 1:   1:le   .11::1 11.11.' 1 :'h   '8 :111,ilit   ,",12
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impact  could be mitigated  by the  City  :Ilrough tile expansion  of  ser\'ice  to ' i reas',11-c
Irl,ird.  Ising l'acitities and flinding sources thai cozild be n:,Lite i.1,°ailabl::.  "I'lie financi..2 N-24
ieasibi ir> 01 accornplishing this mitigatic,n tht' tlie variolts a tern.itives \;  uld ill:¢   :teed ti,     1
be addressed. ....

littzarit'I,ti,·s  :' .4,/L'r at.Y.      1-he  Authoritr  is  concerned  that  a  CERCI.4  12(11.)1)  hah  11(,1          i
been signed for Naval Station Treasure ]slar.d. The absence 1,1 in> specific
docunientation makes an eraluation of 'he adeqtiaer of the mitication illeasi:re
imptissible.  1 he Authority requests a full discussioii of the ClfRCI,A process incltieling
the  preliminan  assessnienusite  inspectior..  the  I lazard  Ranking  System  (I IRS i  scoring.       '       N.25
the  NPI   Site  listing  process,  the  Rcinedial  Investigatioiv'Feasibility  Stildy  (Ill'FS I.  thC
remed\ Adectior: process and pt'¢fe:'1 ed Wkinativc. 11-i: pitbhc conln- ent ph:isc·. Ac
selection of the final remedial action. and the <chedule 1-or cc:,mpletion of the R()f)   lii
:aditiot,.   the  Allthority  requaws  a  discussion  of  an>   Applicable   or  Re]c',:uv.  wki      1
Appropriate  Requirements  (AR.ARs).  Stap.Cards.  Criteria  or  limitations  th:it  lidic  licen      I
established under tederal or more stringent Califi,rnia lau. ...

ht,ecilicall> ibr each site. ti, the extent available. tlie Authr„it> request,. 0 -
discussion ot the nature and extent of the contamination. the applicable cican-ilp ICT'L' EK.    1
the   ie  .iedial   alternatives  evaluated.   the   reinedial alicmative

selected   und  rationale   lor        '        N.26   Selection. rhe schedule of inlplenleiltation. the long term maintenance or moillioring
1-cquired. the FO ntial inipacts. : nu tile cili'rent r,gulatory status of ule :,7*3.  Picase d:Tict      '
the location of each site on maps of each Alternative. with a key describing tile type of
site atid target clean-up levels. -

We look forward to:idditional inti,rnia'.ion anu clmification on these Issues.

5 1 1 1(C r e t h  .       i                   <-*  

-, i.--i t».M  #<:514.45.*trrrITILIZZ)

Stephen Proud
Deput> Director
1-rea.sure island Development Authoritr

"
Cr: Ron Plascicd

I.aurie Nelson
Annemarie Conroy
Michael Cohen
Kate Stacv
Susan Cleveland
I)cnise licick

.

a:,E: ,„ .0,                     I



11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2    Response to Comment N-1. Please see response to comment B-2 regarding inclusion of the
3 FHWA/ Caltrans easements in the Final EIS analysis.

4      Response to Comment N-2. As noted on page 3.1-2 of the Final EIS, 1993 is used as the baseline
5   for analysis since this more accurately reflects environmental conditions during operational
6    status of NSTI. This condition provides a better gauge of potential impacts under reuse than
7    would a comparison to conditions after closure of NSTI.  Data was collected for the baseline
8   year of the project whenever possible; however, if accurate data was not available for the
9 baseline year, data from closest available year was presented and used for the analysis.  For

10 example, cultural resources investigations conducted in 1996, following closure, are intended to
11      be representative of 1993 conditions.  Data from 1993 was not available for other resources, such
12   as water resources, so data from the closest years available (1990 and 1995) were used to- 13 represent 1993 conditions. Finally, analysis of post-1993 conditions for certain resources, such
14     as hazardous materials, should be considered in the EIS.

15      The text on page 3.1-2 of the Final EIS has been revised to read:

// 16 The environmental baseline year for the EIS is 1993, which reflects conditions

17                    before NSTI was designated for closure. This follows Navy BRAC policy, which
18 recommends using the last year the installation was in full operational use as the
19 baseline year instead of a baseline year portrayed as the property under
20 caretaker status. Since data from 1993 was not available for some resource areas,

 
21 the baseline for those resources relies on data from the closest year that is
22         representative of 1993 conditions. The analysis of hazardous materials and
23                 waste is unique in that, because hazardous materials remediation is ongoing, it is
24                based on current conditions at NSTI. The physical conditions present in 1993 are
25      the same as the physical conditions present in later years; the entire
26          infrastructure for NSTI is still physically present on the property and has not
27 been significantly altered since 1993.

28   Response to Comment N-3. As noted in section 3.1, federal property is considered to be
29    outside the state coastal zone, as defined under the CZMA.  The Navy has determined that a
30 Coastal Consistency Determination with the BCDC Bay Plan is not necessary for disposal of
31     NSTI. Upon conveyance of the property to a nonfederal entity, Bay Plan policies would be in
32   effect and reuse activities would be subject to BCDC priority use designations. Please see
33       response to comment J-3 regarding consistency with Bay Plan policies.

34   Response to Comment N-4. Please see response to comment J-3 regarding applicability of
35 BCDC priority use designations to NSTI.

 
36 Response to Comment N-5. At the time the Draft EIS was published, the MOA between Navy
37     and SHPO had not been finalized.  The MOA that was included in the Draft EIS was incomplete
38     in that suggested changes to the MOA by the City and County of San Francisco and others had
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1   not been resolved and incorporated. As stated in the EIS, NSTI cannot be conveyed to the
2 designated property recipient until a MOA ensuring protection of cultural resources has been
3 executed.

4    The revised MOA was completed by Navy and resubmitted to SHPO on September 15, 2002.
5    The City and County of San Francisco is included as an invited signatory party. A complete
6      copy of the Final MOA is found in Appendix H of the Final EIS.

7     Building 262, the Torpedo building, is within an area for which FHWA/Caltrans was granted a
8 permanent aerial easement for the SFOBB retrofit project.   All land surrounding this building
9     was conveyed in fee to Caltrans. All areas transferred to FHWA were previously considered to

10   be too encumbered to permit conveyance and were not considered in the Draft EIS. Recent
11 discussion between Navy and TIDA have led to a determination that the TCE and aerial
12     easements are available for disposal. Consequently, Building 262 is now considered part of the
13      project and preservation measures are included in the MOA.

14     Response to Comment N-6.  The text in Table 4-2 of the Draft EIS (now Table 4.4-1 of the Final
15      EIS) has been revised as follows:

16                   Building 3 fincluding related Building 111), Treasure Island

17  Response to Comment N-7. The Final MOA includes provisions to accurately delineate
18     portions of the "area where human remains were found" in addition to testing all known sites
19 and sensitive areas prior to disposal.

20  Response to Comment N-8.  The MOA has been revised to reflect City comments and
21 appropriate exhibits have been compiled.

22    Response to Comment N-9.  The EIS states that loss of historic resources under Alternative 2
23     would be a significant and unmitigable impact. Please see response to comment N-5 regarding
24      the MOA for cultural resources.

25    Response to Comment N-10. The revised MOA specifically states that construction or other
26     modifications must be evaluated with regard to the potential effects on the integrity of setting
27 for historic properties and historic districts.

28     Response to Comment N-11. The revised MOA addresses archaeologically sensitive resources
29    in all zones and specifically describes responsibilities of the Navy with regard to testing and
30      mitigating to reduce or eliminate potential adverse effects.

31  Response to Comment N-12. The potential for submerged cultural resources has been
32     considered in the revised MOA. The stipulation includes all sensitive archaeological zones and
33 requires testing and possibly mitigation of as yet undiscovered resources that are considered
34 potentially significant.

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
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1      Response to Comment N-13. The text in section 3.5.3 has been revised per your comment.

2     Response to Comment N-14. The EIS was prepared in 1996 at which time no SFOBB east span
3 retrofit design was available. The technical analysis will not be affected by the new east span
4    because it would not affect trip generation, trip distribution, modal split, and trip assignment
5   analysis.  The only potential effect the new east span would have on the EIS analysis is
6 increased merging lane for the eastbound on-ramp onto the SFOBB, which would enhance the
7     safety of vehicle entering the SFOBB from Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island. This benefit
8      is documented in section 4.5.1. of the EIS.

_        9      Response to Comment N-15. Parking supply in the vicinity of the San Francisco Ferry Building

 
10 has not changed substantially.  Most of the parking facilities in the vicinity of the Ferry Building
11 are inside of high-rise office buildings, such as the Embarcadero Center. There has been no
12 major parking garage constructed or major parking facilities removed in the area.  Most of the

  73 new parking garages constructed as part of new developments in the vicinity were on previous
14    parking lots. Regardless of the change, the conclusion stated in the EIS that NSTI visitors who
15 would drive to the Perry Building may not find readily available parking in the vicinity or may

 
16 not be willing to pay the cost of parking in downtown would not change.

17    Response to Comment N-16.  Page F-18 of the Draft EIS (now page F.3-B-6 of the Final EIS)
18   provides the water transit policies presented in the Draft Reuse Plan (San Francisco 1996e),
19 which calls for the update of the existing docking facility on the east side of Treasure Island and

20 the construction of a new docking facility on the west side. As discussed in section 2.4.1, section

 
21 4.5, and in the transportation appendix (Appendix F) of the Draft EIS, a new ferry terminal

-     22    would be built on the west side of Treasure Island under Alternatives 1 and 2, but not under
23     Alternative 3. The reference to only using eastern terminals on page F-22 of the Draft EIS (now

 
24 page F.3.B-10 of the Final EIS) referred only to assumptions made for Alternative 3.

25     Response to Comment N-17. The Draft EIS does not conclude that truck and parking impacts
26       would be significant. Both truck impacts and parking impacts are listed  in  the  EIS  as  "Not
27 Significant Impacts".

 
28 Response to Comment N-18. Please see the response to comment K-2 regarding beneficial use
29     of groundwater beneath Treasure Island.

  30 Response to Comment N49. Utility demand calculation summary sheets have been added to
31     Appendix E of the Final EIS. The utilities impact analysis considered proposed upgrades in its
32   methodology and evaluated the ability of the upgraded utility systems to meet the utility
33 demand requirements estimated for each alternative. Implementation of the proposed
34     upgrades is one of the critical assumptions underlying the analysis in the EIS.

  35 Response to Comment N-20.  Maps of the utility infrastructure can be viewed at the office of

36   the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Treasure Island Utilities Manager, Treasure
37 Island, Building 264.  Most of the project alternatives would abandon the existing utility
38    infrastructure and install new infrastructure throughout NSTI, with utility mains installed in a

Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
11-30



11.0 Responses to Comments

1 perimeter corridor. Because most of it would be abandoned, the location of the existing
2      infrastructure was not an important component of the impact analysis.

3      Response to Comment N-21.  None of the documents or personnel consulted indicated that the
4 existing transmission line was in less than satisfactory condition or was in need of replacement.

5  Response to Comment N-22. Because projecting specific requirements for natural gas,

6   electricity, and telecommunications would be speculative, the analysis assumed that future
7 loads would be of the same magnitude as baseline loads. Utility providers would be expected
8      to accommodate any increases and any individual utility requirements.

9   Response to Comment N-23. Section 4.11.1 states that future development would require
10     expanding the capacity of the telecommunication switch. This could be accomplished through
11      replacement of the master switch.

12     Response to Comment N-24. The Draft Reuse Plan includes the provision of adequate public
13   services for NSTI. This can be accomplished only by establishing adequate police and fire
14   stations at NSTI, including adequate staffing and equipment levels. Therefore, the analysis
15      assumes that these conditions would be present at buildout of each alternative.

16   Response to Comment N-25. Please see response to comment C-12 regarding inclusion of
17 CERCLA information in the EIS.

18   Response to Comment N-26. Please see response to comment C-12 regarding inclusion of
19 CERCLA information in the EIS. Information on remediation activities at each site have been
20      updated in section 3.13 of the Final EIS.

21
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1      Response to Comments

2     Response to Comment 0-1. Transit service to NSTI is discussed in the transportation section of
3    the EIS. The Draft Reuse Plan (San Francisco 1996e) outlined proposed transit improvements,
4      including both ferry and bus (MUNI and AC) services.  The EIS transportation analysis assumes
5 that these recommended improvements will be provided by MUNI and also acknowledged that
6 additional funding would be required (see page 4-49 of the Draft EIS).

  7
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ARC ECOLOGY COMMENTS
DEIS ON DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NSTI

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.3 DISPOSAL AND REUSE PROCESS

Thc DEIS iF unclear which ponions of the prooeriv Caltrans has ariquircd in fee and on which
NNonS Cal Trans has been given easementi (the temporary construction easement and the
ocrmanent 8enal easement referred to on page ES-31 # is also unclear why the portions of the
propen> covered by these easements have been excluded from the EIS  The explanation offered,
thar "This land is no longer available for tansfer by the United States and. as such, is no longer
available for community reuse in accsrdance with the NSTI Draft Reuse Plan" does not seem to
apply ro the land covered by the temporary easement which will become available for transfer
when construction on the bridge has been completed, within the buildout period of the Reuse
Plan The Government should not expect that  sale of these  sites to produce signlficant revenue,
givcn thc constraints on access that trafDc unposes on development of Treasure Island and Ycrt: 13
Bilena Island as R whole P-1

Recommendations.
•   Please provide information about the location and mimber of acres covered by (i)the

temporary constrction easement and (ii)the permanent aerial easement, and (iii)identify
both sites on Figure ES-2

•    Explain when, and under what authority the Navy made the policy decision to exclude
the Lind covered by the easements from the Economic Development Conveyance. Was
:he public informed of this decision pnor to publication of the DEIS?

•      Analyze the changes the Reuse Plan needs to make  to accommodate the shrinkage of the
Pioject area

Es.5 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS

We qushtion the adeouacy of the scoping Drocess used in the preparation of this El S becatise it
occurred ,ix Years atzo. Environmental conditions have changed since 1996. The Project itself
has also changed. since 144 acres of dry land (out of a total of 552) have been removed from the         
Project and transferred to the Department of Labor, the C oast Guard, and the Federal Highways
Administration  Rules governing the transfer of BRAC properties, CERCLA, and :he use of P-2

Public Trust land at Treasure Island have also changed dwing the interim.

Recommendation:
•     Prepare an updated Notice of Intent in order to revise and recirculate the DEIS.

ES.10  OTHER CONSIDERATIONS -ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

The DEIS istoo quick to dismiss the potential for disoroger.ionate impacts on minonty and low-   -7
income p.038&1Ationt The staternent that "The potentially afrected area adjacent to NSTI does not        include disproportionately high minority populations or low-income populations compared to
adjaccnt communities is misleading; NSTIitself includes high concentrations of low income and 1   P-3
minonty populations Low income. minonty children from the San Francisco Tcnderloin attend a       I
school located on Site 1 2, a former waste disposal area  All of the residents in the TIH[)1 housing       I
itnd members of the Job Corps are low income and many are people of color The significant
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impacts identified by the DEIS, associated with hazardous materials and waste, could
disproportionately affecr these on-site minority and low-income popula: ions, particularly as
cleanup proceeds.

in addition. the Rzuse Plan has the potential to displace Ihese populations P-3

Esemmend-j ,1-
.      The EIS needs to evaluate and  mitigate  any disproportionate impacts of cleanup actions

that would occur as a result of disposal and reuse on these mincrity and poor populations
•      The EIS also needs to evaluat e and mitigate disproportionate displacement impacts of

disposal and reuse

CHAPTERi PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEEO -

Add:tiona; information is needed about the portions of the site with easements given to Caltrans
- how big they are, where they are. and changes to the Project that are needed. P-4

819-0-mmcndation
See ES 3 -

1.3.2 DISPOSAL PROCESS REQUIREMENTS -

The descriotion (including Table 1-1) of the property tiansfened to FHWA and Caltrans does not
distinguish bel Ken sites that the NaD_#*$ transferred in fee and tho for,yhich it has ovix P-5
Drovided FHWA and Caltrang with t:asements only

Recommendation.
See ES.3

CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

TABLE 3-1 ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ANO REGION OF INFLUENCE

The Reuse plan area is identified as the region of influence for hazordous matcnals and waste
The potential impacts of NSTI hazardous matcrials and waste issues could extend to the waters

P-6   of San Francisco Bay.

Recommendation:
•    Include the Bay in the ROI for hazardous materials und waste

PAGES 3-1 -2 DISCUSSION OF BASELINES

Publish:ng Un analysis m 2002 ofProject impacts on envirollmental conditionS-,that-nlsted m
1993  ("for  mo  of the resource areas") is inconsister.t wlth  both the letter and the sp:rit of
NE * The justification that the "trough [between the decision to close the base and its reuse] is
temporary, constantly changing, and a wholly artiflcial situation that cannot provide a stable and
meaningful basis for measuring the environmentd impact of subsequent redevelopment" ts P.7
Inaccurate. The trough has lasted for almost a decade - long enough for any unused
envtronmental capacity to be absorbed by subsequent development in the region.  If conditions on
thc base are changing more than elsewhere, relying on an ohholete baseline would undermine the
NEPA analysis Finally there is no evidence that the conditions are artificial or umque.
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CEQA provides that, under certain conditions "the determination of whether the  reuse  plan may
Nor is there any provision in I*EPA for using a baseline so far in the past  Although it is true thst

have a signiflcant effect  on the environment may, at the discretion of the lead agency, be based
P-7

closure or realignment of the base or reservation became final", there is no evidence that NLP.4
upon the physical conditions which were present at the time that the federal decision for the

allows the use of the earlier baseline. Since this EIS is not combined with the E]R, it is diffcult
to understand why it relies on CEQA to justify using an obsolete baseline

in some instances a 1996-97 baseline is used. The rnixing of baselines further thicatens the
integrity of tile analysis   When the DEIS evaluates project impacts against more than a single

baseline, the public and decision-makers have a much more difficult task sorting out the effects
of disposal and reuse from other changes occurring over time. The mixing of baseline also raises              

the possibility that the document has chosen a baseline for each resource area to minimize             -- 

  impacts

Resommendatten
•   Revise the analysts based on current conditions

3.1.1 REOULATORY CONSIDERAT10NS

              On pace 3-7 the document states that "thjr State I.unds Commission has allowed existing
specialized or sinde-purpose facilities to continue as nonconforming public trust uses for their
useful life." This is true for Treasure Island, but it 15 not true for other bases

P-8

Recommendation
•   Revise the text to refer to the specific provision of the Migden Bill for Treasure Island to

avoid creating the impression these provisions apply to other bases .......

3.1.2 REUSE PLANAREA

The $tarement on page 3-11  that "Caltrans currently possesses 97 acres (39hal of dry and .......

submerged  land on Ye:ta Buena Island for the SFOBB, including 10 acres of easement property
and structures that it previously occupied and maintained in fcc" is very confusing

Recommendations P-9

•      Cla,ify whether " 10 acres of' easement property"  ref'ers to properly on which Callrans has
easements now or whether this refers to a previous easement

•    What is meant by "occupied and maintained in fee"9 Did Caltrang previously own
property for which it now has easement rights?

3.5.1   ROADWAY NETWORK

The statement that "Figure 3-5 shows the location, ofthe six ramps and the Caltrans easement     -1
aoross Yerba Buena Island" i$ inace.wrate. Figure 3-5 does not display any information

about tile                    P- 10location of easemerts.
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Recommendation:
•    Provide dear, Straightforward information about the ownership status of land at NSTI to P.10

clarify sites that have been conveyed to Caltrans in fee: and sitc3 for which temporary and
permanent easements have been granted. .....

3.7.2..3 EXISTING NOISE AT 77 AND YERBAN BUENA -

RelvinR ona 1986 baseline. m coniunction with the model used to predict Project imgaas.
underestimates potential noise conditions Traffic levels - which drivc the noise impacts - were
significantly lower sixteen years ago Tile model used to project total noise levels adds Project
impacts to the baseline. The total i, compared to B set standard. Att undercounted baKhne,

P-11therefore, results in an undercount of total noise against which land use compatibility is
evalziared

Recommm¢Stion
•     Use current levels of noise to descnbe existing conditions. and as the baseline for

modeling future noisc levels.

3.9.4 GEOLOGIC HAZARDS AT NSTI

Recommendation. -

•    Cite the Treadweit atid Rollo report (San Francisco. 1995b) Existing Conditions Report, P-12
Volume U  Georechnical Reporr prepared by Treadwell and K0110, August 1995 -

3.10.2 SURFACE WATER RESOURCES

11-is unclear why 1998 is thebasclineyearfor the.analvsis ofwater Quality Data is available that
-

can show trends as well as a baseline years consistent with other resources

P-13
Recommendation

•    Use a baseline year that is current and consistent with the baseline used to anajyze other
resources

3.11 UTILmES

-

Ques-t_JQB+
•      What are the potential impacts of Caltrans owning the utility infrastructure on thc

P-14  portions of the land it has acquired?

3.13.3 INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM
-

No RODs.  or even a complete Rl. have bent approved, thex efore the statement, "and  no further
action under CERCLA is recommended" is inappropriate.

P-15  
Recommendation

3 

•    Change the phrase ro -no funher action under CERCLA is anticipated

3.12 PUBLIC SERVICES

-

Thc problem of mixing basclincs 15 demonstrated in this section. Ir is unclear whether the
baseline is the level  of  re and police protection provided  in  1993  or 1997 3 ,-16 

3 I
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Reconimer,dations
•    Identify a baseline year that is consistent with the baseline used to analyze other

resources
        P-16•     Include information about the number of firefighters and police offlcers per person,

including supervisory and support personnel

CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

PAGE 4-2 FHWA PROPERTY
The statement-on t)95 pA,8:. that "FHWA acquired 97 acres (39 ha) ofNavy dry and submerged -1
land on rerba Buena istand and conveyed this land infee to Caltrans for the SFOBB east spans          1

retrofit project" conflictS with the earlier statements on pages 3-] ] anc ES.3 that the 97 acres
includes the site for which easementf Mere given. P-17

Recommendation
• Please clanf  as wc have prev:ously requested

4.1.1    LAND USE-ALL ALTERNATIVES
.....

The DRIS overlook$ the potential for substantial land use conflicts betwuen Thf Rw:,c Plan
(wluch was_devised pnor to plans for bridec re:ligoy)*nt)-And_Jhx-bridge project However, the
DEIS disinisses these potential impacts with the following non sequitur "The existing SFOBB
or the proposed realignment would not be affected by changes in land use that are part ot
community reuse. Land on Yerba Buena transferred to THWA to accommodate the SFOBB

realignment is no longer available for transfer and reuse and consequently no land use conflict              exists." P-18

Recommendations
•      Analyze the uses that the Reuse Plan designa:es for portions of the property  that are now

under the control of Caltrans

•   To mitigate the conflict between a reuse plan devised before Caltrans obtained its
property and subsequent conditions, include modifications of the Reuse Plan thar would
allow these pre-empted uses to occur elsewhere

4.2 VISUAL RESOURCES

The DEIS dismisses vtsual impacts because they are short term  In this case, shon term appears
to be more than the decade, through buildout  in 2015.  In any  cas« NEPA does not  allow an
agency to ignore impacts simply because they are not permanent.

Recommendation P-19

•     Analyze and mitigate the impacts the visual impacts of on-goin8 construction that will
take place during Ihe long buildout period, especially on existing and early phase
residents

The DETS dismisses potential yi.wai impacts caused hy light and glare based upon
undocurnented assumpli,29£  '1'he DEIS assumes that lighting levels "are similar to urban lighting       1
at the San Francisco warerfront, with shielding to prevent upward glare visible to SFOBB     P-20
drivers. .:' Nothing m this section prevents development frorn exceeding conditions similar to

6
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urban lighting at the San Francisco water-front Nothing requires appropriate shielding  Thc DEIS
also assumes that City Planning Commission Resolution 9212 will protect agalnst project-related
glue impacts. This resolution only addresses glare from mirrored or reflective glass surfaces, not
from atl shiny surfaces P-20

Recommendatigx
•     Analyze and mitigate potential light and glare impacts

4.3 SOCIOECONOMICS

TABLE 4-1
Table 4-1  uses baseline data that is  14 years old - even more  obsolete than the  1993  data that the
DEIS tned to justify earlier This table mixes data from 1988 with data from 1990. No reason is
given for choosing a baseline so fur in the past

Although Table 4-1 provides information (however dated) on three related_factors - jobs.
resident pooulation. and housing - the DEls fails to explore the interaction among these
vviablci. Thc discussion of the issues of employment,  housing,  and  iobs-housing balance is  pan
ofan effort to ensure thar housing will be available for:he people attracred to the Bay Area by
the new jobs at Treasure Island   A simple comparison of the number ofjobs with the number o f
housing units does not address the issue

For cA-ample, the 4,920 jobs projected for Alternative 1 would be picdorninantly low-paying
("Most  of the jobs associated with this alternative would be created through reuse of parts of
Treasure Island for a themed attraction, hotel and conference facilities, restaurants, fim studios,
community services, and a variety ofrecreational facilities."'). Given the extraordinarily high
cost of housing in San Francisco,  the assumption (based OIl ] 997-1998  data) that 55 percent o f
these mostly service employees would be able to live in San Francisco2 is unsupported. it is far
more likely that most will have to commute from the East (and the No:rh) Bay where affordable P-21
housine is more available. As the DEIS point out, however. there is no bus service from the East

-

Bav to  Treasure Island. For this Project. the environmental impacts of creaung low paying jobs
:hat are inaccessible by public transportation to affordable housing are especially severe

Even if the assumption were reasonable that 55% of the Treasure Island workforce willitvc in
San Francisco, the DEIS fails to address the housing impacts generated by the other 45%.The
DEIS argues that the R.euse Plan provides more than enoud housing (2,850 units) to house the

4,920 employees because only 55% (2,706) are expected to live in San Francisco where there are
1 6 workers per household (requiring 1,690 unitS 10 house the 4,920 employees in San

Francisco). However, the 45% of the workers (about 2200) who would live elsewhere in the
region will also need somewhere to live. Two pages earlier the DEIS states that impacts would
result if the Project were to  'create a demand for additional housing in San Francisco, Oakland,
or the surrounding communities " The DEIS ignores this housing impact.

The problem is not addressed by the argl.Iment3 that the projected population increasc generated
by the Project of 2.395 people would not have any impacts because thay are -accounted for,n

*

Page 4 -24
' ibid
' Page 4-23

7
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ABAG's proiected population increases." There is nothing in the methodology of ABAG's
protections that suggests that the demand For housing ofprojected growth will be accommodated         
There is no implication that the scenario projected by ABAG has mit:gated its environmental
impacts. ABAG did not prepare an EIR on the projections The projections are simply

projections, not an environmental envelope

Recommendations. P-21
• Provide basehne Information from a single, current, date
•    Analyze housing opportunities for the Treasure Island workforce, taking into account the

low 4.comes that Reuse Plan jobs will produce Revise assumptions about where the

1
work force will live.

•   Adjust trip assumptions in the transportation analysis to reflect that a higher proportion of
the workforce will live in the East Bay, which is not linked to Treasure Island by public

transit                                 
               

4.5 TRANSPORTATION

PACE 4-34 DEFINITION OF IMPACTS

The list of potential transportation impacts, by induling "parking demand exceeding the
supply',  in  effect precludes mitigating traffic congestion w:th a substantial reduced parking
requirements. yet this mitigation is one of the most effective approaches known

             In addition„ the list of potential impacts does
not address an important indicator of increased

tranic congestion on a roadway (especially one where diversion is not possible) that is already P.22
operating at capacity. the spreading of tile peak.

it is surpricing that there is not analysis of the potential tbr the Re„se Plan to cause an increase of       ,
accidents on the bridge

Rece_rumgoda®al
•      Omit  shonage of parking ftom the list of traffic impacts
•   Add to the list of impacts the spread of the peak over an increased numocr of hours
•    An increase in the number of accidents as zehicles enter and exit bridge traffic shouid be

analyzed asa potential impact

PAGE 434 TRAFFIC ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

it is not leptimate to substitute projections of traffic in 2010 for trafljc in 2015  Acknowledging
that the reconstructed bndge will not reduce congestion is not equivalent to evidence that
conditions ,r,2015 will bethe same asthey were in 2010  There is the potential for substantial
growth and increase in traffic during this five year penod

It i; also  unit+Feptablo to use ABAG  1994 projecTions of land use and demographic conditions at P-23

bultdout (2015), no matter which baseline is used ABAG piojections published in 2002 are
available and are more likely to present an accurate picture ofcondition; in 2015

lt is similarly unclear why the DElS used the 1994 Highway Capacity Manual instead of the
1998 %'ersion

8
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Recommendations
•    Use traffic projections for 2015
•   Use the rnost recent projections and methodologies available P-23  

TABLE 4-3 ESTIMATED NSTI VEHICLE-TRIP GENERATION

The trafEC day - 6 00 am to 6 00 pm - is defined to narrowly to capture the true volume of
traflic, especially when the DES kself states that tile peak penod extends until 7 00 pm  In
addition. thcre is a substantial amount of traffic between 6.00 pm and 6 00 am

Relying on a single hour to define the peak (8:00 am - 9:00 am and 5.00 pm - 6-00 pm)
undercounts the peak load and is less likely To capture changes in volume. As we suggested
earlier. onc ofthe main indications of increased congestion is a spreading of the peak Deriod
This effect is not taken into account if the peak period ia arbitrarily reduced to a single hour P-24
Table F-5 shows a westbound peak on I-80 that in  1993  extended from 6:00 am through ar least
1 i  CO am,  and an eas:bound peak extending from 2:00 pm through 8  00  pm.

Furtliermore, the single hour chosen to represent thc peak does not even capture the period of
highest traffic volumes

Recommendations
-   Provide a 24-hour trip couil: for I-80.
•   Analyze Project impacts on traffic volumes over the full peak period.
•    Identify any spreading of thc peak that will occur at 201 5.

4.5.1   ALTERNATIVE 1  SIGNIFICANT AND MmGABLE IMPACTS lillI.

The DEIS is unclear whether the significant impact of' increased volume and queuing on the
bridge ramps can bc nutigated Thc document acknowledges that the most effective mitiga:ion
proposed - to upgrade substandard ramps - may not be implemen:able

Projecting that 1-DM measures can reduce trips by 6-12% is not justified if the package of TDM
progranis is not specific*i. The TDM examples nientioned - to encourage travel during off-peak
hours,  and     flexible work hours - are probably infeasible since the peak extends over mos:  of the
day

The most effective means zo curtail trip generation is to limit parking. a mitigation that is missing
ttom the list (except for visitor parking). P.25  

Mitigating transit impacts by monitoring transit demand is not a useful 8Fproach sinG transit
demand is strongly determined by the quality of transit servtces (headways, distance from transit
stops, etc.). The analysis of transit impacts should instead evaluate the impacts on transit systems

That would caused by meeting goals for transit usage (based or, the calculated nced to divert thps
from autoniobiles to transtr) .

 e·-r•/Ar-,•rir{*tinns
•     Clanty the relative contribution of each mitigation measure to reduction of impacts so

that it is possible to determine rhe package of mitigations needed to fully mitigate
impacts

9
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•   Include a drastic reduction ofparking asa primary mitigation measure. P-25
•    Analyze the impacts on transit providers of providing transit with the routes and

headways that would be needed to nicet transit goals

NOT SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS ....'

The assumption that the Project would create no impacts to Bridge-I-80 operations because
metering lights regulate the flow oftraffic overlooks increased delays of longer meter

cycles and             
                   potential

for metenng lights to be in operation for longer penods of time (another indication of

peak spread)

The assumption that the Reuse Plan will limit truck Service and freight delivery to off-peak hours
is unrealistic when the peak extends over most of the day.

The judgment thal construction impacts will be short term for a project thar will not achieve
bundout until 2015 is unrealistc.

P-26Assuming that the Project include, "Mo ncw ferry terminals (at Candlestick Point in San
Francisco and at Golden Gate Fields on the Berkeley/Albany border)- substitutes wishful
thmking for an analysis of impacts and miligations.. Similarly assuming that transit service w,il
be acequate because the Reuse Plan calls for service that accommodates demand ks an evasion of
NEPA responsibilitics

E:mmm:ndativili
•    Replace mitigations rhat would divert traffic to off-peak hours with a rigorous analysis of

capacity during the entire peak and rely on mitigations ihat would be effective during
peak periods to mitigate peak penod impacts.

•   Mitigate construction impacts.
•   Replace abillry to meet transit dernand as the Standard of tranmt adequacy wlth a target of

divening a specific proportion of automobile trips to tansil, and analyze the routes and
headways that would bc needed to achieve this goal.

4.6 AIR QUALITY

It  is not  clear whether air emission calculations are based on the  12-hour trip numbers or 24-hour
numbers P-27

•   Base emission calcula:ions on a 24-hour day. ---

4.13 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE

The discussion of the Imtallation Restoration Program  does not provide for :he potential conflict
between the Reuse Plan and long-term groundwater monitoring and treatment

P-28
• Provide miligations to ensure that construction will not damage monitoring wells and will

not disrupt water flows to the wells
• Provide mitigations to ensure proper oversight o f any Institubonal controls

10
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CHAPTER 5 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS AND IMPACTS

5.1 CUMULATIVE ASSUMPTIONS
-

•    Since this DEIS uses a 1993 baseline (among others), it is necessary for the cumulative P.29
analysis to take into account all development that has occurred unce tier: within the

region ofinfluence for each resource area -

CHAPTER 6 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRED BY NEPA

6.4 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE P-30

This analysis must address the potential for hazardous matenals. displacement, and traffic
congestion impacts on the minority and low income residents of Treasure Island

'.
..



11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2   Response to Comment P-1. Please see response to comment B-2 regarding inclusion of the
3 FHWA/ Caltrans easements in the EIS analysis.

4      Response to Comment P-2.  The Navy does not concur that scoping and circulation of the Draft
5   EIS be done again. Although portions of NSTI have been transferred to US Department of
6     Labor, US Coast Guard, and FHWA/Caltrans since scoping was conducted in 1996, the project
7     area and the overall reuse concept remains largely the same. All regulations governing transfer
8    of federal property are addressed in the EIS and would not be affected by another round of
9 scoping. Consequently, it is unlikely that reinitiation of scoping would result in the

10     identification of any substantial new issues to be addressed in the EIS. In addition, the public
11 may identify any issues that it believes should be addressed in the EIS during the public review

 
12 and comment on the Draft EIS.

13 Finally, another round of scoping and recirculating the Draft EIS would result in extensive
14     delays in the process of transferring the property. Such delays would not be consistent with the
15 BRAC mandate for timely disposal of property for the benefit of the community and would

  16 place a burden on the designated property recipient in its efforts to move forward with reuse.

17   Response to Comment P-3. Clean up and reuse of IR Site 12 would not disproportionately
18 affect minority or low income populations because the areas in which soil disturbance would
19 occur would be subject to land use controls and regulatory requirements that would reduce the
20 potential human health effects and environmental effects to acceptable levels. CERCLA

 
21 remedial actions will ensure that human health and the environment will be protected based on
22 continued residential use of the area.  If the CERCLA remedy for a particular site includes land
23 use controls, the acquiring entity or entities will be required to comply with the land use
24 controls during construction or operations to ensure continued protection of human health and
25 the environment. These requirements apply to all areas requiring CERCLA actions and would
26      affect all populations using these areas of NSTI.

  27 In addition, this EIS evaluates the potential effects of reuse of NSTI. A detailed evaluation of
28 the effects of CERCLA remediation on NSTI is not properly within the scope of this document.

  29 The Treasure Island Homeless Development Initiative (TIHDI) was consulted in the

30      development of the reuse alternatives and in 1995 submitted a comprehensive Notice of Interest
31 for surplus property at NSTI for incorporation into the LRA's Draft Reuse Plan.  The
32 alternatives include provision of economic development opportunities and employment for
33 homeless individuals and affordable housing, as described in Chapter 2, Proposed Action and
34 Alternatives. While the reuse alternatives have the potential to displace the current residents of
35 TIHDI housing (and could result in negative effects on these individuals), the reuse alternatives
36 were developed (in consultation with TIHDI and the public) to provide an overall beneficial
37      result for San Francisco's low-income populations.

38     Response to Comment P-4. Please see response to comment B-2 regarding easements granted
39 to FHWA/Caltrans for the SFOBB.

Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
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1     Response to Comment P-5. Please see response to comment B-2 regarding easements granted
2      to FHWA/Caltrans for the SFOBB.

3     Response to Comment P-6.  The ROI for hazardous materials, as well as other resources, is the
4   reuse plan area. Because the area proposed for disposal includes submerged lands around
5    Treasure and Yerba Buena Island, this area by definition includes waters of the San Francisco
6     Bay.  Analysis of potential impacts from hazardous materials and waste includes discussion of
7      migration of contaminants into the surrounding Bay waters.

8   Response to Comment P-7. Please see response to comment N-2 regarding the baseline for
9      analysis in the EIS.

10    Response to Comment P-8. Please see response to comment L-1 regarding the public trust at
11 NSTI.

12    Response to Comment P-9.  The text has been moved to beneath the heading Non-Navy Land
13 Uses within section 3.1.3 of the Final EIS and has been revised to read:

14            The FHWA conveyed 98 acres (40 ha) on Yerba Buena Island held by Navy to
15      Caltrans for right-of-way purposes in connection with the construction,
16     operation, and maintenance of the SFOBB east spans retrofit project.
17                 Approximately 20 acres (8 ha) of dry land were permanently conveyed in fee and
18               are not part of the disposal action evaluated in this EIS. The remaining 78 acres

19          (32 ha) comprises TCE or permanent aerial easements of dry and submerged
20          land on Yerba Buena Island. Land within the TCEs and aerial easements are
21             available for disposal and are part of the proposed disposal action evaluated in
22                this EIS.

23       Response to Comment P-10. Figure  3-5  has been revised  to  show the FHWA/Caltrans
24       easernents.

25      Response to Comment P-11. The results of the noise monitoring conducted in 1986 on Treasure
26    Island are a reasonable representation of conditions on Treasure Island at the time of closure
27 (1993). Noise levels at present are likely to be similar or lower than conditions in 1986 since
28     there is currently far less activity on Treasure Island. The majority of Treasure Island is too far
29     from the SFOBB to ·be measurably affected by traffic noise. As noted in the text, additional
30      measurements were taken in 1998 near piers 11 and 12 to model noise levels from SFOBB traffic.
31 Traffic noise is a larger concern on the Yerba Buena Island portion of NSTI. Consequently,
32 additional noise monitoring was conducted by Navy in 1996. Noise monitoring by Caltrans in
33      1988 is also included in the EIS analysis.

34   Response to Comment P-12. The existing conditions geotechnical report by Treadwell and
35      Rollo is cited as San Francisco 1996b in the Geologic Resources section.

36    Response to Comment P43. Please see response to comment N-2 regarding the baseline year
37     for the analysis.

Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
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1     Response to Comment P-14. Please see response to comment A-1 regarding utility easements
2     and rights-of-way within the lands transferred to Caltrans.

3     Response to Comment P-15. The decision to proceed or not proceed with an action pursuant to
4  CERCLA is based on a recommendation by Navy, which relies on information gathered
5    thorough the CERCLA process. Concurrence with the recommendation must be provided by
6 DTSC and/or the respective RWQCB.  The text has not been revised.

7     Response to Comment P-16. Please see response to comment N-2 regarding the baseline year
8    for the analysis.  Text has been added to the introduction in section 3.12 to explain the use of
9    two baselines for public services. Because the baseline ratio of the number of firefighters and

10 police officers to the number of residents was not used to determine the future demand for
11 service personnel, that ratio was not calculated and presented in the EIS. Instead, the
12   equipment and personnel requirements for each of the service providers under the reuse
13  alternatives were determined through direct consultation with the San Francisco Fire
14     Department, the San Francisco Police Department, and the San Francisco Department of Public

  15 Health.

16   Response to Comment P-17. Please see response to comment B-2 regarding easements to
17     FHWA/Caltrans for the SFOBB.  The text on page 3-11 and ES-3 in the Draft EIS, as referenced
18     in the comment, has been revised based on previous comment P-9.

19   Response to Comment P-18. Although the approximately 20 acres of land transferred to
20   FHWA was designated for publicly oriented, open space, and residential uses in the Draft
21     Reuse Plan (San Francisco 1996e), this represents only a small percentage of the total reuse plan
22 area designated for these uses. Since the Draft Reuse Plan provides only a very general land
23 use development concept, it is assumed that the uses proposed for the FHWA lands can be
24 accommodated elsewhere in the reuse plan area, either by slight changes in the boundaries of
25 the defined use areas or by slight changes in densities. Furthermore, the analysis dependent on
26     acreage of land uses are not measurably affected by the loss of such small areas and the loss of
27     land uses that contribute little in terms of traffic, jobs, etc. Please see response to comment B-2
28 for further discussion of the FHWA/Caltrans easements.

29   Response to Comment P49. Since construction activities and the associated visual impacts
30 would shift during the different phases of redevelopment, no one viewpoint would be
31 significantly affected in the long-term. Further, it is beyond the scope of the analysis in this EIS
32     to attempt to evaluate the visual impact from specific construction activities since the locations,
33   timing, and extent of these activities are not known, nor is it known where all potentially
34 sensitive visual receptors may be found during the different phases of reuse.

     35    Response to Comment P-20.  The EIS evaluation of potential impacts from light and glare is
36  based on very conceptual land use development plans, including the Draft Reuse Plan.
37 Consequently, reasonable assumptions about conditions under reuse must be made.  It is
38    reasonable to assume that, since the City and County of San Francisco would be the ultimate
39     recipient of the property, conditions on NSTI under reuse would be comparable to those on the

Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
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1     San Francisco waterfront and that San Francisco Resolution 9212 would apply. The designated
2 property recipient will be required to evaluate and, if necessary, mitigate potential impacts from
3      light and glare under the final development plan.

4     Response to Comment P-21. Please see response to comment N-2 regarding the baseline year
5   for the analysis. Projections of future socioeconomic conditions were derived from the most
6     current data available, since this most accurately reflects future conditions. The assumptions of
7    the analysis are based on the best available information concerning the projected employment
8  opportunities on Treasure Island, future housing availability, commuting patterns, and
9 projected population growth. Although, it is possible that more of the employees who would

10   work in these industries would live outside San Francisco, a more accurate estimate of the
11 future distribution of these employees is not available. Employees live and work in San
12     Francisco in the industries identified in the Draft Reuse Plan. Employment on Treasure Island
13 during reuse also will be composed of people already living in San Francisco (and other parts of
14     the Bay Area), who are unemployed, under-employed, or who would change jobs, as well as
15 new residents that might migrate into the area as a result of the new jobs created by the reuse
16 projects.

17        Response to Comment P-22.   It is reasonable to identify parking shortage as an impact. While
18 not providing a sufficient number of parking spaces could suppress auto ownership, typically
19 this occurs in the center city area, where abundant transit services are available and support
20 retail stores are conveniently located within a short walking distance. Treasure Island is an
21 isolated location, unlike downtown San Francisco. However, a parking shortage is identified as
22      a not significant impact due to the City's "transit first" policy.

23      A significant and mitigable impact has been added due to peak-hour spreading, as follows:

24 Impact: Increased peak spreading on SFOBB/7-80 (Factor 11. Under Alternative 1,
25 increased traffic onto and off of the SFOBB during the A.M. peak period (6:30 to
26                   9:30) and P.M. peak period (3:30 to 6:30) would cause westbound traffic on certain
27                segments of the SFOBB to deteriorate from LOS D to LOS F during the last hour
28               of the A.M. peak period (8:30 to 9:30) and to deteriorate from LOS B to LOS E or
29            LOS F during the first hour of the P.M. peak period (3:30 to 4:30) (Table F-22).
30 The increase in other connecting regional freeways would likely be less.

31 Mitigation. Monitor traffic volumes to ensure that the transportation goals and
32 objectives established by the Draft Reuse Plan are successfully implemented.
33 Monitoring traffic volumes would inform San Francisco whether traffic onto or off
34              of the SFOBB at each phase of development is resulting in deterioration of traffic
35                   conditions on the SFOBB.  If at some point it is determined that traffic from NSIl is
36            constraining the capacity of the SFOBB, either more aggressive TDM and transit
37       improvements must be implemented or additional developments should be
38 delayed until such improvements are implemented. Implementing this mitigation
39 measure would reduce this impact to a not significant level.

40 Similar impact statements have been added for Alternatives 2 and 3 as well.

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS - June 2003
11-36



11.0 Responses to Comments

1    Traffic on the Bay Bridge is controlled by the metering lights and, therefore, the total SFOBB
2 mainline traffic volumes would not significantly change in the future.  In fact, the current
3      number of vehicles allowed by the metering lights may be decreased if the traffic from Treasure
4    Island were to increase. Current traffic accidents on the Treasure Island ramps are generally
5     low, except the westbound off-ramp on the east side of the tunnel and eastbound off-ramp on
6   the west side of the tunnel. Future increases in traffic volumes at these two ramps could
7     increase the number of accidents.

8  Response to Comment P-23. Please see response to comment H-6 regarding updated
9      projections for the project area.

10     Response to Comment P-24. The SFOBB 24-hour traffic volumes are presented in Table F-5 of
11 the Draft EIS (now Table F-7 of the Final EIS). SFOBB traffic was analyzed for the peak period,

_     12     and the results of the analyses are presented in Tables F-21 through F-23 of the Draft EIS (now
13    Tables F-23 and F-25 of the Final EIS).  The EIS presents only the AM and PM peak-hour traffic
14 impacts, those hours having been selected to represent the worst-case condition during the day.
15 The shoulders of the two-hour peak period (the hour before and after the peak hour) are likely
16    to have less traffic or, at the most, the same amount of traffic as the peak hour, so impacts to
17 traffic conditions would be less than during the peak hour.

 
18 Please see the responses to comments for P-22 regarding spreading peak-hour traffic conditions.

19      Response to Comment P-25.  The EIS for the disposal and reuse of NSTI primarily evaluates the
20 potential impacts of the federal action, disposal of the property. The potential impacts of reuse
21 are necessarily evaluated in a general way because the parameters of reuse have not yet been
22    determined.  It is not known at this time which of the three reuse alternatives most accurately
23   represents the full buildout conditions of reuse. Because of the uncertainty of the reuse
24    scenario, the transportation issues and choices under reuse cannot be accurately predicted at
25      this time, so it is not possible to estimate the relative contribution of each mitigation measure to
26 overall traffic reduction.  For this reason, two monitoring mitigation measures are included in
27 the mitigation program to provide feedback on the effectiveness of the various traffic
28    mitigations. Both monitoring measures suggest that if significant impact were to occur, either
29 more aggressive TDM and transit improvements must be implemented or additional
30 development should be delayed until such improvements are implemented.

31    Appendix F3 provides a list of TDM measures that would be implemented, several of which
32 involve limiting parking supply, such as restricting visitor parking, prohibiting parking for
33    certain uses, such as the themed attraction, establishing parking restrictions, and prohibiting

 
34 free parking.

35 Potential transit impacts are presented in the EIS and include estimated ridership level and
36 frequency. Detailed analysis would be necessary at a later date, depending on the origin and
37      destination of the residents, workers, and visitors.

38      Response to Comment P-26. Please see responses to comments P-24 regarding the peak period
39    analysis. As illustrated in Table F-5 of the Draft EIS (now Table F-7 of the Final EIS), it is not
40     correct to state that the peak period extends over most of the day.
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1    At present there is no data available on future construction activity, and construction impacts
2     would be analyzed for each individual project at a later date. Construction activity at Treasure
3 Island would occur in phases, depending on market and availability of financing sources for
4 these projects.

5   The Water Transit Authority has been established with the responsibility of implementing a
6 regional ferry system in the Bay Area. The Water Transit Authority has identified service to
7 Treasure Island as a tier one project.

8      Response to Comment P-27. All emission calculations in the EIS were tabulated based on daily
9 activity estimates. Construction emissions assume daytime activity. Vehicle traffic and ferry

10 service emissions assume daily trip patterns.

11       Response to Comment P-28.   The EIS identifies a potentially significant but mitigable impact
12    under each of the alternatives as a result of potential conflicts between construction activities
13     associated with reuse and remedial actions pursuant to CERCLA. As stated in the mitigation
14    for this potential impact, no CERCLA ROD has been signed and therefore it would be highly
15   speculative to attempt to impose measures to mitigate potential impacts at this time.  It is
16    assumed that any necessary controls would be developed through the CERCLA process and
17 implemented through land use controls on the specific property or properties.

18   Response to Comment P-29. Because NSTI is on an island, there is no nexus between the
19 proposed disposal and reuse and many other past present, and reasonably foreseeable actions
20  throughout the Bay Area. The cumulative analysis accounts for all projects that could
21     reasonably be expected to cumulatively interact with the proposed action. Many other smaller
22     projects have occurred or will occur in the region that will not produce measurable interactions
23   with the proposed action except through incremental changes in traffic conditions on the
24  SFOBB. To account for these changes, the traffic analysis is based on MTC regional
25 transportation model which forecasts land use changes for purposes of estimating traffic
26 conditions.

27 Response to Comment P-30. Clean up and reuse of NSTI would not disproportionately affect
28    minority or low-income populations, as described under comment P-3. Development at NSTI
29    under any of the three reuse alternatives would not incrementally contribute to a cumulative
30      impact from hazardous materials or waste.

31     Please see comment P-3 regarding potential for displacement impacts on the minority and low
32 income residents of Treasure Island.

33 Although low-income populations would be among those affected by cumulative traffic
34 congestion, these populations would not be particularly or disproportionately affected since
35 cumulative traffic congestion would affect all populations parking at ferry terminals that would
36 provide service to and from NSTI. The three reuse alternatives would contribute a small
37  increment to projected traffic volumes on the new SFOBB, which would be considered
38 cumulatively significant. The contribution to cumulative congestion attributable to the reuse
39 alternatives could be reduced by implementing the TDM measures identified in section 4.5,
40 Transportation.
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1      Response to Comments

2    Response to Comment Q-1. The alternatives were developed by the Navy and the City and
3    County of San Francisco to reflect a range of possible development patterns for NSTI. While
4 specific elements of each alternative may have the support of corporate or development
5      interests, such interests were not involved in the development of the alternatives, nor were they
6      involved in the preparation of the EIS.

  7
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LETTER R
Normati L. de Vall

1,.0. Box 3
Elk, California 95432

ndevall(ifmcii.org
(707) 877-3551 877:1861

June  24.2002

US Na; v. Southwest Division
.

Naval Facilities Engineering Commanci
1230 Columbia Street. Suite 1100
BRAC Operations Office
San Diego, California 92101 8517
(6129)532-(1955 532:0940
transtititted ria fil. 6.24.02

Attn:  Ms. lim:irie Seneca

re: Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Disposal :ind
Reuse of Naval Station
Treasure Island, San Francisco,
California

Dear Ms. Seneca,

Please accept the followitig as my Comment Letter relative  to the abo\· c
referenced   DI_:1 .

First anci foreniost. i wish to protest the lack of availability of the I)EIS and the
verr short coniment period allowed.  Most upsetting is that after attending the
Meeting of the 'Ireasure Island Development Authority on June 12. 2002 in San         R-1
Francisco, also attended by Mr. Steve Edde of BRAC Operations. Code
06CA.SE. where 1 was assured that 1 would receive a copy of the document.
none  has  becn  received  to datc.  the  last  day  of comment.

Therefore, with such protest having been made. and only having an hour to
review a desk reference copy. I wish to state:

1.       l'tic DEIS is woefully inadequate relative to the prospective options and
opportunities presented by the island as a neighborhocxi of the City of San     R-2
Fmnciscc).



LETTER R

2.            The DEIS recommends  that  Alternative   1   and  2  include  a  marina  with
mooiing buoys.  As a sailor with over 45 years of experience on the Ha). 1
submit that the location of such a facility is adverse to the public interest, poorly
located. a cause for further impacting of the traffic on the Oakland-Saii lirancisco
Bay Bridge. and w<ould create an environmentally negative impact.

does not address the ilced for OIl-shore facilities. such as radio repairs shops. a          R-3
rislizine shop. or sailmaker, nor does the marina create a facility of a  -critical

«» L

mass.. size: there fore,  all boat owliers,  except  for  the  most  sin} ple  purchase  at  the

Chandlery. will travel to either Oakland or Sausalito lor the necessar> repairs
atid eqitipnient.

7 he nuniber of motor vehicle moves, relative to the use of boats and their crews
is measurable, especially on three day weekends. national holidays and Opening
Day.  The DEIS does not address Traffic patterns of users of the proposed mfid na.- I
3.       The proposed marina at the Cove wozild take up and change the ilse of a    -
very special asset in the Bay of San Francisco. Centrally located it is the ideal
I,lace for sail training. not to mention the phenomenal beauty of the Cov'e.  T'lie         R-4     
DEIS dirs not address the negative impacts to the visual character tliat such a
facility would create. -

4.      Nor does the DEIS address whether or not the Public will be allowed on
the flcklts of the marina. While there is questionable need for locked gates, the          R-5
further taking of public assets for private benefit is not in the public interest.
The DEIS should address this issue.

5.      The DEIS does not address the presence of the existilig piers on the east   -
side of the Island, nor does it address the possibility of locating the marina

there        R-6    
or anywhere else.  Such glaring oversights should be addressed. -

In Conclusion. the DEIS serves more as ati Economic Development Master Plan -
rather than as a Draft Environmental impact Statement. It appears to this reader
that the Navy is attempting to "polish the apple" well enough for the City and
Coulity of San Francisco to buy into a huge redevelopment project with endless
problems and limitations. R-7

iii fact. the No Option Alternative should nol be discarded. Treasure Island can
eventually become the most erpensive land for the City of San Francisco to
provide city and county sen'ices.

2
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Aiid  lastl>,  I again protest  the  lack  of availability  of  the DEIS. which  in  m>   mind     -3
is grounds enoutzh to seek judicial remediatiori. J R-8

        Sincerely,

-1 -

...:7,4%.»,  r..2--  6-11-6-   6-Is22-4 . ---  -,
 --Nbnnan  L.  de V:111

.Niendocinc, Courity Board of Supervisors. 5 Dist., Retired

ec:    LIS. Representative Michael Thompson. CA 1 District
C:iIi 12)rnia State Senator Wesley  Chesi)ore

Zan Hetisen. Esq.
I.atitiide 38
President. County of San Francisco. Board of Supervisors
Aiin:iniarie Coikroy, Exec. Director, TIDA

3



11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2   Response to Comment R-1.  The Navy has made a diligent effort to make the Draft EIS
3     available for the public to review. A notice of availability of the Draft EIS was published in the
4 Federal Register on May 10, 2002 and notices of the public hearing, including where to get
5     copies of the EIS, were published in the Oakland Tribune and San Francisco Chronicle on May
6     26 and 27, 2002. The Draft EIS was distributed to 175 individuals and organizations, including
7     libraries in San Francisco and Oakland. Notices were also sent to another 1,300 individuals and
8    organizations.  A copy of the Final EIS will be provided to all individuals and agencies who
9    received or who commented on the Draft EIS, including the commentor. The commentor may

10    review the Final EIS and provide comments to the Navy on whether specific issues have been
11 adequately addressed.

 
12 Response to Comment R-2. As described in Chapter 2 of the EIS, the alternatives analyzed in
13      the EIS were developed to reflect the extensive public input and planning that took place during
14 the formulation of reuse concepts for NSTI. Alternative 1 was developed to reflect the land use

 
15 plan presented in the Draft Reuse Plan (San Francisco 1996e). The Draft Reuse Plan itself was
16 prepared under the guidance of the citizen reuse committee and included a number of public
17    meetings and workshops. Alternatives 2 and 3 were developed to reflect other input on the

I
18 reuse potential of NSTI, including the review of the Draft Reuse Plan by the Urban Land
19   Institute, the City's Alternatives Report, public input on these studies, and public scoping
20    comments on the EIS. Finally, the final development plan is likely to be similar in the general

 
21 types of land uses proposed to the alternatives presented in the EIS, but it may differ in any
22      number of small ways.

  23 Response to Comment R-3. Although development of a marina is considered under
24  alternatives 1 and 2, details of commercial facilities associated with the marina are not
25    considered at the level of analysis provided in the EIS. Such facilities would be developed by
26 the designated property recipient in the final development plans for NSTI. The potential traffic
27 impact analysis provided in section 3.5 includes assumed vehicle trips generation by the marina

  28 for each of the reuse alternatives.

29  Response to Comment R-4.  The EIS acknowledges that the expanded marina under
30     Alternatives 1 and 2 would add new visual elements to Clipper Cove. The impact of the marina
31     expansion is deemed to be less than significant since this development would not substantially
32 affect sensitive views.  The text in section 4.2 of the Final EIS has been revised read:

  33 The expanded marina with approximately 300 slips and 100 tie-up buoys,

34            compared to the existing 100 slips, would add new visual elements to what is
35         now a relatively undisturbed cove with primarily open water, although the
36 expanded marina would be to some extent visually consistent with the existing
37                marina and pier features along Clipper Cove.

   38  Response to Comment R-5. Although development of a marina is considered under
39    alternatives 1 and 2, details of the marina and its operation are not considered at the level of
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1 analysis provided in the EIS. Such details would be developed by the designated property
2      recipient in the final development plans for the property.

3    Response to Comment R-6. The only pier that currently is on the east side of the Treasure
4   Island is Pier 1, which would be retrofited under all reuse alternatives for use as a ferry
5 terminal. Another pier previously was located on the east side of Treasure Island, north of Pier
6      1, but this pier was dismantled and is not addressed in the EIS.

7     Response to Comment R-7. The federal action evaluated in the EIS is the disposal of property
8   at NSTI.  The EIS does not propose or advocate any reuse alternatives but analyzes the
9 reasonable reuse alternatives for NSTI that have been developed by through the reuse planning

10   process. The final alternative will be selected in the Navy ROD for the proposed action;
11      however, the ultimate reuse scenario will be developed by the designated property recipient.

12    Response to Comment R-8. Please see response to comment R-1 regarding the availability of
13 the Draft EIS.

14
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Ruth Ciravanis LETTER S
74 Mizpah Street

San Francisco, CA 94131
(415) 585-5304

gravanis(»earthlink.net

.Tune 24,2002

Attn: Ms. T:marie Seneca
Cc,de 06CM.TS

LE,11117:ander, bouth.West Division
Naval Facilities E,gincering Conitnand
1230 Coiumbia Street. Suite 1100
San Dies·o, CA 92101-8517

11

FAX.  (619) 532 0940

RE':          Draft  E15  :or  Disposal  and  Reuse  of  WAI'.El-Slat'017  J_r.easlire  15land
5090.-  .Ser 06(AIS..LO42.2

Dear Ms. Seneca.

I approciate the ezi'portunity to ccini: ient on the DEIS for Dtspesal and Reuse of
Naval Stat·ion Treasure island (DEIS-NSTI).   N''y comnients are limited te two

8 t»ics:

htilfih: c N. £761 tal

" ,ic discussion of FAisting Conditions i:idicates tliat there are remnants of native
INNI

wildlife habitat on Yerba Buena island.  Yet Table 2-2 sholvs zero acres of Wildlife
1·labitat ter Alti,rr.atives 1  and 3, aild the 18 acres shown for Alternati ec 2 S-1

presumably refers to the new habitat to be crea:ed on Treasure Island.  The habitat
areas on YBI hdvesignificant value that shculd be reci,gll.7ed as such and not
referred to mereiy as open space/recreation.

Traffic.and Iranspe.lation

71ie table on page 2-25 implies ttiat constraints ti) vehicular circulation ikeuld be a
negative etivironniental ini·oact.  In fact, the liniited capacity of the oil-ranips

,

 hc,uld serve as d positive inducement to create a transportatic>n plan that reduces
private autoniobue trips, thereby iinproving the env:ronment in a nuniber of #vavs
(17oise, air quality, runoff, etc.).  Upgrading the on- and off ramps should not be          I    5-2
ret:arded. as cnviror.mental mitigation. And the confirairits to upgrading thern are    I
not n:er:.,iy geology and structural limitations, as noted in the DRIS. but aise the
riegati\re impacts that Would result fronl tile associated destruction of ope:: space
ard hcibitat
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DELS comments                                                                                                                                                    Page Two

Table 2-4 (and the discussion in Section 4-5) mentioils some useful mitigation        -
measures (encouraging ferry and bus use), but emits or give,  short shrift to other
mitigation measures that will prevent the problem (too n:any cars for tlie
conditions) rather than treating the sympti,m (COIlgeStion):  encouraging rail transit
on the Bay Bridge, with a station stop on YBI; a City Car-Share Program on the S-3

iiands; convenient bicycle rentals; and limits to parking on the islands, with
appropriate pricing for the few spaces that are provided. Monitoring measures are

not mitigation.  Spreading out the peak periods to cover more hours is not

mitigation                                               _

I'lease feel free to contact me if clarification wozild bc useful.

YO,-irs truly,

Ruth  Gravanis
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1     Response to Comments

2      Response to Comment S-1.  Text has been added as a footnote to Table 2-2 to indicate that open
3 space includes areas of native habitat on Yerba Buena Island. Native habitat on Yerba Buena
4    Island is addressed by habitat type in the biological resources section of Chapter 3. While it is
5    true that native habitat does exist on Yerba Buena Island, there is not an impact assessment on
6 these habitat types unless they are designated by the USFWS as being critical habitat, are
7     designated as being rare or sensitive by the CDFG, or otherwise provide habitat for any rare or
8 endangered species. There is no record of these habitat areas supporting any sensitive species.
9 Furthermore, these habitat types are in the open space areas and would not be affected by the

 
10 closure or reuse plans.

11     Response to Comment S-2. Comment noted. The adequate flow of traffic on NSTI under the
12 reuse scenarios is regarded as a negative impact; however, the commentor is correct that a
13   reduction in vehicle trips would reduce potential impacts to other resources. Vehicle trip
14      reduction is the objective of the TDM measures identified in the recommended traffic mitigation
15   measures. As noted in the EIS, upgrades to the on- or off-ramps are suggested as possible
16 mitigations measures but such upgrades may be constrained by geology of the site and
17 structural limitations.

  18 Response to Comment S-3. Mitigation measures suggested in the comment, such as car-share

19     or bicycle rentals, may be effective at limiting potential traffic impacts and have been added to
20    the TDM assumptions in Appendix F as additional examples of TDM measures that may be
21    implemented to reduce potential transportation impacts. Measures such as encouraging rail
22   service on the SFOBB is not reasonably within the scope of the potential reuse scenarios
23     evaluated in this EIS. Restriction in the available visitor parking on NSTI is assumed in the EIS
24      as a component of the TDM measures for all alternatives.

 
25 Although monitoring measures do not in and of themselves mitigate potential traffic impacts,
26 such measures are recommended as part of TDM and transit service mitigations to ensure that
27 these measures effectively address potential impacts. While measures to shift vehicle trips
28 toward off-peak hours do not reduce the number of vehicle trips, these measures do mitigate
29 potential traffic impacts by reducing vehicle trips during peak hours when the transportation
30      system is at capacity.

31
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2     Response to Comment T-1.  The BRAC legislation requires that the Navy complete transfer of
3 property within a specified time frame in order to support efficient reuse of the property.  In
4   addition, CEQ guidelines state that a lead agency may grant an extension of the comment
5    period but the guidelines further state that an extension shall not be granted solely because an
6 interested party has not had sufficient time for review of the document.

7     The Navy has attempted to allow maximum public participation in the review of the Draft EIS,
8 including mailing the EIS to 174 interested agencies and individuals and notices to another
9 1,300 interested agencies and individuals, as well as publishing notices in local papers and the

10 Federal Register. A total of three requests for an extension of the comment period were
11 received during the review period based on insufficient time for review of the document.

12   The Navy has determined that these requests did not meet the CEQ recommendations for
13  granting an extension, nor did they represent a substantial public interest an extension.
14  Furthermore, it should be noted that the public will have the opportunity to review and
15     comment on the Final EIS during the 30-day no action period prior to issuance of a ROD on the
16 proposed action. Copies of the Final EIS will be distributed to all parties who commented on
17 the Draft EIS or otherwise requested a copy.

18
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VIA FAX TO : (619)532 0940 Emeric Kalman
711 Granville Way

Snn Francisco, CA 94127
(415)665-5777

Ms.Timarie Senecn June 24, 2002BRAC Operations Office

       Naval Facilities Engineering CommandCode 06CM.TS,
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1100,
San Diegc. CA 92101-8517

Dear Ms. Seneca:

T      a m      pleased       to      provide      y o u      m y      comments      on       the      D E I S      f o r      "T h e
Ciaposal and Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Islant'in the context
of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act; the Base
Llc,sure Community Development and Homeless Act of 1994 and the
previbions of 10 U.S.C.2687, Armed Forces.

lilI.The documentation is incom*te with no information to the size
anc nature of the homeless pofulation in San Francisco, the
avai'ability of existing services to meet the needs of the homeless
in San Francisco and the totality of the buildings and property in U-1
the ....reasure Island complex suitable for maximum use for the needs
of the homeless in San Francisco ( 10 USC 2687 Sec.2905(b)(7)(H)(i)
(T) a n d s u b s e q u e n t n o n-c o n f o r m i t v    t o     R : h c l a u s e s     (II);  C I  I I  ):(IV)  i  (V):  1    _
: do believe that- the DETS for "The Disposal and Reuse of Naval     '-
St,iriun Treasure Island", by exclusion without justification of a     IU-2
MAXIMUM HOMELESS USE ALTERNATIVE PLAN is not serving its purpose

-

and mandate.

The Draft Reuse Plan was approved by HUD on November 26, 1996 and
commended as a model for base redevelopment and balancing the
(homeless) needs of San Francisco.

The tragic reality is that, literally in plain view, human beings
are leL zo die by the hundreds do to the inadequacy of hcmeless
assistance leading agencies approach and oversight by HUD and
other federal and state agencies:

.,Would you amend the 'Reuse plans to savr lite55 3 U-3

lf you have any questiunb, or wish lo discuss my comments, please
rall me at (415·)665-5777.

Thank vou.

Sincerely,

6-<t-2: <AWL«__
Emeric Kalman



11.0 Responses to Comments

1      Response to Comments

2   Response to Comment U-1. DBRCA legislation calls for surplus federal property, such as

3     NSTI, to be transferred to a local reuse entity for use in a manner that benefits the full needs on
4   the community. As part of the disposal process, the Navy is required under the Stewart B.
5 McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, to consider benefits to the homeless community as a key
6    part of the process. The homeless assistance planning process for NSTI is described in section
7     2.3 of the EIS. This process resulted in the development of the 1995 Homeless Assistance Plan,
8 which provides economic development opportunities and employment for homeless
9 individuals.

10      Response to Comment U-2. Comment noted.

  11 Response to Comment U-3. Alternative 1 evaluated in the Draft EIS is based on the Draft

12     Reuse Plan (San Francisco 196e). Upon completion of transfer of the property, TIDA will select
13    a development partner and develop a Final Reuse Plan. As acknowledged in the Draft Reuse
14  Plan, the Plan is by no means reflective of the only way development may occur.  The
15 designated property recipient and/or development partner would be required to comply with
16  CEQA and evaluate potential environmental impacts of the specific development plan
17 ultimately chosen for the property.

     18
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LETTER V

                                      Sailing Yacbt Seruice
CO'.,S..-AT 04 . V  A  '  N  -ENANCE761, 7 - RISGING - DEL.VERV

  5, W.A:V.'ICK 'VI TO.V2'K '43 •·52 POTTOL.A. .AYE · .7 11 VA.-EV · C.A- CO-24.A 04941 · -EL/FAX (4'5) 383-0960

24 june  2002

US Na\'v SH' Dii'ision
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1230 Co)umbia Street, Suite 1106
BRAC Operations Office
San Diego, CA 92101-8517

Attentjon . Timarie Sencca, FAX # 619 532 0940

Or To Whon, It ilay Concern

1 attended the Tuesday 11 June 02 meeting conrened on Treasure ]sland  to hear public
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by the Navy and
niacic public on 09 May 02.

Two other speakers and 1 requested an extension of the period available for study and
cornment of the DEIS. I handed,on that occasion, a retterto Ms Timarie Seneca, noting
several objections to the DEIS, and formally requesting an extension of tile penod
available for public study and comment.  The period I requested w'as a furtber forty-five
days (45).

On 21 June j received a telephone message from Ms Seneca. infonning me that the Navy
wac ' disinclined", I believe were the words used, to extend the period allowed for public
stud>  and or comment.   Today. 24 June, the final day of the ori ginal forty-five day public
commentary period. I was informed by Ms Seneca that *informally, the time for public
comment was to be extended until the end of this week.'

1 wish to go on record as objecting strenuously to this brief. informal extension. Firsdy. ....

virtually no-one can be aware that the ex[ension has been made. [herefore its usefulness                    is next to non-existent.  Secondly. the DEIS is a dense and complicated document,                            1
pficked ifith information which cannot be digested quickly.  Unless an individual were                       v
able to devote himself exclusively to reading and analysis of such a document. the Eme
ailowed is insufficient. The abilitv to focus solely on sucii a documen: does not desCribe                  :
any member of the public of whom l  am aware.



LETTER V

j am conscious th,at the process of transferring title of Treasure 1 and/Yerba Buena from:]le Navy to the City of San Francisco is a lengthy and time consunang one, and Lhatas
Ms Seneca stated to me there are target dates to be met. Time pressures notuithstandingthe public commentan aspect is critical if the ultimate goal of open and aboveboard
government and management is to be met.

P.:ease reconsider and grant those of us in the pub:ic domain a further forty-fir'e (45;
ddys to study and comment upon your document.  My and the other n*o requests for
extension were Vie only public ccenments offered.  One of the o'.her speakers made
reference to her difficulty in obta:ning the DES as did I. borh crally and in my letter. - iFailure to gran: :his extension makes a mockery of tbe pubiic commentary procesj

RespgctiLly submitted, «K'
i t' 4 .41  f Li z../

War,Al.*Y Ber*Le: ir     w'-»-7r  4
Cc:  Barbara Boxer       

John Burton
San Francisco Chronicle



11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2     Response to Comment V-1. Please see response to comment T-1 regarding an extension of the
3 public comment period on the Draft EIS.

  4
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LETTER W

Scrililig i'ciclot Se,-1 'ice

ZONSUL A-10 N 7 A   4.' 6 1,1 A f.  -- E
R E P A I;i fx, ' 'I/  « ' I  ./„,x= •r '  I (. - DF.IVERY

234 WARW Ck 1·,1   ·2'4'1'kINS · 50 PORTO:A LAAE · 1./IL_ VA.l.LY · C.A-Il·:-)' NIA 1490   · 1-:! ,'FAX (415: 383 ('949

US Navy, Southwest Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1100
BRAC Operations Office
San Diego, CA 92101-8517
Aftn: Ms. Timarie Seneca

Dear Ms. Seneca:
I am writing with regard to the DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT published by the Navy on 09 May 2002.
I find sections of the Statement incomplete, and Others
inaccurate.

The incomplete issues relate to the effects that dredging
and pile driving are likely to have on the wildlife in the
area. The noise level of these activities are discussed      I
and then dismissed. The issue of the toxicity caused by      1
the bottom paints of the vessels in  the proposed Marina,     1
or the effect of wastes discharged from these vessels is

9 W-1
not   mentioned.

My scaling of the area suggests that dredging and pile
driving will take place, at its closest, within five
hundred feet (500') of the Yerba Buena shoreline, rather
than the twelve hundred (1200") mentioned in the Statement.

Further, obtaining copies of this document has been        -
difficult, negatively impacting the time available to study   I
it in its entirety. Three of the seven

librarie rlisted as     W.2having copies of the DE:S could not locate it.
addition, the telephone numbers listed in the document are
all FAX numbers, which precluded direct contact with you.

Treasure Island and its development are a highly visible
and potentially very significant addition to the ambience
of this area. It would be shameful if the development of
the islands were done hastily or improperly.

In view of the above 1 officially request an additional
J W-3forty-five (45) day review period.

Sincerely,        z    c   ,
'          -I -  .......

r  ,TY »1    1 - r-J,

t»'·f k  IM  I  tdap'h." s - -

June 2002

j



11.0 Responses to Comments

1     Response to Comments

2       Response to Comment W-1. The potential impacts on wildlife of dredging and noise from pile-
3           driving are discussed in section 4.8 (Biological Resources). The existing marina at Clipper  Cove
4    is approximately 500 feet from the eelgrass beds; however, expansion of the marina in Clipper
5   Cove is proposed to occur east of the existing marina, approximately 1,200 feet from the
6    eelgrass beds. As noted in the EIS, any in-water construction activities associated with marina
7 expansion would require a permit from the COE and consultation with CDFG and NMFS.  Such
8    a permit would include conditions to reduce potential impacts to this habitat. In addition to
9 permit approvals to address potential sources of contamination from marina construction, as

10   described in section 3.10, the marina would also require an industrial stormwater permit to
11 ensure potential contamination is avoided during operation.

12     Response to Comment W-2. Please see response to comment R-1 regarding availability of the

             13           Draft  EIS.

14      Response to Comment W-3. Please see response to comment T-1 regarding an extension of the
15 public comment period on the Draft EIS. As described in response to comment T-1, the Navy
16 has determined that an extension of the comment period was not warranted. While the Navy
17   made no express commitment to its ability to address comments received after the close of
18 public comment period, in order to try and accommodate requests by members of the public,
19     the Navy did offer to try and incorporate comments received by these individuals after the close
20     of the formal comment period.  The Navy has addressed concerns that were submitted after the
21      close of the comment period.
22
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1   not references. It's just the way that it is laid

2      out.

3             RON PLASEIED: If it's just how the text

4   was written, if it's written more CEQA-wise in your

5   mind, rather than NEPA-wise, feel free to throw out

6   a comment on that. We'll gladly get back to you.

7             Why don't we take a ten minute break.

8   We'll come back and we'll start hearing our

9 comments. Thank you very much.

10                   (A short recess was taken.)

11             RON PLASEIED: Welcome back. We'd like to

12   start our second phase with the public hearing,

13   which is, of course, the public comment period.

14             We're having some technical difficulties.

15   lt's a simple slide. The goal of this entire public

16   hearing is to hear public comments. It's a very,

17   very important part of this process.

18             We now turn our attention to that.

19 Speakers will be called in order of the receipt of

20 the cards. I have one. We ask that when you do

21 come up and speak you limit yourself to five minutes

22 so everyone can get a turn. I think we'll have

23 plenty of time. Don't worry, we'll also allow time

24   to following on speakers if you have more questions

25 or want to make a general comment.
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1             I do ask that when you do get up you speak

2   clearly and more slowly than I did during the

3   presentation, so that the court reporter here can

4   accurately capture all the information. Please give

5   your name, community you're with, organization you

6   represent or whatever the pertinent information is.

7   We'll make sure that we get that down.

8   Written comments are also encouraged whether you

9   give them tonight or whether you get them postmarked

10   to us by the 24th. At the end, we'll put up a slide

11   that will give you the address of where those

12   comments should go.

13   When you're called if you wouldn't mind just coming

14 up to the podium. We only ask that so that you can

15   get closer to the court reporter so we can

16   accurately transcribe everything that is said. And

17   please forgive me, I have a difficult name myself,

18   so that gives me the purview and right to slaughter

19   other people's names.

20 Warwick Tompkins?

21 WARWICK TOMPKINS: That's close. It's an

22 English name. The  second "W" doesn' t  get

23 pronounced.

24             RON PLASEIED: Ah, Warwick?

25 WARWICK TOMPKINS: Warwick Tompkins is my
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1 name. I'm a sailor. I represent myself. I'm

2   trying to be a good citizen, and I'm here because

3   I'm concerned about Clipper Cove and it's use in the

4   future.

5             The environmental impact statement -- the

6   whole political process surrounding this is sort of

7   strange to me, it's new. I'm not an activist, and

8   I'm learning. lt's a little painful.  I'm meeting a

9   lot of nice people. I know a lot of hard work has

10 gone into all this so far.

11             My comments are really not so much about

12   your statement as they are about the cove and what

13   might happen. And I will say about the statement

14   that I haven't had enough time to look at it, and I

15 have filed with Timarie a request for more time for

16   me and others like me to study. I found difficulty

17   in getting the statement. When I did get it, I

18   studied it for a couple of hours today, and I found

19   things that I thought were hasty, incomplete, and

20 sometimes I thought inaccurate. Mainly with the

21 cove, and the rest of the island I don't know about.

22   I'm not even sure exactly how the draftee's plan is

23 going to go, but I am a sailor of considerable

24   experience, and I have real positive ideas about the

25 cove, and I will say them tonight.
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1             Am T speaking loudly enough?  Slowly

2   enough?

3             Clipper Cove, in my view, is a very unique

4   sheet of water. It separates the two islands in a

5   very obvious way. Everybody who came here a little

6   earlier than I probably saw a small boat sailing out

7   there.

8             There is a marina planned for Lhe

9   development, and it is apparently the apple of the

10   development authority's eye. lt certainly would be,

11   and I am the first to agree that a marina is very

12   much in order for thi part of the bay.

13             It's a central location. For all the

14   reasons that  Clipper Cove is unique, a marina in

15   this area would also be unique. It would be, in my

16     view, a great tragedy to build a marina  on  such  a PH-1  

17   unique body of water. It's an obvious place to

18   build a marina, but if you think about how the

19   sailing which is presently taking place as we speak

20   on Clipper Cove is going to be eliminated by a

21 marina -- and it will be because of the wind

22   direction -- and the way it's used by sailing boats

23   of all sizes, that sailing will be a thing of the

24 past. - i
25 I attended a fundraiser for the Treasure
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1  Island Sailing t'oundation, and all of their slide
2   presentations showed activity in the water which

3   will be occupied by the marina.

4             IL appears that the San Francisco No

5   Treasure Tsland Sailing Center Foundation is in

6   league with the developers of the marina, and they

are committed to supporting the marina, and they are

8   doing so.

9             My vision of this area, for the record, is         1

10   that the southern shore of Treasure Island should be

11   turned into a marina or park, and there should be a

12   good enough looking topography that you'd say, "1

/       I ..1 want to take my family there and have a picnic.  I--

14   want to go there with my sweetie and hold hands."           1
15 If the buildings are kept the way they're said to be

16 kept, buildirig number 1 and 180 were eliminated, you

17   could build an interesting land site there, which PH-2

18   would be covered, in my view.

19             In any case, if you could build a handsome

20 place there, those people in that park would look

21   across a stretch of water which would be filled with

22   small boat activity for a good share of each day,

23   and they would look at the north shore of Yerba

24   Buena Island, which is just as beautiful as Angel

25 Island, and this could be a jewel of a place.
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1           Presently, when I drive down the causeway,

9   I see breathtaking views to the west across the city

3   across the Golden Gate, the Marin hills, it's a

4   spectacular view. When you look to the righi, you

5   see Treasure Island, which is sorely in need of

6   help, and a little lagoon. And the lagoon is a

jewel, and I think could be kept that way.  And I

8   think if it were, that it would be a real asset to           I

9   the corrmunity. Public access to the water via a

PH-2  10   park and small boats sailing via something either

11   run by the public park or an independent franchise

12   maintained mainly roughly 40 to 50 boats of

13 different sizes using that water would be a

14 brilliant use of the area, in my view.

15             Additionally, to the east on Treasure

16 Island, T think the parking lot should be made

17   accessible to the water's edge so it would be a

18   launching area for major international activities

19   would come to San Francisco bay.

20             As a sailor, the uniqueness of this area

21   and the closeness to all wonderful sailing centers

22   is special. It's very special, and it should be

23   preserved in my view.

24             That concludes my comments. Thank you.

25 RON PLASEIED: Did we get any more comment
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1   cards?

0 RICHARD HANSEN: My name is Richard

3   Hansen, and I'd like to request that the deadline be

4   extended by one month, until the 24th of July, to

5   prepare -- to provide people with additional

6   opportunity to read the recommendations and Lo make

7   a bet.ter assessment of what's coming.

8             I personally am disappointed that the
PH-3

9   meeting is so poorly attended, and I'm disappoinzed

10   that the city could not make a more detailed

11   presentation as to whaL their plans could be, but it

12   seems to me it's an important topic that deserves

13   more time, more attention. So one month would be

14   helpful.

15             RON PLASEIED: Thank you. Any more? One

16   more?

17 SUSAN DeVICO: It's real quick. I'm Susan

18   DeVico. I'm a resident, and 1 wanted to echo the

19   sentiment of the gentleman that just spoke.

20   Residents did not have an understanding of the

21   importance of this meeting. I can tell you that as
PH-4

22   someone who tries to stay abreast of the things

23   going on. I urge you -- this is a very digital

24   community -- to please post this online                      

25 electronically. You have a beautiful representation
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<            1     with maps and a  PDF f j.le, something that could be

2 download. We have a community bulletin boat-d here.
PH-4

3   I didn't see anything online about it at all. TIDA

4   and the Navy is well aware of that. -

4             RON PLASEIED: Thank you. Any    others?

6 Okay. Would anyone like to have any

7   follow-up questions comments or concerns?  Okay.

8     DALE SMITH: I  have  one.                                                        -

9             When the transfer of land to CalTrans took

10 place to facilitate the expansion of the east

11 extension of the Bay Bridge, does that remove it            1 PH-5 

':12   from clean up:

13 RON PLASEIED: No.

14             DALE SMITH: This is kind of an

15 off-the-wall thing.

16             RON PLASEIED: The clean up

17   responsibilities for the areas which were backed by

18   that conveyance, the property is CalTrans property,

19 state property. The clean up responsibility still

20 rests with the Navy, and it's still a part of our

21   program.

22             We have to now do a little more

23 coordination with the state contractors, but we will

24   be doing that clean up.

25 Any more questions?
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1 Okay. If there's no more questions or

2 comments, again, thank   you   very   much   for   you r

3   attendance tonight. We are still actively seeking

4   any comments.  We have until the 24th.  Any comments

5   you have will be postmarked by the 24th to that

6   address.

7             Thank you very much. This concludes the

8   public hearing meeting. Have a great evening.

9

I 10
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11.0 Responses to Comments

1      Response to Comments

2   Response to Comment PH-1 (Mr. Warwick Tompkins). Please note that expansion of the
3  marina is considered only under alternatives 1 and 2, with a smaller expansion under
4   Alternative 1. The details of marina expansion and related shoreline development will be
5      determined in the final development plan by the designated property recipient.

6     Response to Comment PH-2 (Mr. Warwick Tompkins). Please see response to comment PH-1
7 above regarding changes to Clipper Cove.

8   Response to Comment PH-3 (Mr. Richard Hansen). Please see response to comment T-1
9    regarding an extension of the public comment period on the Draft EIS. The purpose of the

10 public meeting held on June 11, 2002, was to receive comments on the Draft EIS prepared by the
11     Navy for disposal of NSTI. Specific development plans for NSTI are part of a separate process
12 being conducted by the designated property recipient.  TIDA is currently reviewing a detailed
13 Draft development plan for NSTI.  This plan can be reviewed at the TIDA website
14 (www.ci.sf.ca.us/treasureisland).

15    Response to Comment PH-4 (Ms. Susan DeVico). Although the Draft EIS was not available
16    on-line, it was made available through a number of other means, including direct mailing and
17 area libraries.

18   Response to Comment PH-5 (Mr. Dale Smith).  The Navy is responsible to complete all
19 remedial activities currently being pursued under CERCLA on property that was conveyed to

 
20 Caltrans for realignment of the SFOBB.

21
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APPENDIX A
GLOSSARY

100-year flood zone Land area having a one percent chance of being flooded during a given
year.

Ambient air quality Standards established on a state or federal level that define the limits for
standards airborne concentrations of designated criteria pollutants (nitrogen

health with an adequate margin of safety (primary standards) and public
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone, lead), to protect public

welfare, including plant and animal life, visibility, and materials
(secondary standards) (also see Attainment area, below).

Aquifer A layer of underground sand, gravel, or spongy rock in which water
collects.

Arterial A roadway from which local routes branch.

Artifact Any product or human cultural activity; more specifically, any tools,
weapons, artworks, etc., found in archeological contexts.

Asbestos A carcinogenic substance formerly used widely as an insulation material
by the construction industry; often found in older buildings.

Assemblage The complete inventory of artifacts from a single, defined archaeological
unit (such as a stratum or component).

Attainment area An area which meets the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for a
criteria pollutant under the Clean Air Act or meets state air quality
standards.

A-weighted decibel A number representing the sound level which is frequency weighted
(dBA) according to a prescribed frequency response established by the

American National Standards Institute (ANSI-Sl.4-1971) and accounts
for the response of the human ear.

Best-management Includes schedule of activities, prohibition of practices, maintenance
practices (BMPs) procedures, and other management practices to prevent or reduce the

pollution of waters of the United States.  BMPs also include treatment
requirements, operating procedures, and practices to control plant site
runoff spillage or leaks, sludge or waste disposal, or drainage from raw
material storage.

Disposal and Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island FEIS A-1
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Burial Human remains disposed of by interment. Burials may be simple
(containing the remains of one person) or complex (containing the
rernains of two or more individuals), primary (including the rernains as
originally interred), or secondary (where a re-internment follows a
temporary disposal elsewhere).

Capacity The maximum rate of flow at which vehicles can be reasonably expected
(transportation) to traverse a point or uniform segment of a lane or roadway during a

specified time period under prevailing roadway, traffic, and control
conditions.

Capacity (utilities) The maximum load a system is capable of carrying under existing
service conditions.

Caretaker The U.S. Navy process of maintaining a closed facility.

Clean Air Act (CAA) The CAA legislates that air quality standards set by federal, state, and
county regulatory agencies establish maximum allowable emission rates
and pollutant concentrations for sources of air pollution on federal and
private property. Also regulated under this law is proper removal and
safe disposal of asbestos from buildings other than schools.

Clean Water Act (CWA)       The CWA is the major federal legislation concerning improvement of the
nations water resources. It provides for development of municipal and
industrial wastewater treatment standards and a permitting system to
control wastewater discharges to surface waters.  The act contains
specific provisions for regulation of ships' wastewater and disposal of
dredge spoils within navigable waters. Section 404 of the act regulates
disposal into waters of the United States, including wetlands.

Clirnate The prevalent or characteristic meteorological conditions (and their
extremes) of any given location or region.

Community A 1992 amendment to CERCLA, CERFA expedites the identification of
Environmental Response uncontaminated real property within closing federal military facilities
Facilitation Act (CERFA) which offer the greatest opportunity for reuse and redevelopment.

Community noise Noise compatibility level established by California Administrative Code,
equivalent level (CNEL) Title 21, Section 5000. The 24-hour average A-weighted sound level with

a 5 dB weighting added to levels occurring between 10:00 PM and 7:00
AM.

A-2 Disposal and Reuse ofNavat Station Treasure Island FEIS
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Comprehensive CERCLA, also known as Superfund, was enacted in 1980 to ensure that a
Environmental source of funds is available to clean up abandoned hazardous waste

Response, dumps, compensate victims, address releases of hazardous materials,
Compensation, And and establish liability standards for responsible parties.  The act also
Liability Act (CERCLA) requires creation of a National Priorities List (NPL) which sets forth the

sites considered to have the highest priority for cleanup under
Superfund.

Contamination The degradation of naturally occurring water, air, or soil quality either
directly or indirectly as a result of human activities.

Council on Established by NEPA, the CEQ consists of three members appointed by
Environmental Quality the President. CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508, as of July 1, 1986)
(CEQ) describe the process for implementing NEPA, including preparation of

environmental assessments and environmental impact statements, and
timing and extent of public participation.

Cultural (1) The nonbiological and socially transmitted system of concepts,
institutions, behavior, and materials by which a society adapts to its
effective natural and human environment; (2) Similar or related
assemblages of approximately the same age from a single locality or
district, thought to represent the activities of one social group.

Cultural history The archeological sequence of cultural activity through time, within a
defined geographic space or relating to a particular group.

Cultural resource Prehistoric or historic districts, sites, buildings, objects, or any other
physical evidence of human activity considered important to a culture,
subculture, or community for scientific, traditional, religious, or any
other reason.

Cumulative impacts The combined impacts resulting from the addition of incremental impact
of the proposed action to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions, regardless of which agency or person undertakes them.

Day-night average The 24-hour average-energy sound level expressed in decibels, with a 10
sound level (Ldn) decibel penalty added to sound levels between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM to

account for increased annoyance due to noise during the night.

Decibel (dB) A unit of measurement on a logarithmic scale which describes the
magnitude of a particular quantity of sound pressure or power with
respect to a standard reference value.

Developed When land, a lot, a parcel, or an area has been built upon, or where
public services have been installed prior to residential or commercial
construction.

Disposal  and Reuse  of Naval  Station Treasure Island FEIS A-3
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Disposal Legal transfer of Navy property to other ownership.

Dredging Removal of mud from the bottom of water bodies using a scooping
machine.

Easement An interest in land owned by another that entitles its holder to a specific
limited use

Effluent Waste material discharged into the environment.

Endangered species A species that is threatened with extinction throughout all or a
significant portion of its range.

Endangered Species Act     The ESA requires federal agencies to determine the effects of their
(ESA) actions on endangered species and their critical habitats.

Environmental impact A document required of federal agencies by NEPA for major projects or
statement (EIS) legislative proposals significantly affecting the environment.  A tool for

decisionmaking, the EIS describes the positive and negative effects of the
undertaking and lists alternative actions.

Equivalent noise levels Equivalent noise levels are used to develop single-value descriptions of
(Leq) average noise exposure over various periods of time.

Fault Fracture in earth's crust accompanied by a displacement of one side of
the fracture with respect to the other and in a direction parallel to the
fracture.

Feasibility study (FS) The feasibility study, part of the CERCLA remediation process, identifies
and evaluates all applicable site cleanup alternatives.  For most sites, a
long list of alternatives are possible.  A risk assessment is performed as
part of the study to quantify the level of risk to the public and
environment posed by the site. Often, the risk assessment determines
which alternative is selected for final remediation. Each alternative is
evaluated for effectiveness in protecting human health and the
environment, ease of implementation, and overall cost. Typically, the
remedial investigation and FS are performed concurrently.

Feature A large, complex archeological artifact or part of a site such as a hearth,

cairn, housepit, rock alignment, or activity area.

Flora Plants; organisms of the plant kingdom taken collectively.

Ground water Water within the earth that supplies wells and springs.
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Hazard Ranking System This system provides a uniform method of scoring or ranking of the
(HRS) potential risk of a facility site where a hazardous substance has been

present. The EPA developed the HRS to prioritize their cleanup efforts.
The EPA evaluates the draft HRS packages and proposes any facilities
scoring over 28.5 or higher for inclusion on the National Priorities List
(NPL). Facilities which are listed on the NPL receive the highest
priority.

Hazardous material A substance or mixture of substances that poses a substantial present or
potential risk to human health or the environment. Any substance
designated by the EPA to be reported if a designated quantity of the
substance is spilled in the waters of the United States or if it is otherwise
released into the environment.

Hazardous waste A waste or combination of wastes which, because of its quantity,
concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may
either cause or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality or an
increase in serious irreversible illness; or pose a substantial present or
potential hazard to human health or the environment when improperly
treated, stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed.

Regulated under RCRA.

Historic A period of time after the advent of written history dating to the time of
first Euro-American contact in an area. Also refers to items primarily of
Euro-American manufacture.

Historic district National Register of Historic Places designation of a geographically
defined area (urban or rural) possessing a significant concentration,
linkage, or continuity of sites, structures, or objects united by past events
or aesthetically by plan of physical development.

Impacts An assessment of the changes in the characteristics of an environmental
resource caused by the project; an aggregation of all the adverse effects,
usually measured using a qualitative and nominally subjective
technique. Impacts analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical
change.

Infrastructure The basic installations and facilities on which the continuance and
growth of a locale depend (roads, schools, power plants, transportation,
and communication systems).

Installation Restoration A program established by the Department of Defense to meet
Program (IRP) requirements of CERCLA of 1980 and SARA of 1986 which identifies,

assesses, and cleans up or controls contamination from past hazardous
waste disposal practices and hazardous material spills.

Disposal and Reuse ofNavat Station Treasure Island FEIS A-5
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Level of Service (LOS) In transportation analysis, a qualitative measure describing operational
conditions within a traffic stream and how they are perceived by
motorists and/or pedestrians. Usually given a letter grade from A to F,
with A being free-flow; E, capacity; and F, forced-flow. Factors
considered in LOS analyses include speed, travel time, traffic
interruptions, freedom of maneuver, safety, driving comfort, and
convenience. In public services, a measure describing the amount of
public services available to community residents, generally expressed as
the number of personnel providing service per 1,000 population.

Liquefaction The transformation during an earthquake of unconsolidated, water-
saturated sediment into a liquid form.

Long-term Impacts that would occur over an extended period of time, whether they
start during the construction or operations phase. Most impacts from
the operations phase are expected to be long term since program
operations essentially represent a steady-state condition (i.e., impacts
resulting from actions that occur repeatedly over a long period of time).
However, long-term impacts could also be caused by construction
activities if a resource is destroyed or irreparably damaged or if the
recovery rate of the resource is very slow.

Marsh A type of wetland that does not accumulate appreciable peat deposits
and is dominated by herbaceous vegetation. Marshes may be either
fresh or salt water and tidal or nontidal.

McKinney Act The McKinney Act gives recognized providers of assistance to the
homeless a high priority in acquiring unneeded land and buildings on
federal properties. The property can be used only for the homeless and
only for two years. Homeless providers must be able to finance
upgrades of facilities, pay a proportionate share of municipal service
costs, and fund its program operations.

Migratory Bird Treaty This act prohibits the taking or harming of a migratory bird, its eggs,
Act nests, or young without the appropriate permit.

Mitigation A method or action to reduce or eliminate project impacts, including
application of existing plans, policies, and laws.

Multi-family housing Townhouse or apartment units that accommodate more than one family
though each dwelling unit is only occupied by one household.
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National Environmental Public Law 91-190, passed by Congress in 1969, established a national
Policy Act (NEPA) policy designed to encourage consideration of the influence of human

activities on the natural environment. NEPA also established the Council
on Environmental Quality. NEPA procedures require that
environmental information be made available to the public before
decisions are made.

National Historic The NHPA protects cultural resources. Section 106 of the act requires a
Preservation Act Federal agency to take into account the potential effect of a proposed
(NHPA) action on properties listed on or eligible for listing on the National

Register of Historic Places.

National Pollution The NPDES is a provision of the Clean Water Act which prohibits
Discharge Elimination discharge of pollutants into waters of the United States unless a special
System (NPDES) permit is issued by the EPA or state.

National Priorities List A list of sites (regulated by either a federal or state agency) where
(NPL) releases of hazardous materials may have occurred and may cause an

unreasonable risk to the health and safety of individuals, property, or
the environment.

National Register Properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places, properties
Resources formally determined eligible for listing on the National Register, and

those properties appearing to qualify for listing on the National Register.

Native American Graves NAGPRA defines the ownership and control of Native American human
Protection and remains and associated funerary objects discovered or recovered from
Repatriation Act federal or tribal land.
(NAGPRA)

Native Americans Used in the collective sense to refer to individuals, bands, or tribes who
trace their ancestry to indigenous populations of North America prior to
Euro-American contacts.

Native vegetation Plant life that occurs naturally in an area without agricultural or
cultivational efforts.  It does not include species that have been
introduced from other geographical areas and have become naturalized.

Natural gas A natural fuel containing primarily methane and ethane that occurs in
certain geologic formations.

Nonnative species Species that have invaded or been introduced into an area.

PCB-contaminated Equipment which contains a concentration of PCBs from 50 to 449 ppm
equipment or greater. Disposal and removal are regulated by the EPA.

Disposa/ and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS A-7
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Peak hour The hour of highest traffic volume on a given section of roadway
between 7:00 A.M. and 9:00 A.M. or between 4:00 P.M. and 6:00 P.M.

Permit An authorization, license, or equivalent control document to implement
the requirements of an environmental regulation.

Polychlorinated Any of a family of industrial compounds produced by chlorination of
biphenyls (PCBs) biphenyl. These compounds are noted chiefly as an environmental

pollutant that accumulates in organisms and concentrates in the food
chain with resultant pathogenic and teratogenic effects.  They also
decornpose very slowly.

Potable water Water that is suitable for drinking.

Prehistoric The period of time before the written record.

Prehistory The archeological record of nonliterate cultures; the cultural past before
the advent of written records.

Preliminary assessment The PA, part of the CERCLA remediation process, identifies areas of
(PA) potential contamination and evaluates each area to determine if a threat

to human health or the environment exists.  A PA report is developed
from readily available information such as past inventory records, aerial
photographs, employee interviews, existing analytical data, and a site
visit. A PA may recommend no further action, additional work, or a
removal action.

Radon A colorless, naturally occurring, radioactive, inert gaseous element

formed by radioactive decay of radium in soil or rocks.

Record of Decision The document prepared under the federal government pursuant to
(ROD) NEPA that documents the reasoning behind the decision.

Recycling The process of minimizing the generation of waste by recovering usable
products that might otherwise become waste.

Region of influence For each resource, the region affected by the proposed action or
(ROI) alternatives and used for analysis in the affected environment and

impact discussion.
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Remedial action During the remedial action (RA) phase, part of the CERCLA remediation
process, the selected cleanup technology is implemented.  RA can be as
simple as soil excavation or as complicated as a complete ground water
treatment system that operates for many years. Remedial action work
plans for long term remediations will include Operation and
Maintenance (0&M) plans. 0&M efforts continue until the cleanup is
complete.

Remedial investigation This investigation, part of the CERCLA remediation process, is
(RI) performed to more fully define the nature and extent of the

contamination at a site and evaluate possible methods of cleaning up the
site.  During the investigation, ground water, surface water, soil,
sediment, and biological samples are collected and analyzed to
determine the type and concentration of each contaminant. Samples are
collected at different areas and depths to help determine the spread of
contamination.

Removal actions In the event of an immediate threat or potential threat to human health
or the environment, a short-term mitigating or cleanup action may be
implemented.  The goal of the removal action is to isolate the
contamination hot spot and its source from all biological receptors.
Usually, removal actions do not completely clean up a site, and
additional remediation steps are required.

Resource Conservation RCRA was enacted in 1976 as the first step in regulating the potential
and Recovery Act health and environmental problems associated with hazardous waste
(RCRA) disposal.  RCRA and the regulations developed by EPA to implement its

provisions provide the general framework of the national hazardous
waste management system, including the determination of whether
hazardous wastes are being generated, techniques for tracking wastes to
eventual disposal, and the design and permitting of hazardous waste
management facilities.

Runoff The noninfiltrating water entering a stream or other conveyance channel
shortly after a rainfall event.

Seismicity Relative frequency and distribution of earthquakes.

Short-term Transitory effects of the proposed program that are of limited duration
and are generally caused by construction activities or operations start-
UP.
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Significance The importance of a given impact on a specific resource as defined under
the Council on Environmental Quality regulations.

Single-family housing A conventionally built house consisting oaf a single dwelling unit
occupied by one household.

Site The location of past cultural activity; a defined space with more or less
continuous archeological evidence.

Site discovery A site is an area that has or has had the potential for a hazardous
substance release. A single facility may contain several sites to be
studied. Potential sites are occasionally discovered by searching
through records or during construction projects.

Site inspection (SI) An inspection conducted after a preliminary assessment when
additional information is needed to evaluate the site. The collection and
analysis of soil, sediment and surface or ground water samples may
help determine the need for further study.  The site inspection collects
any information needed for hazard ranking.  The SI may recommend a
site for no action, further study, or an immediate removal action.

Soil A natural body consisting of layers or horizons of mineral and/or
organic constituents of variable thickness and differing from the parent
material in their morphological, physical, chemical, and mineralogical
properties and biological characteristics.

Soil types A category or detailed mapping unit used for soil surveys based on
phases or changes within a series (e.g.. slope, salinity).

Solid waste management Supervised handling of waste materials from their source through
recovery processes to disposal.

State Historic The official within each state, authorized by the state at the request of the
Preservation Officer Secretary of the Interior, to act as a liaison for purposes of implementing
(SHPO) the National Historic Preservation Act.

Stratigraphy The study of cultural and natural strata or layers in archeological and
geological deposits, particularly with the aim of determining the relative
age of strata.

Superfund Amendments    SARA was enacted in 1986 to increase the Superfund to $8.5 billion,
and Reauthorization Act modify contaminated site cleanup criteria scheduling, and revise
(SARA) settlement procedures.  It also provides a fund for leaking underground

storage tank cleanups and a broad, new emergency planning and
community right to know program.
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Surface water All water naturally open to the atmosphere and all wells, springs, or
other collectors which are directly influenced by surface water.

Threatened species Plant and wildlife species likely to become endangered in the foreseeable

                     future.
Toxic Harmful to living organisms.

Toxic Substances TSCA provides authority to test and regulate chemicals to protect
Control Act (TSCA) human health. Substances regulated under TSCA include asbestos and

PCBs.

Traffic, peak hour The highest number of vehicles observed to traverse a section of
roadway during 60 consecutive minutes.

Transfer Deliver U.S. government property to another federal agency.

U.S. Environmental The independent federal agency established in 1970 to regulate federal
Protection Agency environmental matters and oversees the implementation of federal
(USEPA) environmental laws.

Waters of the United Waters that are subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. These
States include both deep water aquatic habitats and special aquatic sites,

including wetlands.

Zoning The division of a municipality into districts for the purpose of regulating
land use, types of buildings, required yards, necessary off-street parking,
and other prerequisites to development. Zones are generally shown on a
map and the text of the zoning ordinance specifies requirement for each
zoning category.
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APPENDIX B
OVERVIEW OF FEDERAL AND STATE DISPOSAL LAWS AND

REGULATIONS

FEDERAL REUSE PLANNING PROGRAMS AND PROCEDURES

This section briefly highlights some of the key federal planning programs and procedures that
guide the base closure process at NSTI.

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1940 (10 U.S.C. § 2681

This act established procedures to minimize t e economic hardships on local communities
adversely affected by base closures and to facilitate the economic recovery of such communities.
In order to maximize the local benefit from the reutilization and redevelopment of the
installation, the Secretary of the military department must consider local economic needs and
priorities in the disposal process.

For NSTI, the Treasure Island Development Authority (TIDA) is recognized as the local
redevelopment authority (LRA). The LRA is the entity recognized by the DoD through its Office
of Economic Adjustment to prepare and direct the implementation of the reuse plan. In
determining economic needs and priorities, and in preparing the Record of Decision (ROD) for
an EIS, the federal lead agency must take into account and give substantial deference to the
reuse plan developed by the LRA for the installation. A reuse plan is provided for the reuse or
redevelopment of the closed military installation.

President Clinton's Five Point Program

This program was announced by former President Clinton in July 1993 in an effort to offset the
negative effects of military base closures on local communities. The program emphasizes
expeditious disposal of federal property for uses that will create new jobs for the local
community. Job creation and economic development are given the highest priority in the reuse
of closed military bases.

National Defense Authorization Act of 1994 (Pub. L. No. 103-160, 107 Star. 154D

This act is an amendment to the DBCRA of 1990. Under this act, the federal government should
attempt to facilitate the economic recovery of communities that experience adverse economic
circumstances as a result of base closure or realignment. The federal government works with
such communities to identify and implement means of redeveloping and revitalizing closed
military installations in a beneficial manner and accelerate the environmental cleanup and
restoration of closed military installations. The federal government may also make real property
at closed military installations available to local communities at less than fair market value, or
without consideration, if appropriate.
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Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act of 1987, as amended (Public Law No. 100-77)

Under this act, a homeless services provider may prepare and submit an application to acquire
surplus federal property for purposes of assisting the homeless. As authorized by the act, DON
must   report the potential availability   of all underutilized, unutilized, excess   and/ or surplus
buildings and land to HUD. The suitability of these properties for use by the homeless is then
determined by HUD. Homeless assistance providers have 60 days after the notice of
availability is published in the Federal Register to express interest in the property to HHS and
90 days to submit an application.  HHS has 25 days from receipt of the application to review
and approve/deny it. With extremely limited exceptions, once an application is submitted to
and approved by HHS, the holding agency (in this case DON) must assign the property to HHS
for conveyance to the approved applicant.

An assignment of real property to another federal agency is categorically excluded under
NEPA. However, under the provisions of 45 C.F.R. § 12.10, the other federal agency would be
required to complete an environmental evaluation and to otherwise comply with NEPA prior to
making a final conveyance of the property.

Base Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. § 11411)

The provisions of the Base Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act,
passed as part of the National Defense Authorization Act of 1994, support and put into law the
intent of the President's efforts to support local communities affected by closure. This act, also
referred to as the "Redevelopment Act," creates a locally controlled reuse process for
redevelopment of a closing base. The act requires that the DoD recognize a local redevelopment
authority for each closing installation in order to develop a reuse plan for each installation. The
LRA is responsible for completing the screening and use of the base for state, local government,
and homeless uses. The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) reviews the
community redevelopment plan to ensure that homeless needs have been adequately
considered.

Surplus Property Act of 1994 (50 U.S.C. app. § 1601) and Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 471)

These acts established the authority for the transfer of excess real property to other federal
agencies and the disposal of surplus property. The acts and implementing regulations provide
for public benefit conveyances for health, education, and other purposes to tax exempt,
nonprofit organizations, and public entities. The acts and regulations establish the process for
the disposal of property through negotiated sales to public entities and through advertised
competitive bidding.

STATE AND LOCAL PLANNING PROGRAMS AND PROCEDURES

This section briefly highlights some of the key local planning programs and procedures that
guide the reuse process of NSTI.
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California Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code Title 7, Division 1, §§ 65000-6603D

This law established regulations for long-term policies for use of property and related
improvements, as well as the framework for zoning and subdivision regulations to implement
those policies by city, county, and other local government agencies. California State law
requires each city to adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan for its physical
development.

California Community Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code, § 33000 et. seq.)

This law establishes regulations for use by cities and counties to revitalize deteriorating and
blighted urban areas. It authorizes a city or a county to establish a redevelopment agency and
one or more redevelopment project areas. The law provides a redevelopment agency with
powers that are typical for a local governmental agency and two unique powers: the ability to
use the power of eminent domain (condemnation) to acquire property for resale to another
private entity or organization; and the power to collect property tax increment in order to
finance the redevelopment programs of the community, including the provision of public
infrastructure and other improvements. Most of the NSTI reuse planning area is within the
boundaries of a proposed redevelopment project area.

California Local Military Base Recovery Area Act (Government Code § 7105-711D

In order to stimulate business and industrial growth in areas affected by military base closures,
the State Legislature established the concept of local military base recovery areas (LAMBRAs)
that could provide relaxed regulatory controls, tax credits, and other economic incentives to
private sector investors. Local jurisdictions can apply for LAMBRA status for a base, provided it
is not already within a state-designated enterprise zone. The act authorizes the California Trade
and Commerce Agency (CTCA) to designate no less than one LAMBRA in each of the state's
five regions, and limits the Agency to designating no more than eight LAMBRAs.

Governor Wilson's Executive Order W-81-94

This Executive Order by Governor Pete Wilson directs State agencies to pursue successful
economic conversion of military bases by implementing State programs, regulatory pursuits,
and allocation of resources for State-funded capital outlay projects. It includes provisions to
expedite economic assistance and regulatory and resource reviews. It also designates the
Director of the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) as the State lead public contact for
redevelopment of military bases, and directs OPR to coordinate a comprehensive program to
implement recommendations provided by the Governor's Military Base Reuse Task Force
through state and federal legislation. All State departments and agencies are directed to
cooperate in this effort.

Disposal  and Reuse  of Naval Station Treasure Island FEIS B-3

/une 2003



Appendix B.  Overview of Federal and State Disposal Laws and Regulations

This page intentionally left blank.

84 Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS

June 2003                   



APPENDIX C

Agency Correspondence



. 24»C'V

I    *-
Lfs  e,»Le " .'.

/1  lf/-14  -=:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     9   1
/Sk»---Nf\ CTH -119''f  United States Deparu ent of tlie Interior

11,1  N59.f./3
'' 7<9 4 FISH .\ND K\'ILDLIFE SER\1CE
'.4.16.--p..:. 911 NE  11,11 »rilile

P,irtl.ilid. Orreo,i '17'232-4181
1\·Wfl•t,  RIFFR-'1·

FWS/ARW-RE

... I. I.-
i .... U -%
...». „

Dennis   P.    Drennan,    Jr.
Director, Real Eatate Division
Department of thi Navy
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
900 Commodore Drive
San Bruno, California 94066-2402

Dear Mr. Drennan:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has been informed by Duane Marti
of the U.S. Bureau of Land Management that the U.S. Navy will be dispaging of
Naval Station Treasure Island, which includis Yerba Buena Island.

The Service recognizi• Yerba Buena Island as habitat for colonial seabirds.
According to a 1990 census, the island supported emall n••ting colonies of
Brandt's cormorant• (4 noiti), pilagic cormorants (2 nests), weitern gulls
(31 n•sts), and black oystercatcher (1 breeding bird). Thi Brandt's cormorant
colony and the pelagic cormorant colony ari thi only ones in San Francisco
Bay.  The Brandt' s and pelagic cormorants are locatid at Bite 03 within gite
SFB-SF-07 as depictid on the enclo••d map. Gulls are located at site* 01
through 05. The oystercatcher ia located at site 01.

While we recognize that Yerba Buena Island does not warrant incorporation into
the National Wildlife Refuge System, the natural resources of the island
should be protected. Access to and activiti•• around the negting birds on
Yerba Buena Island should be restricted. We recommend that the following
covenant be included in any deed conveying the property to a non-Federal
entity:

The owner shall not use, or authorize the land to be used by
others specifically during the brewding and nesting period
between March 15 through August 30 of each year, for any
purpose that would substantially or adversely interfere with
its use as a geabird neating area.

         If you have any questions, please contact Richard Moore, R•alty supervisor, at

(503) 231-6209 in Portland, Oregon. Thank you for your cooperation.

sincerely,

0211 2»6-
Regional Director

Enclosure
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           <        United
States Department Of the Interior

A .1 FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

1  *ril.*. Ecolotical Services
Sacramenco Field Office1.4 RIL. RUU: TO 3310 El Camino Avenue. Suite 130

1-1-97-I-819 February 27, 1997
Sacnmento. California 95821-6340

Mr. Douglas Pomercy

Group Leader. Base Conversion/Biology Sect:on
U.S. Department of the Navy
Engineering Field Activity. west
Naval Facilitles Engineering Command
900 Commodore Drive
San Bruno. California 94066-5005

Subject: Request for Concurrence for the Proposed Closure c: Naval
Stacion Treasure Islazd, san Francisco County. California,
an Federally Listed Plant Species

Dear Mr. Pcmeroy

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Navy's Special-
Status Plant survev and Habltat Assessment prepared for Yerba Buena Island.
The Service concurs that closure of Naval Station Treasure Island. including
Yerba Buena Island. is not likely to adversely affect any federally listed
plant species.

No furcher action pursuant to the Endangered Species Acc of 1973. as amended.
is necessary for listed plants. We have included an attachment of federally
listed animal specles in the area of Treasure Island for use in developing the
draft Environmencal Impac= Statemenc {DEIR). Several special-status avian
species are known to occur within the project vicinity (i.e. Californ,a brown
pel:can, western snowy plover, California lease tern, American peregrine
falcon) and should be addressed individually in the DEIR. Please feel free to
contact the Service should you require further information or technical
assistance.  we look forward to reviewing the DEIR upon its completion.

I: you have questions regarding :his response, please contact Meri Moore of my
staff at (916) 979-2752.

Sincerely,

Etd.  4 - 0-3,6
r Wayne S. white

Fleld Superriscr

Attachment

COFG. Environmental Services, Sacramento, CA
FWS. Habitat parser.'acion, Sacramer·.as. CA

(:-,i,



THREATENED & ENDANGERED ANIMALS IN THE AREA OF
OR AFFECTED BY PROJECTS IN ™E AREA OF

TREASURE ISLAND, CALIFORNIA
JANUARY 27. 1997

OAKLAND WEST

Eagle. bald, Haliaeebls leucocaphalus (Tl
Falcon. Amencan paregnne, Falco peregnnusanatum IE)
Frog, California re(14egged frog. Rana aurora draytonii (11

Goby, tidewamr, Eucyclogobius newberryi (E)
Mouse, salt rnarsh harvest, Reithrodontomys rawiventns (El

Pelican, Calm:,mia brown, Pelecanus occidentalts califomicws (E)
Plover, western sno'AY, Charadnus alexandnnus nlvosus  (11
Rail. California clapper, Rallus longircstris obsoletus (E)
Salamander, California tiger, Ambystorna californiense  (C)

Salmon, Coho - central CA coast. Oncorhynchus kisutch  (T)

Salmon, wintar.fun chinook, Oncomynchus tshaiytscha  (E)
Salmon, winter-run chinook critjcal habitaL Oncorhynchus tshewytscha  (E)
Smell deta, Hypornesus ganspacihcus  (Tl
Splittail, Sacrarnento, Pogonichthys macmlepidotus (PT)

Steelhead, Central California. Oncorhynchus mykiss (PE)
Tam, California least, Stems antillarum (=albifrans) browni  (El
Whipsnake, Alameda. Masticophis lateralis euryxantnus (PE)

SAN FRANCISCO NORTH

Butterlly, San Bruno ellin, Incisalia mossll bayensis (E)
Buttertly, mission blue, loancia icarioides missionensis (E)
Eagle, bald, Haliaeetus leucocephalus (T)

Falcon, Amencan peregrine, Falco peregnnus anatum (E)

Frog, California red-legged frog. Rana awrora draytonit (D
Mouse. salt marsh harvest, Reithrodontomys raviventns (E)
Pel,can, California brown, Pelecanus occidentahs californicus  (E)
Plover, western snowy, Charadnus alexandrinus nivosus  (T)

Rail, California clapper, Rallus longirostris obsoletus  (E)
Salamander. California tiger, Ambystoma califomiense (C)
Salmon. Coho - central CA coast, Oncomynchus kisutch  m
Salmon, winter-run chinook, Oncorhynchus Ishawylscha  (E)
Salmon, winter-run chinook crt,cal habitai Once>rhyncnus tshawytscha  (E)
Smell delta, Hypomesus transpac,f,cus (77
Spl'Mall, Sacramento, Pogonichthys macrolepidatus (PT)
Steelhead. Central California. Cncorhyncaus mykiss (PE)

C.4                                                     I
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I  e »f Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office

\ Y/ 2800 Cott2ge Way. Room W-2605
Sicramento, C2lifornia 95815-1846

A ALK T U.rE' TO

1-1-00-SP-1247
March 21,2000

Mr. Terry Witherspoon
Projecr Manager
Tetra Tech, Inc.
180 Howard Street, Suite 250
San Francisco, California 94105-1617

Subject: Species List for EIR/EIS. Disposal and Reuse ofNaval StaIion Treasure
Island, San Francisco Counry, California

Der  tr Witherspoon:

We are sending the enclosed list in response to your March 20,2000, request for information
about endangered and threatened species (Enclosure A).  The list covers the following U.S.
Geological Survey 7!4 minute quad or quads: San Francisco South and Oakland West Quads.

Please read important Information About Your Species List (enclosed).  It explains how we made
the lis: and describes your responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act.  Please contact

Ham-  fossman, Biological Technician, at (916) 414-6650, i f you have any questions about the
attached list or your responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act.  For the fastest response
to species list requests. address them to the anention of Mr. Mossman at this address.   You may
fax reques:s to him at 414-6710 or 6711.

Sincerely,

1                   GAl  -1
 I:c>A.  Karen J. Miller

Chief, Endangered Species Division

Enclosces



ENCLOSURE A

Endangered and Threatened Species that May Occur in or be Affected by
PROJECTS IN SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY

Reference File No. 1-1-00-SP-1247

March 21,2000

Listed Species

Mammals

sei whale, Ba/aenoptera boreahs (E)

blue whale, Balaenoptera musculus CE)
finback (=fin) whale, Ba/aenoptera physajus (E)
right whale. Eubalaena glacialis CE)

humpback whale, Megaptera novaeangliae CE)

sperm whale, Physeter catodon (=macrocephalus)  (E)

salt marsh harvest mouse, Reithrodontomys raviventris  (El

Guadalupe fur seal, Arclocephalus townsendi (T)
Critical Habi:at, Steller (=no:them) sea-lion, Eumetopias jubatus   (T)

Stelier (=northern) sea-lion, Eumetopiasjubatus (10
Birds

California brown pelican. Pelecanus occidentalis califomicus  CE)
California clapper rail, Rallus jong#osuis obsoletus  (E)
western snowy plover, Chandrius a/exand/inus nivosus  (T)

bald eagle. Haliaeetus leucocephalus  (T)
Reptiles

leatherback turtle, Dermochelys conacea (E)

loggerhead turtle, Carena caretta (T)

green turtle, Cheloma mydas (incl. agass:zi)  Gl

olive (=Pacific) ridley sea turtle, Lepidochelys olivacea  03
Amphibians

California red-legged frog, Rana autore drayronit (T)
Fish

tidewater goby, Eucyclogobius newbenyi (E)

Critical habitat, winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawy:scha  (E)
winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawy:scha (E)
delta smelt, Hypomesus transpacificus  (31

Central California steethead. Oncorhynchus mykiss (D
Sacramento splittail. Pogontchthys macrolep,dotus {T)

Invenebrates

mission blue bure,f,y, icaric,2 icarioides miss:or,ens,s  lE)

San Bruna elfin bize.-tly,  inc,·saha mossit bayens:s (El

C.-11



Reference File No. 1-1-00-SP-1247 Page 2

         Plants
Presidio manzanita, Artos:aphy/os hooken' ssp. ravenii (E)

Presidio clarkia, Clarkia #anciscana (E)
San Francisco lessingia, Lessingia germanorum  s)

Marin dwarf-flax, Hespero#non congestum  (T)
marsh sandwort Arenana patudicola CE)'

                                   beach
Layia, Layia camosa  (E) '

Proposed Species

Birds

short-tailed albatross, Diomedea amatrus (PE)
Candidate Species

Amphibians

California tiger salamander, Ambystoma californiense  (Cl

                         Species of Concern
Mammals

gray whale, Eschrichtjus robustus (D)
Pacific western big-eared bat. Cognofhinus (=P/ecotus) townsendu townsendii (SC)
greater western mastiff-bat Eumops per'otis californicus  (SC)

long-cared myotis bat, Myobs evobs (SC)

fringed myobs bat. Myotis thysanodes  (SC)

long-legged myous bat. Myotis volans (SC)

Yuma myous bat, Myotjs yumanensis (SC)
San Francisco dusky-footed woodral Neotoma fuscipes annectens (SC)
salt marsh vagrant shrew, Sorex vagrans ha#coetes  (SC)

B,rds

little willow flycatcher, Empidonax traillii brewsteri (CA)
black rail, Laterallus jamaicensis cotumiculus (CA)
bank swallow, Ripana fiparia (CA)

American peregnne falcon, Fa/co peregrinus anatum  (0)
tricolored blackbird, Age/aius trico/or (SC)

grasshopper sparrow, Ammodmmus savannarum  (SC)

Bell's sage sparrow. Amphispiza belli bem (SC)
American bittem, Botaurus lentiginosus  (SC)
ferruginous hawk, Buteo regalis (SC)
Vaux's swift, Chaetura vauxi (SC)
lark sparrow. Chondestes grammacus (SC)

olive-sided flycatcher Contopus cooper, (SC)
hermi: warble.. Dendroica occidentahs (SC)
white-tailed (=black shouldered) kite, Elanus /eucurus (SC)
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Pacific-slope fiycatcher, Empidonax difficilis (SC)
common loon, Gavia immer (SC)
saltrnarsh common yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas sinuosa  (SC)

loggerhead shrike. Lanius ludovicianus (SC)

Alameda (South Bay) song sparrow, Melospiza melodia pusmula  (SC)

long-billed curtew. Numenius americanus  (SC)

ashy storm-petre!, Oceanodroma homochroa (SC)
r..lfous hummingbird, Se/asphorus flitus (SC)

Allen's hummingbird, Se/asphorus sasin (SC)

red-breasted sapsucker. Sphyrapicus ruber (SC)

elegant tem, Stema elegans (SC)
Xantus' murrelet Synthhboramphus hypo/eucus (SC)
Bewick's wren, ryomanes bewick# (SC)

Reptiles

northwestern pond turtle, C/emmys marmorata marmorata  (SC)

southwestern pond turtle, Clemmys marmorata pallida  (SC)

California horned lizard, Phgnosoma coronatum frontale (SC)
Amphibians

foothill yellow-legged frog, Rana boym (SC)
Fish

green sturgeon, Acipenser medirostris  (SC)

nver lamprey, Lampetra ayresi (SC)
Paciftc lamprey. Lampetra tridentata (SC)
longfin smelt, Spinnchus thateichthys (SC)

Invertebrates

Oplefs longhorn moth, Adela oplerella (SC)
sandy beach tiger bee:le, Cicinde/a hinicoms gravida (SC)

globose dune beetle, Coe/us g/obosus (SC)
Rickseckefs water scavenger beetle. Hydrochara ncksecked (SC)
bumblebee scarab beetie, Lichnanthe ursi,la (SC)

Plants

San Francisco Bay spineflower, Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata  (SC)

San Francisco wallnower, Erysimum franciscanum  (SC)
fragrant fritillary, FnW/ana /iliacea  (SC)

San Francisco gumplant, Grindeha himu:Lda var mantima (SC)
Mann checkermallow, Sidalcea hickmanit ssp. vindis (SC)

Mission Delores camp,on.  Sitene vere:unda sso.  verecunda   (SC)

San Francisco ow"s-clover. T.tiphysana flonbu'lia (SC>

San Francisco pcoco:,flower. Piagiobo:hiys diffusus (CA)'

l P
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alkali milk.vetch. Astragalus tener var. tener   SC)  '
compact cobweb thistle, Cirsium occidentate var. compactum (SC)  '
Diablo helianthella (=rock-rose). Hetianthe#a castanea (SC)
Kellogg's (wedge-leaved) horkelia. Horkeha cuneata ssp. sericea {SC) '
adobe sanicle, Sanicula mantima (SC)
San Francisco manzanita, Arctostaphylos hookeri ssp. franciscana  (SC)  *
coast lily. U/ium mantimum  (SC)  1

KEY:

(E) Endangered Listed (in the Federal Register) as being in danger of extinction.

(T) Threatened Listed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future.
CP) Proposed Officially proposed (in the Federal Register) for listing as endangered or threatened
(PX) Proposed Proposed as an area essential to the conservation of the species.

C,itical Habitat
(Cl Candidate Candidate to become a proposed species.
(SC)  Species of Other species of concern to the Service.

Concern

(D) Dehsted Delis:ed. Status to be monitored for 5 years.
(CA) State-Listed Listed as threatened or endangered by the State of California.

Extirpated Possibly extirpated from the area.
- Ex tinct Possibly extinct

Cntical Habitat Area essential to the conservation of a species.

C. 9



ENCLOSURE A
Endangered and Threatened Species that May Occur in

or be Affected by Projects in the Selected Quads Listed Below

Reference File No. 1-140-SP-1247

March 21, 2000

QUAD:466C SAN FRANCISCO NORTH

Listed Species
Mammals

Guadalupe fur seal. Arctocephalus townsendi  (T)

sei whale, Ba/aenoptera borea/is  (E)

blue whale. Balaenoptera muscWus   (E)

bnback (=fin) whale, Balaenoptera physalus  CE)

right whale. Euba/aena g/aciahs   (E)

Critical Habitat Steller (=northern) sea-lion, Eumetopias jubatus   m

Steller (=northern) sea-lion, Eumetapias jubatus    (T)

sperm whale,  Physeter catodon  (=mactocephalus)    (E)

salt marsh harvest mouse, Reithrodontomys mviventns  (E)  '

Birds

western snowy plover. Charadrius a/exand/inus nivosus  (T)

bald eagle. Hahaeetus /eucocepha/us  (T)

California brown pelican, Pe/ecanus occidentahs ca/ifomicus  (E)

California clapper rail. Rallus longirostris obsoletus   CE)  '

Amphibians

California red-legged frog, Rana auton draytonii  (T)

Fish

delta smell Hypomesus transpacificus   03

Critical habitat, coho salmon - central CA coast, Oncorhynchus kisutch   (T)

coho salmon - central CA coast Oncorhynchus kisutch   (T)

Central California steelhead, Oncorhynchus mykiss   m

Critical habitat. winter-run chinook salmon. Oncorhynchus tshawy:scha   (E)

winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawy:scha   (E)

Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon, Oncomynchus tshawy:scha   (T)

Sacramento splittail, Pogon,chthys macro/epidofus  (T)

Invertebrates

mission blue butterlly, Icancia manoides missionensis  CE)

San Bruno elfin bu:terfly, /ncisa/,a mossii bayensis   (E)

C  10
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  Plants
Presidio manzanita, Arctostaphylos hookeri ssp. ravenii  CE)

marsh sandwort Arenaria paludicola (E) *

Presidio clarkia, Clarkia franciscana  (E)

Mann dwarf-flax, Hesperotinon congestum   R

beach layia. Layia camosa  (E) =

San Francisco lessingia, Lessingm gennanomm   (E)

Proposed Species
Birds

short-tailed albatross, Diomedea a/batrus  (PE)

Fish

Critical Habitat Central Valley spring-run chinook Oncorhynchus ts,hawytscha  (PX)

Candidate Species

Amphibians

California tiger salamander, Ambystoma califomiense  (C)

Fish

Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha  (C)

Species of Concern

  Mammals
Pacific western big-eared bat, Corynorhinus (=Plecotus) townsendii townsendii   (SC)

gray whale, Eschnchtius robustus  (D)

greater western mastiff-bat Eumops perobs ca/domicus   (SC)

longwared myotis bat Myobs evotis  (SC)

fringed myotis bat, Myotis thysanodes  (SC)

long-legged myotis bat. Myotis vo/ans  (SC)

Yuma myotis bat, Myotis yumanensis   (SC)

San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat. Neotoma fuscipes annectens  (SC)

Point Reyes jumping mouse, Zapus trinotatus orarius  (SC)

1   Birdstncolored blackbird, Agelaius tricolor  (SC'I

Bell's sage sparrow, Amphispiza be/h bedi  (SC)

ferruginous hawk, 86'teo rega/is  (SC)

ii:tie willow flycatcher Empidonax t-adhi brews:eri  (CA)

American peregrine falcon, Falco peregrinus anatum (D)

C.11
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saltrnarsh common yellowthroat Geoth/ypis Dichas sinuose   (SC)

black rail, Latera#us jamaicensis cotumicu/us    (CA)

ashy storm-petret, Oceanodroma homochroa  (SC)

Repbles

northwestern pond turtle, Cjemmys marmorata marmorata  (SC)

southwestern pond turtle. C/emmys marmorata paMda   (SC)

California homed lizard. Phrynosoma coronatum #ontale  (SC)

Amphibians

foothill yellow-legged frog, Rana boylii  (SC)

Fish

longfin smell Spirinchus thateichthys   (SC)

Invenebrates

Oplefs longhom moth, Ade/a op/ere/fa  (SC)

sandy beach tiger beeUe. Cicinde/a hidicoilis gravida   (SC)

globose dune beetle, Coelus globosus   (SC)

Rickseckers water scavenger beette, Hydmchara rickseckeri   (SC)

bumblebee scarab beette, Lichnanthe umina (SC)
Plants

San Francisco manzanita, Arctostaphytos hookeri ssp. franciscana   (SC)  .

alkali milk-vetch, Astraga/us tener vaf. tener   (SC)  '

San Francisco Bay spineflower, Chonzanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata  (SC)

San Francisco gumplant Gnhde/ia himutula var. mantima   (SC)

Kellogg's (wedge-leaved) horkelia. Horke/ia cuneata ssp. sericea  (SC)  '
San Francisco popcomflower, Plagiobothrys diffusus (CA) '

adobe sanicle, Sanicula manfima   (SC)  *

Marin checkermallow, Sidalcea hickmanii ssp. vindis   (SC)

Mission Delores campion, Sdene verecunda ssp. verecunda  (SC)

San Francisco owrs-clover. Triphysaria floribunda  (SC)

QUAD:466D OAKLAND WEST

Listed Species
MarnInals

salt marsh harvest mouse, Reithrodontomys reviventris  CE)

C. 12
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Birds

western snowy plover, Cha,gdhus a/exandnhus nivosus   (77

bald eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus   iTI

California brown pelican, Pe/ecanus occidentalis califomicus  (E)

California clapper rail, Rallus longirostris obsoletus  (E)

California least tem, Stema antillarum (=albifrons) browni  (E)

Reptiles

Alameda whipsnake, Masticophis lateralis eutyxanthus  (D

Amphibians

California red-legged frog, Rana aurora drayton#  (17

Fish

lidewater goby, Eucycjogobius newbenyi  (E)

delta smell Hypomesus transpacificus  R

coho salmon - central CA coast Oncorhynchus kisutch   (T)

Central California steelhead, Oncorhynchus mykiss  CT)

Critical habitat winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha   CE)

winter-run chinook salmon, Onco,hynchus tshawytscha   (E)

Central Valley spring.run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha   m

Sacramento splittail, Pogonichthys macrolepidotus  (T)

Proposed Species
Fish

Critical Habitat Central Valley spring.run chinook, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (PX)

Plants

Santa Cruz tarplant Holocarpha macradenia  CPI)

Candidate Species
Arnphibians

California tiger salamander, Ambys:oma catifomiense  (C)
Fish

Central Valley fall/late taII-run chincok salmon. Oncorhynchus tshawyticha  (C)

Species of Concern
Mammals

Pacific western big-fared bat, Corynothinus (=Piecotus) townsendj townsendii  (SC)

Berkeley kangaroo rat, Dipodomys heermanni berkeleyensis  (SC) .

greater western mastiff-bat Eumops perotis califomicus   (SC)

1                                                                     
                          '11,
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long-eared myotis bat Myotis evotis (SC)

fringed myous bal Myotjs thysanodes  (SC)

long-legged myo,s bat, Myotis volans  (SC)

Yurna myotis bat Myotts yumanensis   (SC)

San Francisco dusky-footed woodral Neotoma tuscipes annectens  (SC)

Alameda Island mole, Scapanus iatimanus parvus   (SC)

salt marsh vagrant shrew, Sorex vagrans hahcoetes   (SC)

Birds

tricolored blackbird, Age/aius tricolor  (SC)

Bell's sage sparrow, Amphispiza be#i be#i  (SC)

fern. ginous hawk, Buteo regalis  (SC)

little willow nycatcher, Empidonax tra#W brewsteri    (CA)

American peregrine falcon, Falco peregrinus anatum  CD)

saltmarsh common yellow+broat GeoUi/Ypis Lichas sinuosa  (SC)
black rail, Laterallus jamaicensis cotumiculus (CA)

Alameda (South Bay) song sparrow, Me/ospiza melodia pus#lu/a   (SC)

Reptiles

northwestern pond turtle, C/emmys mannorata mannorata   (SC)
southwestern pond turtle, Clemmys marmorata pallida  (SC)

California homed lizard, Ph/ynosoma comnatum frontale  (SC)
Amphibians

foothill yellow-legged frog, Rana boylii  (SC)

Fish

longfin smelt, Spirinchus thateichthys  (SC)

invenebrates

Bridges' Coast Range shoulderband snail. Helminthoglypta nickliniana bridgesi  (SC)

Rickseckers water scavenger beetle, Hydrochara ricksecken   (SC)

San Francisco lacewing, Nothochtysa cahfomica (SC)
Plants

alkaii milk-vetch, AsuagaiuS tener var. tener (SC) .
San Francisco Bay spineflower, Chonza.ithe cuspidata var. cuspidate  (SC)  '

northcoast bird's-beak. Corty:anthus maritimus ssp. palus:ns  (SC) '

Kellogg's (wecge-leaved) horkeha. Horkelia cunea:a ssp. sencea  (SC)  '



Reference File No. 1-1-00-SP-1247
Page 5

adobe sanicle, Sanicula mantima  (SC)

KEY

CE) Endangered Listed (in the Federal Register) as being in danger of extinction.

CT) Threatened Listed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future.
(P) Proposed Officially proposed (in the Federal Register) for listing as endangered or threatened

(PX) Proposed Proposed as an area essential to the conservation of the species.

Cm,ca# Hab,tat

(C) Candidate Candidate to become a proposed species.

(SC)  Species of May be endangered or threatened. Not enough biological informa:ion has been
Concern gathered to support listing at this time.

(Dj Delisted Delisted. Status to be monitored for 5 years,
(CA) State-Listed Listed as threatened or endangered by the State of California.

( ' ) Ext#pated Possibly exurpated from this quad.

C - ) Extinct Possibly extinct
Cnbcal Habitat Area essential to the conservation of a species.

C.1 3
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"-// 0 . Southwest Region
777 Sonoma Avenue, Sic. 323

Santa Rosa, California 95404

Aprill 2,2000 F/SWR:4 BMM

Terry Witherspoon
Ten Tech. Incorporation
180 Howard Street, Suite 250
San Francisco, California 94 ] 05-1617

Dear Terry Wilherspoon:

Thank you for your letter requesting a list of species ofconcern from the National Marine
Fisheries Senice (NMFS) that are found in the project area impacted by the Disposal and Reuse
of Naval Station Treasure Island in San Francisco County, Caiifornia.

The fo]lowing fish species federally-listed under the Endangered Species Act are located within
the project area.

Sacramento Riyer winter-run chinook salmon (Oncorhvnchus tshawvtschal- endangered
Central Valley ESU spring-run chinook salmon- (Oncorhvnchus tshawvtscha) - threatened
Central California Coast ESU steelhead (Oncorhvnchus mvkiss) - threatened
Central Valley ESU steelbe;id (Oncorhvnchus mvkjss) - threatened

The project is located Within designated critical habitat for the above listed species.

The project location is also designated as Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for fish species managed
with the following Fishery Management Plans under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act:

Pacific Groundfish Fisbery Man2gement Plan
Coastal Pelagics Fishery Management Plan

Information on EFH and the Fishery Management Plms, as well as species lists for the projec:
arel are located on our website under Habitat Conservation Division (hrID://swr.ucsd.edu ).

Two species of marine mammals are located in the project area: the California sea lion and the
Harbor seal. These species are protected by the Marine Mammal Protection Act.

.. i:\
tk  i
i.t-'t
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The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) may also have listed species or critical habitat
under its jurisdiction in the project area. Please contact USFWS at 2800 Conage Way,

Sacramento, Cali fornia 95825, or (916) 414-6600, regarding the presence of listed species or

critical habitat under their jurisdiction that may be affected by your project

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact Brian Mulvey at (707) 575-
6056.

Sincerely,

ames R. Bybee   t
Habitat Program Manager
Northern California Region

c.: Christina Fahy, NMFS
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\1. .leanilette Licinian
Ii i Oloy I ht

le[ra  lech. Inc
180 Howard Street. Suite 25()
S:in Francisco. (-'alifornia 94105

Subject: Species List for Environmental Impact Statement for Disposal and Reuse
of Naval Station 1Treasure Island. San Francisco County. California

Dear Ms. \\'eisman:

We are sending the enclosed list in response to your November 19. 2001. request for information
abc,ut endangered and threatened species (Enclosure A).  l'he list covers the fullowing U.S.
Cieological Survey 75 minute quad or quads: San Francisco North and Oakland West Ouads.

Please read iniportanc intormatwn About Your »ecics List (enclosed). It explains how we niade
the list and describes > our responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act. Please contact
liI,rn  Mossman. Biological lechnician. at (916) 414-6674. i f you have any questions at*,ut the
attached list *,r y tiur responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act.   For the fastest respcmse
to species list requests. address them to the attention of Mr. Mossman at this address.  You nia>
tili requests to hiin at 414-6712 or 6713.

Sincerely.

A          , n1 1     :   .1
1.12#Lt.10.,4631.f tll»'

 Man C. Knight
Chief. lindangered Species Di,pision

Lnclosures
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Important Infurmation
About Your Species List

li ,w We llake  pecies 1:ists

lie store intl,rmation about endangered and threatened species listh h>  I ..S. Ciet,Ii,gic:,1 S zirc e>  7'·:
nlinilic 411,/1/.#.  1 he 1 Inited States is divided int(, these quads. which :ire ah<,lit ihe si/C l, r S:111 Fralicisc„.
11 > „i, ri#que.ted > c,ur list b>  quad nanic or nuniber. that is \#liat zie used   ()theric iic. \,c il.ed the
itili,riii:iIi<,11 >ou fent its 14, determine wllich quilil or litiads t<) use.

\ nitiials

1 he zinimals on your species list arc ones that occiti' within. (ir m<,-,· .4 al#ectc 1 by I,rt,lect< A it j'ill. the

quad, coiered b>  the list.   1·ish and other aquatic species appear &111 >tilir list i f the>  are iii t}le s.inc
Ii,itershed as > our quad or i 1  water Lise in > our quad might alt-ect them.

Plants

An>  plant> c,Ii > „ur list are i)nes rh # have (/cttic:/4  hccn ob.#c, i·cd in  the quad i¥r q u:ids co\cred
h\' the list    \\ e hape also included either u count> species list or a list of species iii nearh>  quads
R e recoinniend thal >ou check > our project area li,r tliese plants. Plants ma> exist in :iti are.1
,\ ithout eirr hai ing been detected there.

Surveying

Some of the species on your list ma>  not bc affected h>  >c,ur prc,ject. A trained hioloilist or
1%,t:iniht. tliniili.ir &1 ith 11,e habitat requirements 01 the species on >'our list. should determine
#,hether they  or habitats suitable for them  Ina>  he :il-fected  h>  >  ,ur project.   \\'e recornmend  that
>Bur suri eys include an> proposed arid calldidate specie  on >i,u,- list.  For plant 4ur\e\'s. Iic
irconiniend using the enclosed ( iuide/ines tor ( 2,nduc-/ine and Reptirting Bt,tailical Iii'e,iti,rte#
./r,r /'ca'cra//r Listed.  /'rc,/,c}st'dand ( 'andidti/i' Specic.4.   1-he results of rour sun e> > slic,ul,1 be
publislied in an>  em ironmental documents prepared lk,r > i,ur pri) iect.

 tate-Listed  pecies

1 1  a species has been listed a>, threatened orendangered b> the State of (:alitornia. but 114,1  h>  uh
iic,r h> tlic Natic,iial Marilie Fisheries Service. it Will appear i,n >„ur list a.9 .1 Specie, 01 (7,licern.
1 1<„, ever >ou x/totitil ct,Iita,'f thi* ( 'alift,rnia I)(';,cal'lm<*it <,1 1''i.\1  citki (i<Inic  /<,r <,tfic icil
r,1/,u-nic,ti„,1 (,hcit,t  /3,4, 0£  .#put·ie.,     (1711  (916)  322-2493  or  write     larketilig  \1.tria,der.  ('.iliti,rni.i
1 )eparrment ot k ish and ( iame. Natura 1 1)i, ersit>' 1)at a 11:,ic. 1416 Ninth S treet. A :,cra i i ient<*.
('alifi,rnia 95814



Joilr Re ponsibilities t3nder tlie Endangered Specie  Act

.\11 plantf :ind :ininials identified as /20/, di,n linclost,re A are lilli> pri,tected under the
1 nei,ngereci Species Act 01  1973. Lis :iniended   44ection 9 of th:  Act ,ind its inipleriiciiting
revulatic,irs pr,¥hibit the kike ol :i kderali> listed z#ildlitc species.   1.ike is defined h> the Act .ts,
"tc, h.11-:190. harni. purAue. hunt. shocit. KI,und. kill. trap. capt,Ire. cir co|kct" .in> such .imni.11
1.ike nia>  iliclude :,igilificalit habitat nic,diticatic,11 or degradatic,n „here it acti,all> kills „r illiures
#, ildhir 1,>  .ict,ilic.ilitl>  imp,lirillit e selitial hell:,\ic,ral pattertl, . including breedinc. leeclinv. 01
slielter (5{}('FR 417.3)

1 :,ke iticide,ital 1,1 :iii otherwise la\,till actirit\' niay be alithorized b> one 01- till pit,cedli,CS

11:1 lederal :,geric>' is ini'01\'cd with the permitting. liinding. or carr> ine i,zit ot .1
pr,Vect thal ma>' result in take. then chill agency niust engage in a t<,r„,al i't„txti//c//ic„,
witli the Serzice.  Sitch consultatic,11 %# c,uld result in a hit,logi '<t/,qu,11("; addressing
the anticipated eflect of the project on listed aiid prof,sed specic..  I'lie <,pinic,11 111:1\
.tuthorize a limited level of incidental take

11 no 1·erieral agency is inJolved with the project. and tederall> listed specie4 11,ay he
taken a> part of- the project. then you. the applicalit. should apply for an im·ide,Iml kik·<,
m·rmi/.    Ihe Service ma>  issue such a permit it- > ou submit a satisfactor>  consen aticm
plan for the species that would be affected hy > our pri,ject.   Should > 4.,ur sun c>
determine that 1-ederall> listed or proposed species occur in ti,e area and are }ikel> lo he
11112(ted h> the project. \#e recommend that you work with this office a,id the
Valitc,rnia Department of I ish and (iame k, de\elop a plan thar mitigates for the
project'j direct and indirect impacts to listed species and compensates fi,r prolect-
iel:ited 6,%0 (,1 habitat.  F'i,u should include the mitigatiori plan iti an> elli'tronmenral
di,cuments rc,u file.

Critical Ilahitat

U hen a ,pecies is li*teel as endangereil or threatened. areas 01 liabitat c<,nsidered es:,entia| 11,11+
consen*ion mab' hi designated as i'ritic W habit(t/.These areas nia>  require speci.11 111.inagemen:
considerations <,r prc,tection.  yhey provide needed space for growth atid nornial belia, inr: 12,i,d.
H.iter. air. light. „ther nutritiotwil or pli>'sioli,gical reqitircinent>: cuier or Ahelter. :tnd sites fi,r
1,rcedinl4. relircidi,clic,11. re.iring (11'oftsprinAJ. Ter:iiination or Necd dispers.il

:\Ithougli critic:,1 habitat nia>  he designated c,n private i,r State lands. acti\'ities on these landA :ire
1101 restricted unless there is f ecieral inr„Ivetiient iii tlic actirities or direct hani, to listed „ildlik.

It :in>  species h:,s proposed or designated critical hahitat within a 411:id. there wit j he .i separate
linc  lor this ozi the species list.   Map< and boundary descriptions l,< the critical habitat niab  bL•
Iciuiid iii tlie ./·1·ch·, ,1/ Regi.,/t·r   I he ilitc,rniatic,ii 1% a]s , reprir,zed ill the ( 9,cic <,1 Fede,  il
Rt·g;thi/,„n. 15(1 ('FRI 7.951.



Candidate Species

Ue rorommend thal you address impacts tti candidate species.  Ne put plallth lilli allini:11$ an „ut
candidate list \ihen He h.i\e enough fcientific infi,rniation lip e,enru:ill> pnip„Ne theni fi,r Ii<titit 
a·, threatencJ or endangered.  13>  considering these species car!>  in > I,ur planninl; prc,cess > ou
ina>  bc· able ic, .1\01J the problems thal could develop if <,i,e 01 these candidates \#.ts listed
belt,re the end i,1' > *Tur prc,ject.

r„lir list m.1\' Ct,titaill i, section c:illed .9)c·cie., „f ( 2„ic'c'rn.  i his tertii itichldes ti,rnier c uk'.4.c„·,  _'
c <1,1,/ic/(#ic' .wk'c it 1 and (,ther plant# and animals ,)1 ccincern tc, tlie Service and other itederal. Sti,tc
.ind  private consers:itio,1 agencies and  organizations.   St,me of these species ma>'  become
candidate species in the tliture.

Sretlands

1 F-; c,ur prolect will impact wellaIids. ripariaii habitat. or other lurisdictic,nal \#ater. a, deli,ied h>
s,eclic,11 404 ot-the Clean \\'ater Act atid or section  10 01' Ille Ri\ er, :lnd liar[w,rs .let. \(,11 \,ill
need to obtain a permit from the I .S. Army C orps of Engineers.  Impacts to wetl.ind habitats
require site specific  mitigation and monitoring.   I·or questions regarding \#etlands. please contact
Mark 1.ittlefield of this office at (9161414-6580.

Updates

(>ur database is constantl> updated as species are proposed. listed and delisted.  lf \<,u address
pri,posed. caitdidate and special concern specief iii your plannitig. this should not lic a proble,ii.
U e aIM, ct,nlinuall> strize to make our inli,rmatic)11 as accurate as ptissihle.  Sc,nietinies we le:irn
rliat :i particular species has a difltrent r:inge tlia,i we thought.   Ihis  hould not be :i prc,blein it-
> ou colisicier the species ,m the count>  or surrounding-cluad lists th.it we ha#'e enclc, ed.   1 f > „u
haLe a long-term project or if your project is delayed. please feel iEee to contact us about gettillp
a curretti list.  )'c.,u can als , lind out the Currelit status 4,1'a species b> going t(, the Senice's
Intertiet page: a H H /,t) g„t·
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Santa Rosa. California 95404

In reply please re er to:

DEC -3- -1 151422-SVL'R-01-SR-9371*E

Jeanette Weisman. Biologist
Tetra Tech Inc.
180 lioward Street. Suite 250
San Francisco. California 94105

Dear Ms. Weisman:

Ihank you for your letter dated November 21.2001. regarding the presence of irederally listed
threatened or endangered species or critical habitat that ma> he afTected by the IJ.S.Navy's
propo:ied  Disposal and  Reuse of Naval  station T reasure Island. in San Francisco. Cali fornia.

Available information indicates that the following listed species (Evolutionarily Significant
1[nits) and designated critical habitat may occur in the project areas.

Sacramento River winter-run chinook salmon  COncorh.rnchus tshaity/scha)

endangered (Januan' 4.1994,59 FR 440)
critical liabitat (June 16, 1993. 58 FR 33212)

Central \ alle,' spring-run chinook salmon (Oncorhi'nchu., Ishawy/scha)
threatened (September 16.1999. 64 FR 50394)
critical habitat (Itbruan' 16.2000.65 FR 7764)

Central California Coast coho (Oncorhynchus kisutch)
threatened (October 31. 1996. 64 Fli 56138)
critical habitat (May 5.1999. 64 FR 24049)

('entral California Coast steelhead  (Oncor/<,·nihus mikiss)
threatened  (August 18.1997.62 FR 43937)
critical habitat (Fehnian' 16.2000.65 FR 7764)

('entral Valley steelhead ((h:corhynchus nokiss)
threatened (March  19.1998.63 irR  13347)
critical habitat (Februar> 16.2000.65 FR 7764)

Ihe project location is als<, within an area designated as Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for fish
species inanaged with the following Fishen· Management Plans (FMP) under the Magnuson-

9/4



Stevens Fisherv Conservation and Management Act:

Pacific Groundfish FMP - (English sole, spiny dogfish. big skate, leopard shark. etc.)
Coastal Pelagics FMP - (northern anchovy. Pacific sardine)
Pacific Coast Salmon FMP - (chinook salmon)

if you have questions concerning these cornments, please contact Maura Fagan of my  staff at
(707) 575-6092.

Sincerely,

11,t= Lk LT&mic  :
Patrick J. Rutten
Northern California Supervisor
Protected Resources Division

cc: Jim Lecky, NMFS
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AUG - 8 2002 151422SWROLSR937: DPW
In reply pleaie refer to:

Michael C. Stroud
U.S. Department of the Navy
Southwest Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, California 92132-5190

Dear Mr. stroud:

Thank you for your request of April 8, 2002, to initiate EnaAngered
Species Act (ESA} section 7 consultation with the National Marlne
Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) for the proposed disposal of the
Naval Station at Treasure Island (NSTI). located in San Francisco Bay.
California. Your letter also requested direction regarding compliance
with the Magnusen-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
{MSA). NCAA Fisheries has evaluated potential adverse effects tc
listed species under the jurisdiction of NOAA Fisheries and Essential
Fish Habitat associated wiuh the Navy's disposal of NS:I. NCAA
Fisheries did not evaluate potential adverse effects to fisheries and
habitat arising from reuse cf the project area.

The Navy proposes to close its base on Yerba Buena Island and Treasure
Island. A total of 922 acres is proposed for transfer to the City and
county of san Francisco (City) . The May 2002 draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for this project describes Navy disposal
alternatives and subsequent reuse alternatives.  Navy disposal of
surplus property is the federal action evaluated in the EIS, but the
dr>cr---t also evaluates reasonably foreseeable iriacts arising from
reuse. The City's reuse plans include the expansion of an &*-scil.6
marina, construction of two ferry terminals. construction of housing,
and construction of a 30-acre theme park. Several activities
associated with the reuse plan, such as dredging, pile driving, and
stormwater runoff. may adversely affect species and habitat protected
under both the ESA and MSA. However, the Navy expects che Local Reuse
Authority for the slte to obtain permits for these actions assoclated
with reuse and NOAA F.sherles will consult on these reuse activities
in the fur=dre. when applications 'for federal permits are processed.
Based cn discussions between my staff and Mr. Robert Palmer of your
staff. this current consultation is limited solely to the Navy'S
proposed transfer of surplus property.

M1! =



On June 5. 20C2, representatives from NOAA Fisheries, the Navy, and
the Navy s consultation. Tetra Tech. visited NSTI and discussed the

proposal disposal and reuse alternatives.

Endangerid Species Act
The following listed species (Evolutionarily Significant Units) and
designated critical habitat under the jurisdiction of NOAA Fisheries
may occur in the project areR:

Sacramento River winter-run chinook  salmon C Oncorhynchus
tshawyescha)

endangered (January 4, 1994. 59 FR 440)
critical habitat (June 16, 1993. 58 FR 33212}

central valley spring-run chinook salmon ( Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha)

threatened (September 16. 1999: 64 FR 50394)
central California Coast steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykissl

threatened (August 18. 1997, 62 FR 43937)
Central valley steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss)

threatened (March 19, 1992, 63 FR 13347)

Based on the best available information. the transfer of Naval station
Treasure Island property to the City and County of San Francisco is
not likely to adversely affect the threatened and endangered species
listea anove or their designated critical habitat. However, several
actions proposed by the City associated with reuse alternatives may
adversely affect listed species or designated critical habitat under
the jurisdiction of NOAA Fisheries. The City should ensure that there
is proper coordination and project-level review by NOAA Fisheries
pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) prior to taking
any reuse actions  that ray effect listed ar.adromous salmonids.

This concludes consultation in accordance with 50 CFR §402.14Gb)(1)
for the proposed transfer of NSTI to the City and County cf San
Francisco. However, further consultation may be required if (1) new
information becomes available indicating that listed species or
rritical habitat may be adversely affected by the project in a manner
not previously considered: 12) the project is modifivj in i mir.-rr
that affects listed species or critical habitat; or (3)a new species
is listed that may be affected by this action.

Magnusan-Stevens Act - Essential Fish Habitat
The aquatic portion of NSTI is an area identified as Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH) for various life stages of fish species managed with the
following Fishery Management Plans (FMP) under the MSA:

Pacific Groundfish FMP - (English sole. brown rockfish, starry
flounder. leopard shark. etc.)
Coastal pelagics FMP - (northern anchovy, Pacific Gardine}
pacific coast Salmon FMP - (chinook salmenl

NOAA Fisheries has evaluated the proposed transfer of property for
r-=-r-fal  dverse effects to EFH pursuant to Section 305(b}12) of the



MSA Because the action of transferring property does not alrer EFH,
Conservation Recommendations are not necessary. However. as stated
above for the ESA. the City should ensure that there is proper
coordination and project-level review by NOAA Fisheries pursuant to
the MSA prler  0 taking any reuse actions that may adversely affect

l
Pl,ise cont-ct David Woodbury of my staff at (707) 575-6088 if you
have any questions regarding this consultation.

Sincerely

/                                                                            1              4--        -
Rodney McInnis roh-

Acting Regional Administrator

cc Jim Lecky. NMFS. Long Beach
Penny Ruvelas, NXFS. Long Beach
Robert Palmer, US Navy, San Diego

:
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ManAger of Militarv Base Conversicn
Cizy and County of San Francisco
401 Van Ness Avenue. Room 336
San Francisco. CA 94102

Dear   Mr.   Flcrin:

I am pleased to inform you that the Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) has approved your base reuse plan
for The Naval Station Treasure Island under the Base Closure
Community  Redevelcpment  and Homeless Assistance  Act  of  1994.
This means that you can now move forward with implementing ycur
plan.

Specifically, we have determined that the plan meets the
requirements under t.he Act regarding outreach co homeless
assistance providers and balancing the economic redevelopment,
other development, and homeless needs of your co =rnity.  We are
pleased that the City and County of San Francisco and the
Treasure Island Homeless Development Initiative agreed on a
=atually acceptable arrangement that is reflected in the enclcsed
legally binding agreement which provides for participation in
housing and economic development opportunities for the clients cf
fcurneen homeless providers.

Congratulaticns on your success i_n balancing the diverse
needs   of   your co:=runity. The creative combination of insprim use
of zhe base housing and funding from part of the proceeds of its
future development is a model for base redevelopment.

I    wish    you concinued success     in    intpler.enting    your    base     reuse
plan. HUD stands ready to assist you in your revitalizacion
efforts.

Sinc -2 y,

Ar.drew Nomo
/Assistant Secretary

.-los.re
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Louis S. Wall, Cultural Resources Program Coordinator
Environmental Planning Branch
Engineering Field Activity, West
Naval Facilities Engineenng Command
900 Commodore Drive
SAN BRUNO CA 94066-24402

                 Dear Mr. Wall
RE. CLOSURE OF NAVAL STATION TREASURE ISLAND, SAN FRANCISCO

Thank you for fowarding the above referenced undertaking to my office for review and
comment pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its
implementing regulations found at 36 CFR Part 800.

The undertaking is the closure of Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco pursuant
to:he Base Realignment and Closure Act.  As part of its responsibilities under Section
106 the Navy has evaluated propenies at the Naval Station to determine if any are
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Histonc Places. The documentation for
the Navy's determinations is found in 'Cultural Resource Inventory and Evaluation
Investigations: Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island Naval Station Treasure Island,
San Francisco, California," prepared by JRP Histoncal Consulting Services in March
1997, and in 'Archeological Inventory and Assessment of Naval Station Treasure Island
Disposal and Reuse Project, San Francisco County, California,

'
prepared by PAR

Environmental Services in June 1997.  As a result of these studies, the Navy has
determined that the following properties are eligible for inclusion in the National Register
of Historic Places: Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District, Yerba Buena Island:
Quarters 8, Quarters 9, and Building 262, Yerba Buena Island: and that archeological
sensitivity zones 1 through 4 have the potential to yield important information about the
prehistory or history of Yerba Buena Island, and may qualify for listing in the National
Register.  The Navy has noted that consensus determinations of eligibility between the
SHPO and the Navy ex st for  Buildings 1, 2, and 3 on Treasure Island, and has not
asked for my concurrence in their National Register eligibility at this time.  The Navy has

Naval Station are not eligible for inclusion in the National Register. My comments on
further determined that the balance of buildings and archeological properties at the

your vanous determinations appear below.

Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District, Yerba Buena Island:  You have
determined that this district is eligible for inclusion in the National Register under cnteria
A and C at the local level of significance. The period of significance for the district
extends  from 1900-1947. Contributors include Quarters 1-7 (Quarters  1 is individually
listed in the National Register). Building 83, Building 205, and Building 230. Boundanes
for the district are outlined at Figure 1 of the District Record form.  The pencd of
significance extends from 1900-1947   I agree with the concept of the proposed histchc
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C:s:nct, but 1 think it is imoortan: tc clarrfy some additional charactenst:cs of the distnc: at
this time.  While you have acknowledged that landscape elements tie buildings in the
distnct together, you have not identified them as contributors to the distnct. 1
recommend that you include the site of the district as an additional contributor including
collectively the 1940 tennis court, walkways, terraced gardens. masonry walls,
greensward in frcnt of Quarters 1-4, and whatever other elements you believe
appropriate   Also, what non-contributors exist within the district boundanes?  There is
one small building identified by the initials G.H. near Building 205.,  I am assuming :h:s
is a non-contributor, along with Building 200 which you have show inside the
boundanes. Is this assumption correct?

Quarters 8. Yerba Buena Island.  I concur with your determination that Quarters 8,
Dull: in 1 SOS. is individually eligible for inclusion in the National Register ur,aer critena A
and C at the local level of significance. Its period of significance extends from 1905-
......
, 54 i

Quarters 9, Yerba Buena Island:  I concur with your determination that Quarters 9,
built c. 1916, is individually eligible for inclusion in the National Register under cr:tena A
and C at the local level of significance. Its penod of significance extends from  1916-
1947.

Building 262, Yerba Buena Island:   I concur with your determination that Building 262,
constructed in  1891 and known historically as the Torpedo Assembly Building,  is
individually eligible for inclusion in the National Register under criteria A and C at the
state level of significance. Its period of significance extends from 1891-1947.

Archeological Sensitivity Zones 1 through 4:  I agree that Sensitivity Zones 1 through
4 apDear to have the potential to contain important information in history and prehistory
This information has largely been recovered over the years dunng construction activities
m the various sensitivity areas. Your current submittal, however, documents evidence
that each of the sensitivity zones has been sufficiently damaged over the years to
possess only limited integrity.  Thus far, the Navy has formally identified CA-SFr-4
(sensitivity zone 1), while the three other sensitivity zones (2 through 4) have not been
reccrteS r,or have :izzmials been assigned. 1 agree thot while lacking defn ve
information on the sensitivity zone deposits they may still be eligible for the National
Register as the Navy asserts.  To date, however, there is nothing to suppori a
determination that any of the sensitivity zones or CA-SFr-4 are eligible for the National
Register.

Miscellaneous Archeological Properties:  The Navy requests that I concur vv:h ds
aetermination that none of the other prehistoric sites or historic archeological features
are eligible for inclusion in the National Register. Other than CA-SFr-4 and the
sensitivity zones discussed above, what other prehistoric sites/features are there'>  I am
a!so very interested to know how the Navy supports its determinaticn that the histon-
era features P-35-000135 through P-38-000156 are not eligible. It seems that c e rtan   o f
these feazures. for example the 1916 Recruit Mess Hall/Kitchen Complex (P-38-
0031351 .minh: have buned depcsit.  The Navy should determine whe:ner th,s a
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possibility before formalizing its National Register eligibility determination for the 22
histohc era features.

Non-eligible Buildings/Structures.  I concur with your determination that the
buildings/structures listed in Table 3.2 of JRP Historical Consulting Services  Cultural
Resource Inventory and Evaluation Investigations", pp. 4-10 are not eng:ble for inclusion
in the National Register.

Treasure Island:  Treasure Island was built in 1936 by the San Francisco Distnct Corps
of Engineers on the Yerba Buena Shoals. JRP Histoncal Consulting Services describe
the feat. 'filling a 400 acre island with millions of cubic yards of rock and sand-in about
18 months' as a 'Herculean task.'  You have not addressed the eligibility of this
property.  What are the views of the Navy regarding the National Register eligibility of
this structure (excluding later improvements) created by the engineenng talents of the

1                   Corps
of Engineers?

I look forward to heanng from you at your earliest convenience regarding the Senior
Officers' Quarters Histonc Distnct on Yerba Buena Island. archeological properties
outside of the identified sensitivity zones on Yerba Buena Island, and Treasure Island.
If you have questions or comments regarding historic buildings or structures, please
contact staff histonan Luanda Woodward at (916) 653-9116. Questions or comments
regarding prehistoric or historic sites or features should be addressed to staff
archeologist Steve Grantham at (916) 653-8920.

Sincerely,

» r-
Cherily Widell
State Histonc Preservation Officer
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Appendix D:  Notices of Intent and Auailability

Ilzederal Register: September 24,1996 (Volume 61, Number 186)]
INoticesj
  Page  50()(141
1·'rom the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov]

  ID()CID:fr24se96-31]

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE.
Department of the Navy

Notice of Intent To Prepare a joint Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/EIR)  fc,r the Disposal and Proposed Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, CA

Summary:   Pursuant to Section 102(2)(c)   of the National Environmental Policy  Act   (NEPA)   of  1969   as
implemented  by the Council on Environmental  Quality  regulations  (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), the California
Envirc,nmental QUality Act (CEQA) Section 15170, the Department  of the  Navy, in coordination  with  the
(:ity and County of San Francisco, California, announces its intent to prepare a ioint Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR)  for the disposal and proposed reuse of the Naval
Static,n Treasure Island (NSTI) property and structures located in the City and County of San Francisco,
(:alifc,mia. The Navy will be the lead agency for NEPA documentation and the City and County of San
I''ranciscc, will be the lead agency for CEQA documentation. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Act  (Public Law 101-510)  of 1990, as implemented by the base closure process  of 1993, directed  the Navy to
dose NSTI. NSTI is scheduled for closure in September, 1997.

NSTI is lc,cated in the San Francisco Bay between the cities of Oakland and San Francisco within the
boundaries of the City and County of San Francisco. NSTI occupies about 403 acres on Treasure Island, with
about   150 military buildings, 908 family housing units,  and  nine barrack-style housing facilities. NSTI also

c,ccupies approximately 115 acres on Yerba Buena Island, with approximately 10 military buildings and 105
housing units. Yerba Buena Island is bisected by the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge.

The EIS/EIR will address Navy disposal of the property, including a Navy ''no action" alternative, and the
pc)tential environmental impacts resulting from community reuse development proposed in the Naval Station
Treasure Island Reuse Plan prepared by the City and County of San Francisco. The reuse plan's Land Use
Plan, dated July 1996, will serve as the basis for the EIS/EIR reuse alternatives. Three community reuse
alternatives are expected to be evaluated in the EIS/EIR: the Maximum Density Alternative, Reduced Density
Alternative, and Residential Neighborhood Alternative. The Navy ''no action" alternative wil] evaluate NSTI
as ck,sed but remaining in federal caretaker status.

The Maximum Density Alternative includes publicly oriented uses such as a theme park, sports field, film
prc,duction center, hotels, museum, and conference center. It also includes institutional uses, educational and
child care facilities, a fire fighting training school, community services, recreational facilities, public open space
alc,ng the Treasure Island shoreline and Yerba Buena western hillside, and up to 2,800 residential units. The
Reduced Density Alternative includes the publicly oriented, institutional uses, and recreational facilities
identified abc,ve, as well as the public open space along the Treasure Island shoreline and Yerba Buena
western hillside. There would be no housing development on Treasure Island under this alternative. Up to
3()(1 hc,using units would be located on Yerba Buena Island. The Residential Neighborhood Alternative
fc,cuses on the creation of new housing opportunities at NSTI, with up to 5,000 dwelling units located on
Treasure Island, and an additional 235 units located on Yerba Buena Island. It includes publiclv oriented uses
such as a film production center and a small hotel, as well as institutional uses, educational and child care
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facilities, recreational facilities, and public open space along the Treasure Island shoreline and Yerba Buena
western hillside.

ADDRESSES: Federal, state and local agencies, and interested individuals are encouraged to participate in the
scoping process to assist the Navy in determining the range of issues and reuse alternatives to be addressed. A
public scoping meeting to receive oral and written comments will be held on Wednesday, October 9, 1996, at
7:00 p.m., in the Port Commission Room, Third Floor, Suite 3100, Ferry Building, San Francisco, California.
Navy and City and County of San Francisco representatives will briefly summarize the community reuse
planning process, the environmental impact analysis processes, and will then solicit public comments. In the
interest of allowing everyone a chance to participate, each speaker will be requested to limit oral comments to

five minutes. Longer comments should be summarized at the public meeting and/or mailed to the address
listed at the end of this announcement.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: All written comments must be submitted within 30 days of
the  published  date  of this notice  to  Ms. Mary Doyle   (Code 185), Engineering Field Activity West, Naval
Facilities Engineering Command, 900 Commodore Drive, San Bruno, California 94066-5006, telephone (415)
244-3024, fax (415) 244-3737. For information concerning the EIR, please contact the City and County of
San Francisco, Planning Department, Ms. Carol Roos, telephone (415) 558-6378, or fax (415) 558-6426. For
further information regarding the Naval Station Treasure Island Reuse Plan, please contact Ms. Alison
Kendall, City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, telephone (415) 558-6290, or fax (415)
558-6426.

Dated: September  19,1996.
D.E. Koenig,
LCDR, JAGC, USN, Federal Register Liaison Officer.
[FR Doc. 96-24427 Filed 9-23-96; 8:45 am]
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 I''ederal Register: May 10, 2002 (Volume 67, Number 91)]
INc,ticesl
IPage 31791-317931
Frc,m the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov]
ID()C.ID:frl Omy02-43]

DF.PARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Deparmient of the Navy

Public Hearing for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Disposal and Reuse of Naval
Station Treasure Island (NSTI), San Francisco, CA

AC;ENCY Department of the Navy, DOD.

A(71()N: Notice.

St_IMMARY:  Pursuant to section 102(2)(c)  of the National Environmental Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1969,  as
implemented   by the Council on Environmental   Quality   regulations   (40   CFR parts 1500-1508),   the
Department of the Navy (Navy) has prepared and filed with the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) the DEIS for Disposal and Reuse of NSTI. A public hearing will be held to receive oral and
written cornments on the DEIS. Federal, state, and local agencies and interested individuals are invited to be
present c,r represented at the hearing.

DATES AND ADDRESSES: A public hearing will  be  held on Tuesday, June  11,  2002,  from  7:00  p.m.  to
9:3(}  p.m.  at the Nimitz Conference Center, Building 140, corner  of ''D"  and ''California" streets, Treasure
Island, San Francisco, CA 94130 for the purpose of receiving Oral and written comments on the DEIS.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. Timarie Seneca, Community Planner, BRAC
Operations Office at (619) 532-0955, by fax at (619) 532-0940 or write to Commander, Southwest Division,
Naval Facilities Engineering Command,  Attn: Ms. Timarie Seneca, Code 06CM.TS, 1230 Columbia Street,
Suite 110(), San Diego, CA 92101-8517.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The DEIS has been prepared in accordance with the Defense Base
Closure   and  Realignment  Act  of  1990   (10  U.S.C.   2687)   and  the  recommendations   of the Defense  Base
Clc,sure and Realignment Commission approved by the President and accepted by Congress in 1991, 1993,
and 1985.

A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare the DEIS was published in the Federal Register at 61 FR 50004, Sep. 24,
1996. A public scoping meeting was held on October 9,1996, at the San Francisco Ferry Building.

The meeting was advertised in the San Francisco Chronicle, Marin Independent Journal, San Jose Mercury
News, and Oakland Tribune on Sunday, September 29,1996, and Tuesday, October  1,1996.

The prc,posed action is the disposal of Navy property for subsequent reuse and redevelopment, in accordance
with   the 199() Defense Base Closure and Realignment  Act,  and  the   1993 Base Realignment and Closure
(:c,mmission recommendations. NSTI was operationally closed on September 30, 1997. NSTI is located on
two islands in the San Francisco Bay approximately midway between the shores of the cities of San Francisco
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and Oakland. The larger island, called Treasure Island, consists of 402 acres (160 hectare (ha)) of dry land
created  with   artificial   fill  in   the 1930s. Approximately 681 acres   (276   ha)   of  dry and submerged   land   are
available for disposal on Treasure Island. Yerba Buena Island is a natural island connected to Treasure Island

by a causeway. Approximately 239 acres (97 ha) of dry and submerged land are available for disposal on
Yerba Buena Island. Approximately 36 acres (14 ha) of land on Treasure Island have been transferred to the
Department of Labor, approximately 97 acres (39 ha) on Yerba Buena Island have been transferred to
Caltrans, and a total of 22 acres (9 ha) are ultimately scheduled for transfer to the Coast Guard.

The DEIS evaluates three reuse alternatives. Navy disposal is assumed as part of each of the reuse
alternatives. Alternative 1 represents full implementation of the development scenario described in the Naval
Station Treasure Island Draft Reuse Plan developed by the Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA).
Alternative 2 is based on comments received during the scoping process, including the recommendations of
an Urban Land Institute advisory panel. Alternative 3 represents a lower level of redevelopment than
proposed in the Draft Reuse Plan. A fourth alternative, No Action, assumes no disposal of property and
retention of the property by the Navy in an inactive or caretaker status. Under the No Action Alternative,
existing leases would continue until they expire or are terminated, no new leases would be entered into, and all
buildings and other facilities would remain vacant and unused.

Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) features a combination of publicly oriented development, open space and
recreation, and extensive residential development  at full build out. Under Alternative 1, publicly oriented
development on Treasure Island would include a theme attraction similar to Disneyland; with lighting
displays, some tall structures, such as a roller coaster, and at least one landmark structure assumed to be up to
100 feet (305 meters  (in)) tall. Development would also include a 300-room hotel and a 1,000-room hotel with
three restaurants and offices. Publicly oriented uses on Yerba Buena Island would include a 150-room hotel,
conference facilities, and a restaurant. Clipper Cove Marina would also be expanded and a new yacht club
would be developed. Community uses on both islands would include public parks and open space, schools, a
bikeway and pedestrian path. Industrial uses would include a new wastewater treatment plant, a new police
station, and a new fire station on Treasure Island; these facilities and an existing fire station on Yerba Buena
Island would be staffed with fire, paramedic, and police personnel. The elementary school, child development
center, fire training school, and brig would be retained and reused for their original uses, with some
modifications. Residential housing use would include reuse of existing housing as well as construction of new
housing on both islands. No decision on the proposed action will be made until the NEPA process has been

completed.

Potential impacts evaluated in the DEIS include, but are not limited to: Land use, visual resources, socio-

economics, public services, utilities, cultural resources, biological resources, geology and soils, water resources,
traffic and circulation, air quality, noise, and hazardous materials and waste. Potentially significant impacts that
can be mitigated include: land use impacts related to inconsistencies with the general plan designation and
zoning classification; traffic impacts to westbound and eastbound on and off ramps on Yerba Buena Island
under Alternative  1;  impacts to transit operations  due  to lack of bus service between NSTI  and  the  East Bay
under all alternatives; biological impacts to mudflats, wading shorebirds and essential fish habitat due to
increased pedestrian and boating activities under all alternatives; potential exposure of individuals and
property to ponding under Alternatives 1 and 3 and flooding hazards under all alternatives; and potential
health and safety implications from future development activities interfering with remedial actions under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act. The one significant impact that
cannot be mitigated would be to cultural resources from demolition of two buildings on Treasure Island
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places under Alternative 2.

The DEIS has been distributed to affected Federal, state, and local agencies and other interested parties. In
addition, copies of the DEIS are available for review at the following public libraries:

•    San Francisco Main Library, 100 Larkin St (at Grove), San Francisco, CA 94102, (415) 557-4400
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• Bayview/Waden Branch Library, 5075 3rd St (at Revere Ave), San Francisco, CA 94124,
(415) 715-4100

• Potrero Branch Library, 1616 20th St (between Arkansas and Connecticut St), San Francisco, CA
94107, (415) 695-6640

• (:hinatown Branch Library, 1135 Powell St (near jackson St), San Franciscc,, CA 94108,
(415) 274-0275

• North Beach Branch Library, 2000 Mason St (at Columbus Ave), San Francisco, CA 94133,
(415) 274-0270

• ()akland Public Library (Main Branch), 125 14th St, Oakland, CA 94612, (510) 238-3134

•    Oakland Library (Eastmont Branch), Eastmont Mall--2nd Flr, 7200 Bancroft Ave, Ste 211, Oakland,
CLA 94605, (510) 615-5726

A public hearing will be held to inform the public of the DEIS findings and to solicit and receive oral
and written comments. Federal, state, and local agencies and interested parties are invited to be present at the
hearing. ()ral comments   will be heard and transcribed   by a court recorder; written comments   are   also
requested tc, ensure accuracy of the record. Agencies and the public are also invited and encouraged to
prc,ride written comments in addition to, or in lieu of, oral comments at the public hearing. All comments,
bc,th oral and written, will become part of the official record. Comments should clearly describe specific
issues or topics with the DEIS. In the interest of allowing everyone a chance to participate, speakers will be
requested tc, limit their oral comments to five (5) minutes. Longer comments should be summarized at the
public hearing and submitted in writing either at the hearing or mailed to: Commander, Southwest Division,
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Attn: Ms. Timarie Seneca, Code 06CM.TS, 1230 Columbia St, Suite
11()(), San Diego, CA 92101-8517. Comments must be postmarked by June 24, 2002, to be considered in this
envirc,nmental review process.

                Dated: May 2,2002.R.E. Vincent II, Lieutenant Commander, judge Advocate General's Corps, U.S. Navy, Federal Register
Ijaisc,n Officer.
IFR Doc. 02-11773 Filed 5-9-02; 8:45 am]
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REUSE ALTERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS

In addition to the assumptions made for each reuse alternative (Tables E-3 to E-5 at the end of
this Appendix), certain analyses required further assumptions. These are described below by
resource area. Only those resource areas that required further assumptions are listed.  The
absence of a resource area in this list means that the analysis for that resource area was possible
without further assumptions or that assumptions are provided in a separate appendix, as is the
case with Transportation and Socioeconomics. Figure E-1, Building Numbers, identifies the
location of buildings referenced in Tables E-3 through E-5 and is presented at the end of this
appendix.

Although the Draft Reuse Plan presents a possible phasing strategy for reuse development,
phasing was not assumed in the analysis in this EIS. As stated in the Reuse Plan, "phasing is
illustrative and is expected to vary depending on actual market conditions, funding, and policy
decisions" (San Francisco 1996e). The EIS therefore assesses the socioeconomic and
environmental conditions at full buildout for each of the alternatives in order to avoid
inaccurate impact characterization under a phased reuse implementation.

Subsequent to completion of the federal screening process and Navy determination that the
property at Treasure Island was surplus to the needs of the United States on July 6, 1995,
FHWA acquired 98 acres (40 ha) on Yerba Buena Island held by Navy. FHWA conveyed this
property to Caltrans for construction of the east span of the SFOBB.  The deed conveying the
right-of-way also granted Caltrans a temporary construction easement (TCE) over
approximately 78 acres (32 ha) of dry and submerged land on the Yerba Buena Island, as well as
two permanent aerial easements of approximately 0.3 acres each.

Earlier negotiations between  TIDA  and Navy concluded  that the property transferred  to
FHWA/ Caltrans  need  not be conveyed  to the designated property recipient until the easements
had been relinquished. Further, the prospective completion date for the new SFOBB east span
was  beyond the period in which  the Navy could convey the property under  the  BRAC
authority. All lands transferred to FHWA, including the TCEs, were therefore excluded from
evaluation in the Draft EIS.  Due to new understandings between the Navy and TIDA, the Navy
has determined that the TCE and aerial easements are available for disposal. These areas,

consisting of approximately 78 acres (32 ha) of dry and submerged lands, are considered in the
analysis presented in the Final EIS.

The land transferred  to FHWA/ Caltrans was considered  in  the 1995 Draft Reuse  Plan  and  was
designated for residential, publicly oriented, and open space/recreation uses. While the EIS
alternatives are based on the 1995 Draft Reuse Plan and input on the Draft Plan, the
development plan presented in the Reuse Plan is intended to be illustrative of the implications
of plan policies and guidelines and "is by no means reflective of the only way development may
occur" (San Francisco 1996e).  For this reason, the analysis in the EIS assumes that uses that
were proposed for lands transferred to FHWA are essential to the objectives of the reuse plan
and would be accommodated in some manner within the remaining reuse plan area (i.e. other

Disposal and Reuse of Naual Station Treasure Island FEIS E-1
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locations or on reduced acreages). Therefore, while only 20 acres (8 ha), or approximately 4
percent of the developable acreage proposed for disposal, was lost to reuse as a result of the
FHWA transfer, the functional loss to reuse would be much less.

While it may feasible to accommodate publicly oriented and residential uses within the
remaining reuse area, it may not be feasible to accommodate all open space proposed for the
FHWA/ Caltrans area elsewhere within the reuse  plan  area,  loss  of  some open space would  not
have a measurable effect on the analysis in the EIS. Open space mainly has a beneficial impact
under reuse by providing recreational space and visual enhancement, and contributes very little
to socioeconomic and environmental impacts (the socioeconomic analysis assumes that open
space on Yerba Buena Island would provide only one job [see Appendix F]). Further, much of
the open space area transferred to FHWA is steeply sloping and has limited potential for
development. Should these areas not be necessary for construction or operation of the SFOBB
they may remain as open space and provide similar benefits.

VISUAL RESOURCES ASSUMPTIONS

Alternative 1

Under Alternative 1, a mix of land uses would be established that emphasizes publicly oriented
development, open space/recreation, and residential development. Key assumptions about
proposed development components that could affect visual resources or shadow include:

Shoreline on Treasure Island.  The dike would remain at its present height (14 feet [4 m] NGVD),
with modest widening and no highly visible structural strengthening; a 100-foot (30.5-m) wide
shoreline open space corridor with landscaping, paths and overlooks (as described in the urban
design section of the reuse plan [p. 65]).

Hotels on Treasure Island. Two building complexes with height up to 75 feet (23 m), as shown in
reuse plan Figure 3 (Illustrative Plan); San Francisco would apply some massing restrictions to
the design of these buildings; the footprints of the buildings would not exceed 10 percent of the
75-foot (23-m) height-limit area.

Themed attraction. General appearance would be similar to Disneyland or Africa/USA, with
lighting displays at night, fountains, elaborate landscaping in places, some tall structure such as
a roller coaster, and at least 1 landmark structure for distant visibility in a central location
(assumed to be a slender structure up to 100 feet [30.5 m] high); other buildings up to 60 feet (18
In), with building density similar to that of existing conditions.

Ofices 60-foot (18-m) height limit with densities similar to the existing conditions.

Sports complex. No major landmark structures; building heights up to 60 feet (18 m), with the
majority of the area comprising open playing fields for soccer, basketball, tennis courts, etc.

New residential on Treasure Island.  2,300 new units, replacing approximately 700 existing units on

80 acres (32.5 ha) (at an average density of almost 30 units per acre [0.4 ha]) and heights up to 40
feet (12 m) high (4-story multi-family dwellings). Two hundred existing residential units of the
1400 series would remain.

E-2 Disposal  and Reuse  of Naval  Station Treasure Island FEIS
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Small hotel/bed and breakfast on Yerba Buena Island. Sited on the hilltop location, with 60-foot (18-
m) height limit and building density similar to that shown in the reuse plan, Figure 3
(Illustrative Plan).

Neu, residential on Yerba Buena Island. 250 units, with approximately  170 new units  and
approximately 80 new infill units within existing residential areas higher on the hill. Buildings
are assumed to be multi-family and up to 40 feet (12 m) in height (4-story).

Open space and vegetation. Loss of vegetation and open space would occur on both Treasure
Island and Yerba Buena Island, but new development would minimize loss of large trees
(including mature Eucalyptus trees on Yerba Buena Island) by rebuilding on current building
footprints.

Demolition. Buildings unsuitable for reuse would be demolished at various locations on
Treasure Island and at the hilltop (Tower Park area) on Yerba Buena Island; most residential
structures elsewhere on Yerba Buena Island would remain or be rebuilt on the same general
footprint.

Roads and SFOBB access. No change in the appearance or configuration of the roadways and
bridge ramps.

Ferry terminals at Pier 1 and Treasure Island west side. Would include covered terminal buildings
of modest scale (not landmark), similar in scale to Jack London Square on Oakland.

1  Alternative 2

Key assumptions on major development components that could affect visual resources include:

Shoreline area. Similar to that described for Alternative 1, except that the shoreline open space
would be wider (assumed 150 feet [46 m]) in most areas.

Themed attraction.  As for Alternative 1, with 1 landmark structure for distant visibility but lower
overall density and more open space/landscaping.

Urban entertainment center. 300,000 square feet (27,870 square m) on 6 acres (2.5 ha), located
behind the museum on Clipper Cove, and up to 3 stories (40 feet [12 m]).

Amphit/water. 91,476 square feet (8,498 square m) on 7 acres (3 ha), assumed to be without a
distinctive architectural feature, and approximately 40 feet (12 m) high.

Sports facilities. Similar to existing facilities.

Hotels on Treasure Island. Similar to Alternative 1, with a 700 room hotel (with 100,000 square-
foot (9,290 square-m) conference facility) and 500 room resort hotel, assumed to be up to 75 feet
(23  m) and configured as described for Alternative  1.

Small hotel/bed and breakjiist on Yerba Buena Island. 150 units on 14 acres (6 ha)(i.e., much lower
density than Alternative 1); assumes limited razing of existing housing in the area, with mainly

Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS E-5
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conversion of use; height/mass of hotel assumed to be less than 40 feet (12 m), which is less
than Alternative 1 limit of 60 feet (12 m).

Demolition. Several large buildings in northern half of the island would be razed, as well as
housing in the hotel/bed and breakfast area on Yerba Buena Island and Buildings 2 and 3.

New residential on Yerba Buena Island. 200 units on 7 acres (3 ha); height/mass/lower density
than Alternative 1; 2-story maximum.

Golf course. 147 acres (59.5 ha) on site of present housing, assumed to be regraded and
landscaped.

Wildlif  area. 18 acres (7 ha), with viewing areas.

Alternative 3

Key assumptions on major development components that could affect visual resources include:

Shoreline area. New seawall and landscaping restricted to the southern perimeter of Treasure
Island.

Small themed attraction. 39 acres (16 ha), with much lower intensity of development than in the
other alternatives; includes 1 landmark structure for distant visibility (100 feet [30.5]); other new
buildings similar in height to existing buildings.

Small hotel/bed and breakjiist Yerba Buena Island. As described for Alternative 1.

Neu, residential Yerba Buena Island.  70 new units on 9 acres (3.5 ha), at the lowest density of all
alternatives; 2 to 3 stories.

Demolition. Most buildings remain intact (including hangars and barracks buildings); some
razing of buildings, particularly in the themed attraction area.

Ferry pier.  No new west side ferry pier.

WATER RESOURCES ASSUMPTIONS

All Three Reuse Alternatives

Levee. The height of the levee was assumed to be raised as necessary to 15 feet (4.5 m) NGVD
around the entire perimeter of Treasure Island.

Dredging. All ferry piers and marina area 15 to 20 feet (4.5 to 6 m) below MLLW.

UTILITIES ASSUMPTIONS

The assumptions for utility demand under each alternative are presented in Table E-1.

E-6 Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS
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a  Alternative 1
Under this alternative, a new reinforced utility corridor would be constructed along the
perimeter of Treasure Island in conjunction with the geotechnical perimeter improvements.
This corridor would contain primary infrastructure for the potable water distribution,
wastewater collection, stormwater collection, electrical, natural gas, and telecommunications
systems. The utility corridor also might include a recycled wastewater distribution system.
Construction of the corridor would occur as a long-term phased development.

For infrastructure improvements not associated with the utility corridor, a long-term phased
replacement plan coordinated with reuse and redevelopment likely would be implemented.
The plan likely would coordinate upgrades and replacement with development of specific
portions of the property. During the initial phases of reuse, existing infrastructure would be
used to the extent possible with minor system upgrades, as necessary.  Some of the required
infrastructure improvements include:

•   replacement of potable water pipelines composed of PVC and concrete-lined steel with
ductile iron piping;

•    replacement or repair of the potable water storage reservoirs;

•    replacement of the wastewater collection system with a gravity-fed system composed of
vitrified clay pipe; and

•    construction of a new tertiary-level wastewater treatment plant.

                    A
lternative 2

The utility corridor constructed under this alternative would not extend to the shoreline
perimeter adjacent to the golf course. Infrastructure improvements and repairs not associated
with this corridor likely would be implemented as part of a separate long-term phased program
coordinated with reuse and redevelopment.

Disposal and Reuse  of Naval Station Treasure Island FEIS E-7
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Table E-1
Assumptions for Utility Demand

Current Projected Per Projected Projected Increase in Percentage
Utility Type Demand Capita Demand Population Demand Demand Increase

Alternative 1
Potable Water - Residents (gallons per day) 130 6,895 896,350 896,350

Potable Water - Hotel Guests (gallons per day) 130 1,450 188,500 188,500

Potable Water - Employees (gallons per day)                                                       42 4,920 206,640 206,640
Potable Water - Visitors (gallons per day) 42 13,700 575,400 575,400
Potable Water - Sports Fields (gallons per day) 6,000 47 282,000 282,000
Potable Water - Total (gallons per day) 960,000 2,148,890 1,188,890 124

Wastewater - Total (gallons per day) 1,493,512
Solid Waste - Commercial (tons per
year/employee) 1.35 4,920 6,642
Solid Waste - Residential (tons per
year/ dwelling unit) 1.02 2,840 2,897
Total Solid Waste (tons per year) 15,240 9,539 -5,701 -37
Solid Waste - Demolition (tons) 15,240 3,059,959 110,159 94,919 623

Solid Waste - Demolition (cubic yards) 121,914 3,059,959 801,153 679,239 557

Alternative 2
Potable Water - Residents (gallons per day) 130 710 92,300 92,300

Potable Water - Hotel Guests (gallons per day) 130 1,200 156,000 156,000

Potable Water - Employees (gallons per day)                                                       42 2,820 118,440 118,440
Potable Water - Visitors (gallons per day)                                                            42 5,500 231,000 231,000
Potable Water - Sports Fields (gallons per day) 6,000 165 990,000 990,000

Potable Water - Total (gallons per day) 960,000 1,587,740 627,740                  65
Wastewater - Total (gallons per day) 478,192
Solid Waste - Commercial (tons per
year/employee) 1.35 2,820 3,807
Solid Waste - Residential (tons per
year/dwelling unit) 1.02 250 255

E-8 Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS
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Appendix E. Reuse Alternative Assumptions

Table E-2
Assumptions for Utility Demand

(continued)
Current Projected Pel' Projected Projected Increase in Percentage

Utility Type Demand Capita Demand Population Demand Demand Increase

Total Solid Waste (tons per year) 15,240 4,062 -11,178 -73

Solid Waste - Demolition (tons) 15,240 3,588,991 129,204 113,964 748

Solid Waste - Demolition (cubic yards) 121,914 3,588,991 939,663 817,749 671

Alternative 3
Potable Water - Residents (gallons per day) 130 3,510 456,300 456,300

Potable Water - Hotel Guests (gallons per day) 130              0           0              0

Potable Water - Employees (gallons per day)                                                       42 2,195 92,190 92,190
Potable Water - Visitors (gallons per day)                                                            42 2,740 115,080 115,080
Potable Water - Sports Fields (gallons per day) 6,000 40 240,000 240,000
Potable Water - Total (gallons per day) 960,000 903,570 -56,430                   -6
Wastewater - Total (gallons per day) 530,856
Solid Waste - Commercial (tons per
year/employee) 1.35 2,195 2,963
Solid Waste - Residential (tons per
year/dwelling unit) 1.02 1,065 1,086
Total Solid Waste (tons per year) 15,240 4,050 -11,190 -73

Solid Waste - Demolition (tons) 15,240 1,359,874 48,955 33,715 221

Solid Waste - Demolition (cubic yards) 121,914 1,359,874 356,040 234,126 192

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Istand FEIS E-9
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Appendix E: Reuse Alternative Assumptions

Alternative 3

The new utility corridor would only be built on the southern Treasure Island perimeter.
Infrastructure improvements and repairs not associated with this corridor likely would occur as
needed to support the program of reuse and redevelopment.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE ASSUMPTIONS

All Three Reuse Alternatives

The reuse alternatives call for a mix of land uses, most of which could involve the use and
storage of hazardous materials. The alternatives include developed recreational and
entertainment, institutional, and commercial land uses that, depending on the specific type of
operation, could generate hazardous wastes. Hazardous materials likely to be used upon
implementation of a reuse alternative based on land use categories are identified in Table E-2.

Table E-2
Hazardous Materials Use by Land Use Category

Land Lise Operation Process Hazardous Materials

Entertainment and Activities associated with themed Petroleum products, solvents, heavy
publicly-oriented attraction, hotel, and entertainment, metals, corrosives, catalysts, aerosols,
uses including building and facilities fuels, heating oils, flammables,

maintenance and boat/ ferry service pesticides
and operations

Recreation/ open Maintenance of existing recreation Pesticides, fertilizers, chlorine,
space facilities and development of new heating oils, paints, thinners, cleaners,

facilities, including golf course, bike solvents, aerosols
path, sports complex, swimming
pools, and other recreation facilities

Institutional Public education, higher education, Laboratory chemicals, corrosives,
research labs, training facilities, flammables, solvents, heating oils,
vocational schools solvents, lubricants, cleaners,

pesticides, paints, thinners
Commercial Activities associated with offices, film Fuels, heating oils, pesticides, dry

production, retail, service industries, cleaning chemicals, solvents,
restaurants corrosives, flammables

Residential Use and maintenance of single-family Pesticides, fertilizers, fuels, oils,
and multi-family units, landscaping chlorine, and household chemicals

Source: Developed by San Francisco 1997.
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Appendix E. Reuse Alternative Assumptions

Table E-3

Alternative 1 Assumptions

Existing
Buildout Buildings To Be

Treasure Island Land Use Acres FARl (sf) Other Reused

Publicly Oriented

Themed Attraction                           59 n/a 13,700 average daily visitors

Hotel/ Conference/Lodging                             18 n/a 300 room hotel (unknown
buildout sf) and 1,000 room hotel
(unknown buildout sf)

Retail/ Specialty/ Restaurant 8 n/a 225,000 includes three "landmark" 1,227,271

restaurants

Entertainment center                            0                 0

Amphitheater                                0              0

Movie Theater                                        0                   0

Wedding Chapel                                     0                   0

Museum 3 n/a 15,000 museum (see also                          1

retail/ specialty/ restaurant and
mixed use/ office)

Mixed Use/Office 11 n/a 100,000 1, 450, 140

Film Production 31 n/a 501,000 401,000 sf existing; expand by 2,3,180,111

'00,000 sf

Marina (land) 2 n/a 20,000 20,000 sf yacht club

Marina (water) 12 water acres; 103 existing slips;
200 new slips and 100 new buoys

Other publicly oriented uses                  14 0.30 182,952 new development

Total Publicly Oriented 146

Residential

Existing Residential 22 n/a 200 units 1400 series

New Residential                              80 n/a 2,300 units

Neighborhood Retail 1          n/a        24,000

Total Residential 103

Disposal  and Reuse  of Naval  Station Treasure Island FEIS Dll
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Appendix E. Reuse Alternative Assumptions

Table E-3
Alternative 1 Assumptions

(continued)

Existing
Buildout Buildings To Be

Treasure Island Land Use Acres FARl (sD Other Reused

Institutional and Community

Elementary school 9 n/a existing facility existing buildings

Child development center 4 n/a 10,123 existing facility 502

Fire training school 5 n/a 69,887 existing facilities 600-617

Warehouse/Storage                       0              0

WWTP                                                   10 0.20 87,120 new facility

Brig        5 n/a 26,310 existing facilities 670,671

Fire station 4 0.20 34,848 new facility

Police station 3 0.20 26,136 new facility

Other institutional facilities                0                      0

Total Institutional and Community          40

Open Space/Recreation

Golf course                                                  0                     0

Sports fields/complex                         47 0.20 409,464 new and existing facilities (square 402,497,229
feet calculated from FAR, not sf of
existing buildings)

Shoreline promenade/open space         30       n/a

Ferry Terminals/Piers                                        0                          0 new ferry dock and breakwater on Pier 1
west side of NSTI; Pier 1 would
provide ferry docking

Wildlife Habitat                                      0                   0

Total Open Space/Recreation                    77

Total Treasure Island Disposal Acreage 366 402 acres minus federal-to-federal
transfer acres

Total Treasure Island Building Square 1,731,840
Footage
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Appendix E. Reuse Alternative Assumptions

Table E-3
Alternative 1 Assumptions

(continued)

Existing
Buildout Buildings To Be

Yerba Buena Island Land Use Acres FARl (sD Otlier Reused

Publicly Oriented

Hotel/ Bed and Breakfast 3 n/a 150 room hotel (hilltop)

Conference/ Reception 4 n/a 90,241 Quarters 1-7 (30,241 sf) and new Quarters 1-7

60,000 sf conference facility

Restaurant 2 n/a restaurant is part of new 60,000 sf

conference facility

Total Publicly Oriented Uses                        9

Residential

Existing Housing                                          28 n/a approximately 90 units 100,200,300

series, excluding
326,324,320 and
162T (tank)

New Housing 5 n/a approximately 250 units

Mixed Use 1 n/a 12,000 approximately 10 live-work units

Total Residential                                        34

            Institutional
and Community                       0

Open Space/Recreation 41    n/a

Total Yerba Buena Island Disposal              84 115 acres minus federal-to-federal
Acreage transfers

Total Yerba Buena Island Building 102,241
Square Footage

1 A Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.20 was used for community facilities; 0.25 was used for neighborhood commercial facilities; 0.30 was
used for visitor serving facilities.

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS E-13
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Appendix E. Reuse Alternative Assumptions

Table E-4
Alternative 2

Assumptions                                                              
Existing

Buildout Buildings To Be
Treasure Island Land Use Acres Farl (sD Other

Reused          
Publicly Oriented

Themed Attraction 74 n/a 5,480 average daily visitors                   2,3*

Hotel/ Conference/ Lodging 26 n/a 700 room hotel (unknown buildout sf)

with 100,000 sf conference; 500 room
tourist hotel (unknown buildout sf)

Retail/Specialty/ Restaurant                                           0                        0

Entertainment center 6 n/a 300,000

Amphitheater 7 0.30 91,476 5,000 seats

Movie Theater                                             0             0

Wedding Chapel                                         1 9,884 existing facility 187

Museum 4 149,799 existing facility                                   1

Mixed Use/Office                                    0            0

Film Production                                          0             0

Marina (land)                                           0            0

Marina (water) 65 water acres; between 500 and 675
slips and buoys

Other publicly oriented uses                      14 0.30 182,952 new development

Total Publicly Oriented                                 132

Residential

Existing Residential                                     0             0

New Residential                                    0           0

Neighborhood Retail                              0           0

Total Residential                                           0
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Appendix E. Reuse Alternative Assumptions

Table E-4. Alternative 2 Assumptions
(continued)

Existing
Buildout Buildings To Be

Treasure Island Land Use Acres Farl (sf) Other Reused

Institutional and Community

Elementary school                                       0             0

Child development center                           0             0

Fire training school 5         n/ a 69,887 existing facilities 600-617

Warehouse/Storage                            0          0

5 0.20 43,560 new facility

Brig 4 n/a 26,310 existing facilities 670,671

Fire station 2 0.20 17,424 new facility

Police station 2 0.20 17,424 new facility

Other institutional facilities                        0              0

Total Institutional and Community                 18

Open Space/Recreation

Golf course 147 n/a 20,000 20,000 sf clubhouse

Sports fields/complex 18 n/a 36,325 square feet includes only existing 402,497
facilities

Shoreline promenade/open space 33  n/a

Ferry Terminals/Piers                                 0             0 new ferry dock and breakwater on Pier 1
west side of NSTI; Pier 1 would
provide ferry docking

Wildlife Habitat 18  n/a

Total Open SpacWRecreation 216

Total Treasure Island Disposal Acreage 366 403 acres minus federal-to-federal
transfer acres

Total Treasure Island Building Square 965,041
Footage
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Appendix E.  Reuse Alternative Assumptions

Table E4. Alternative 2 Assumptions
(continued)

Existing
Buildout Buildings To Be

Yerba Buena Island Land Use Acres Farl (sD Other
Reused         

Publicly Oriented

Hotel/ Bed and Breakfast 14 n/a 150 room hotel/bed and breakfast

Conference/ Reception 5 n/a 30,241 Quarters 1-7 Quarters 1-7

Restaurant 1 n/a 12,000 Torpedo Depot                                   262

Total Publicly Oriented Uses                          20

Residential

Existing Housing 16 n/a approximately 50 units 100, 200, 300

series, excluding
buildings within
the hotel/bed
and breakfast

area          New Housing 5 n/a approximately 200 units

Mixed Use                                          0           0

Total Residential                                            21

Institutional and Community                           0

Open SpacE:/Recreation                                43

Total Yerba Buena Island Disposal Acreage 84 115 acres minus federal-to-federal
transfers

Total Yerba Buena Island Building Square 42,241
Footage

1 A Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.20 was used for community facilities; 0.25 was used for neighborhood commercial facilities; 0.30 was
used for visitor serving facilities.
*Buildings 2&3 may be demolished.
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Appendix E.  Reuse Alternative Assumptions

Table E-5
Alternative 3 Assumptions

Existing Buildings
Buildout                                                                     To

Treasure Island Land Use Acres Farl (sf) Other Be Reused

Publicly Oriented/Visitor Attraction

Themed Attraction 39 n/a 2,740 average daily visitors

Hotel/ Conference/ Lodging 6      n/a 80,000 80,000 sf conference 140

Retail/Specialty/Restaurant 1 n/a 13,200 Fogwatch restaurant                        227

Entertainment center                                0            0

Amphitheater   0 0

Movie Theater                                                 0              0

Wedding Chapel 2 n/a 9,884 existing facility                                      187

Museum 4 n/a 15,000 portion of existing facility (see also      1
mixed use/ office)

Mixed Use/Office 6 n/a 214,605 existing facilities (square feet 1,265,450
calculated by using existing building
1 sf minus 15,000 st plus the square
feet for building 265 and 450)

Film Production 33 n/a 501,000 existing facilities 2,3,180,111

Marina (land) 2 n/a 20,000 20,000 sf yacht club

Marina (water) 6 water acres; 103 existing slips

Other publicly oriented uses 20      n/a 256,080 existing facility (7,788) plus possible    271
new development (19 acres x 0.30
FAR x 43,560 = 248,292 sf)

Total Publicly Oriented                              113

Residential

Existing Residential 110 n/a 360,370 905 units and 75 beds in barracks 1100,1200,1300,

(360,370 sf) 1400 series;
Barracks 452 and
453

New Residential                                   0           0

Neighborhood Retail                             0           0

Disposal  and Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island FEIS E-17
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Appendix E. Reuse Alternative Assumptions

Table E-5. Alternative 3 Assumptions
(continued)

Existing Buildings
Buildout                                                                     To

Treasure Island Land Use Acres Farl (sD Other
Be Reused                 

Total Residential 110

Institutional and Community

Elementary school 9 n/a existing facility existing buildings

Child development center 4 n/a 10,123 existing facility                                  502

Fire training school 5        n/ a 69,887 existing facility 600-617

Warehouse/Storage 4 0.20 34,848 new facility

WWYP 3 n/a existing facility 415, 416, 417, 421,

465,466,467,468

Brig 5 n/a 36,543 existing facilities 670,671,217

Fire station 2 n/a 10,215 existing facility 157

Police station 3 n/a 2,836 new facility in existing buildings 462,463

Other institutional facilities 8 n/a 129,147 existing facilities 233,7,461

Total Institutional and Community               43

Open Space/Recreation

Golf course                                                            0                0

Sports fields/complex 40 n/a 150,557 existing facilities (150,557 sf) and 402,497,201,202

possible new facilities (unknown sf)

Shoreline promenade/ open space 60  n/a

Ferry Terminals/Piers                                0 0 Piers 1 and 12 would provide ferryPiers 1 and 12
docking

Wildlife Habitat                                      0            0

Total Open Space/Recreation                      100

Total Treasure Island Disposal Acreage 366 403 acres minus federal-to-federal

transfer
acres                                                                              Total Treasure Island Building Square 1,914,285

Footage
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Appendix E.  Reuse Alternative Assumptions

Table E-5
Alternative 3 Assumptions (continued)

Buildout Existing Buildings
Yerba Buena Island Land Use Acres Farl (SD Otlier To Be Reused

Publicly Oriented

Hotel/ Bed and Breakfast 3 n/a 150 room hotel (hilltop)

Conference/Reception 5 n/a 30,241 existing buildings Quarters 1-7

Restaurant 1 n/a 12,150 Torpedo Depot 262

Total Publicly Oriented Uses                            9

Residential

Existing Housing 28 n/a approximately 90 units 100, 200, 300 series,

excluding 326, 324,
320, 162T (tank)

New Housing 5 n/a approximately 70 units

Mixed Use                                       0          0

Total Residential                                        33

Institutional and Community                           0

Open SpacWRecreation                             42

Total Yerba Buena Island Disposal Acreage 84 115 acres minus federal-to-federal
transfers

Total Yerba Buena Island Building Square 42,391
Footage

1 A Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.20 was used for community facilities; 0.25 was used for neighborhood commercial facilities; 0.30 was
used for visitor serving facilities.
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APPENDIX F-2
SOCIOECONOMICS

POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT ASSUMPTIONS

This appendix describes the assumptions that were used to estimate population and
employment impacts associated with the three NSTI reuse alternatives considered in the EIS.
Sources are noted throughout the text with full references provided at the end of the appendix.

Population Estimation Assumptions

For the purpose of this analysis, household size for existing housing units at NSTI was
estimated to be 3.2 persons, while household size for newly constructed units was estimated to
be 2.3 persons (Mara Feeney & Associates estimate). The rationale for these assumptions is
presented in the following paragraphs.

Factors that might attract larger households to Treasure Island include the availability of an
elementary school and childcare center. However, the access constraints could be a major
deterrent to families with children who might have to be shuttled to a variety of after-school
activities, medical appointments, shopping, etc.

According to the 1990 U.S. Census, the average household size in San Francisco was 2.3, and at
NSTI was 3.7, reflecting the larger size of military families in comparison to typical San
Francisco households. At NSTI, existing military family housing units have two to four
bedrooms. It seems likely that in the future these units would be allocated to relatively large
households (e.g., Coast Guard personnel with larger household sizes as reflected in the census
data; or larger San Francisco families having the greatest need for space, and/or TIHDI to

provide support services for families or groups of adults).

A variety of assumptions have been made regarding household size in current base closure and
reuse studies. The Presidio Planning Socioeconomic Analysis Report assumed an average
household  size of 3.2 for Presidio reuse, based  on San Francisco's average family size in  1990,  as
opposed to average household size (Jones & Jones, Inc. 1994).  The NSTI Reuse Plan assumed
1.5  persons per household  for new construction at Yerba Buena Island  and 1.8 persons  per
household for new housing construction on Treasure Island (San Francisco 1996). The Mayor's
Office currently is assuming an average household size of 2.5 persons per household in its NSTI
projections (EPS 199D.

Based on a consideration of the above information, it was decided that using two different
household sizes - one for existing units  and  one  for new units (which are likely  to be built  at
higher densities) -would provide    the most accurate population estimates. Therefore,    for
existing units, a household size of 3.2 persons is assumed, while a household size of 2.3 is
projected for new units.

  Population associated with live-work units was estimated at 1.25 persons per unit (Mara Feeney
& Associates estimate). Treasure Island population estimates also include the brig inmate
population, which is estimated to be 90 (HMH 1993.
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Appendix F-2.  Socioeconomics

Employment Estimation Assumptions

The employment density factors in Table F-1 were used to estimate employment from land uses
proposed under each NSTI reuse scenario (Tables F-2 to F-4).

Table F4
Employment Multipliers for Each Land Use

Land Use Employment Density Factor Source

Publicly Oriented

Themed Attraction 0.7 jobs per 1,000 visitors, with EPS 1997a
FIEsl calculated as half of

total                                                                                           jobs

Hotels 1 employee per room San Francisco 1996; ROMA
1994; EPS 1997

Conference Facilities 1 employee per 5,000 sf EPS 1997

Retail and Restaurants 1 employee per 500 sf Jones & Jones, Inc. 1994;
ROMA 1994; EPS 1997

Entertainment Center/   1 employee per 2,500 sf Mara Feeney & Associates
Amphitheater es mate

Wedding Chapel 1 FrEl Mara Feeney &
Associates                               estimate

Museum 1 employee per 2,500 sf San Francisco 1996; EPS 1997

Mixed Use/Office 1 employee per 385 sf Jones & Jones, Inc. 1994

Film Production 1 employee per 1,000 sf EPS 1997

Marina 3 employees per 100 slips/buoys Mara Feeney & Associates
estimate

Yacht Club 1 employee per 1,000 sf Mara Feeney & Associates
estimate

Other public-oriented Uses 1 employee per 1,000 sf Mara Feeney & Associates
estimate
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Table Fd
Employment Multipliers for Each Land Use (continued)

Iiind Use Employment Density Factor Source

Residential

New Residential 1 job per live-work unit and 1 Jones & Jones, Inc. 1994
employee per 500 sf
neighborhood retail

Institutional and Community

Elementary School 1 teacher per 30 students San Francisco 1996
(approx.) and 1 staff person per
200 students

Child Development Center 1 staff person per 12 children San Francisco 1996
(approx.) or one employee per
1,000 sf (approx.)

Fire Training School 20 staff year-round HMH 1997

Warehousing 1 employee per 5,000 sf Jones & Jones, Inc. 1994

Wastewater Treatment Plant 1 employee per 5,000 sf Mara Feeney & Associates
estimate

Police and Fire Stations 1 employee per 1,000 sf Mara Feeney & Associates
estimate

Other Institutional 1 employee per 1,000 sf Jones & Jones, Inc. 1994

Open Space/Recreation

Sports Complex 1 employee per 60,000 sf EPS 1997
(ballfields) and 1 employee per
10,000 sf (gymnasium)

Disposal  and Reuse  of Naual Station Treasure Island FEIS F-2-3

June 2003



Appendix F-2.  Socioeconomics

Table F-2
Estimated Population and Employment for Alternative 1

Estimated
Estimated                  

Population Emptoymenti

TREASURE ISLAND LAND USE

Publicly Oriented

Themed Attraction                                                                           1,750

HoteI/Conference/Lodging 1,300

Retail/Specialty/Restaurant                 450

Entertainment center

Amphitheater

Movie Theater

Wedding Chapel

Museum                          6

Mixed Use/Office 260

Film Production                                                                                501

Marina (land)                                                                       20

Marina
(water)                                                                           12

Other publicly oriented uses                                                              183

Total Publicly Oriented 4,482

Residential

Existing Residential 640

New Residential 5,290

Neighborhood Retail                                                                   48

Total Residential 5,930       48
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Table F-2
Estimated Population and Employment for Alternative 1

(continued)

Estimated Estimated
Population Employmenti

Institutional and Community

Elementary school                                                                            32

Child development center                                                                         10

Fire training school                                                                                   20

Warehouse/Storage

17

Brig                                                          90                    60

Fire station                                                                               35

Police station                                                                            26

Other institutional facilities

                                                                               Total Institutional

and
Community                                            90                                 200

Open Spac*Recreation

Golf course

Sports fields/complex                                                                        7

Shoreline promenade/ open space

Ferry Terminals/Piers                                                                 2

Wildlife Habitat

Total Open Space/Recreation                                                                     9

Total Treasure Island                                                 6,020                   4,739

Disposal and Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island FEIS F-2-5
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Table F-2
Estimated Population and Employment for Alternative 1

(continued)

Estimated Estimated
Population Employmenti

YERBA BUENA ISLAND IAND USE

Publicly Oriented

Hotel/Bed and Breakfast 150

Conference/Reception                    18

Restaurant

Total Publicly Oriented Uses                                                                                      168

Residential

Existing Housing                                                        288

New Housing 575

Mixed Use                                                             13                        10

Total Residential                                                                        876                             10

Institutional and Community N/A N/A

Open Space/Recreation                                                                              1

Total Yerba Buena Island 876 179

NSTI TOTALS 6,896 4,918

1Full-time equivalent.
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Table F-3
Estimated Population and Employment for Alternative 2

Estimated Estimated
Population Employment 

TREASURE ISLAND LAND USE

Publicly Oriented

Themed Attraction                                                                      700

Hotel/Conference/Lodging 1,400

Retail/Specialty/Restaurant

Entertainment center 150

Amphitheater                        4

Movie Theater

Wedding Chapel                                                                                           1

Museum                                    
 60

Mixed Use/Office

Film Production

Marina (land)

Marina (water)                                                                       15

Other publicly oriented uses 183

Total Publicly Oriented                                                                                    2,513

Residential

1 Existing Residential

New Residential

Neighborhood Retail

Total Residential
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Table F-3
Estimated Population and Employment for Alternative 2

(continued)

Estimated Estimated           
  

Population Employment'

Institutional and Community

Elementary school

Child development center

Fire training school

Warehouse/Storage

= 9
Brig                                                         90                60

Fire station                                                                                        17

Police station                                                                                               17

Other institutional facilities

Total Institutional and Community                                           90                          103

Open Space/Recreation

Golf course                                                                                                  20

Sports fields/complex                                                                                  1

Shoreline promenade/ open space

Ferry Terminals/ Piers                                                                                                                                                  2

Wildlife Habitat

Total Open Space/Recreation                                                                      23

Total Treasure Island                                                             90                      2,639
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Table F-3
Estimated Population and Employment for Alternative 2

(continued)

Estimakd Estimated
Population Employmentl

YERBA BUENA ISLAND LAND USE

Publicly Oriented

Hotel/ Bed and Breakfast                                                                                                               150

Conference/ Reception                                                                                                                          6

Restaurant                        24
Total Publicly Oriented Uses                                                                                     180

Residential

Existing Housing                                                     160

New Housing 460

Mixed Use

Total Residential 620

Institutional and Community                                                  N/A                      N/ A

Total Yerba Buena Island                                                           620                         181

Open Space/Recreation                                                                             1

NSTI TOTALS 710 2,820

1FulI-time equivalent.
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Table F4
Estimated Population and Employment for Alternative 3

Estimated Estimated
Population Employmenti

TREASURE
ISLAND LAND USE                                                                                                        

Publicly Oriented/Visitor Attraction

Themed Attraction                                                                   350

Hotel/Conference/Lodging                                                   16

Retail/Specialty/Restaurant                                                       26

Entertainment center

Amphitheater

Movie Theater

Wedding Chapel                                                                                       1

Museum                         6
Mixed Use/Office 557

Film Production                                                                                      501

Marina (land)                                                                           20

Marina (water)                                                                    3

Other publicly oriented uses 256

Total Publicly Oriented                                                                                           1,736

Residential                                               Existing Residential 2,971

New Residential

Neighborhood Retail

Total Residential                                                                          2,971
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Table F-4
Estimated Population and Employment for Alternative 3

(continued)

Estimated Estimated
Population Employmentl

Institutional and Community

Elementary school                                                                    32

Child development center                                                                                10

Fire training school                                                                                  20

Warehouse/Storage                     7

Brig                                                             90                60

Fire station                                                                                                                                                10

Pohce station                                                                                    3

Other institutional facilities                                                                    129

Tota/Institutional and Community                                      90                    276

Open Space/Recreation

1                
  Golf course

Sports fields/complex                                                           3

Shoreline promenade/ open space

Ferry Terminals/ Piers

Wildlife Habitat

Total Open Space/Recreation                                                                           3

Total Treasure Island 3,061 2,015

Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS F-2-11
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Table F-4
Estimated Population and Employment for Alternative 3

(continued)

Estimated Estimated
Population Employmenti

YERBA BUENA ISLAND LAND USE

Publicly Oriented

Hotel/Bed and Breakfast                                                          150

Conference/ Reception                                                                                                                    6

Restaurant                        24

Total Publicly Oriented Uses                                                                                  180

Residential

Existing Housing                                                           288

New Housing 161

Mixed Use                                                           0

Total Residential 449

Institutional and
Community                                        N/A               N/A

Open Space/Recreation                                                                    1

Total Yerba Buena Island 449 181

NSTI TOTALS 3,510 2,196

1
Full-dme equivalent.
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F.3-A. TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

UPDATE OF TREASURE ISLAND EIS TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

Based on public comments provided by several government agencies on the DraB Environmental
Impact Statement for the Disposal and Reuse Of Naval Station Treasure Island (DEIS), this technical
memorandum updates the freeway mainline and ramp analyses to year 2025.  The DEIS
included a future year cumulative analysis for year 2010.  Year 2010 was a reasonable future
horizon year when the preparation of the initial EIS document began in 1996. As stated above,
several government agencies requested that the future cumulative year be updated to 2025.
These requests are reasonable since year 2025 is commonly used as the future horizon year for
the cumulative analysis now. The following sections describe which assumptions were
updated, how the updates were performed, and the findings of the analysis.

                Analysis Tool
The DES used the FREEQ11 traffic simulation model as the software to perform the freeway
mainline and ramp analyses. The FREEQ model was developed by the Institute of
Transportation Studies of the University of California, Berkeley. In order to provide
consistency between the current analysis methodologies and results with the original analyses,
FREEQ11 was used for the updates.

Analysis Assumptions

Reuse Alternative Assumptions

The three reuse alternatives, or land use scenarios, analyzed in the DEIS have not changed.  The
year 2025 updates analyzed traffic impacts generated by the same three land use scenarios as
those used in the DEE.

Transportation Assumptions

For consistency purposes, most of the transportation assumptions for the year 2025 updates
remain the same as those used in the DEIS for the year 2010 (refer to the following
transportation technical data section of this Appendix) except for the future year freeway
mainline traffic volumes (discussed below in F.3-B).

TRIP GENERATION - Since the year 2010 trip generation analysis was prepared for full build-out of
NSTI and the land use scenarios have not changed, person and vehicle trip generation estimates
for year 2025 remain the same as those presented in the DEIS for year 2010.

TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND MODAL SPLIT ASSUMMIONS AND TRAFFIC ASSIGNMENT PATTERNS -For consistency,
trip distribution and modal split assumptions and traffic assignment patterns remain the same
as those presented in the DEIS for year 2010.

YEAR 2025 RAMP VOLUMES - SinCe the year 2010 trip generation estimates was prepared for full
build-out of NSTI, the year 2025 Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island ramp volumes remain the
same as those presented in the DEIS for year 2010.

Disposal  and  Reuse  of Naval  Station Treasure Island FEIS F.3-A-1
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FREEWAY SYSTEMS - Assumptions for the freeway mainline, weaving section, and on- and off-ramp
capacities and free flow speed remain the same as in the DEIS for the year 2010, except for those
relating to the eastbound on-ramp on the east side of the tunnel.  This ramp will be
reconstructed as part of the SFOBB East Span project. Caltrans has estimated that the capacity
for the new ramp would be approximately 900-1000 vehicles per hour, compared to the 330
vehicles per hour used in the DEIS.

FUTURE YEAR FREEWAY MAINLINE VOLUMES - Year 2025 freeway mainline volumes were updated
using the same methodology used in the DEIS for the year 2010. MTC model output data were
used to calculate the growth rates from 1994 and 2025. The growth rates were then applied to
the 1994 observed freeway traffic volumes to estimate the year 2025 traffic volumes.

Results of Freeway Mainline and Ramp Analysis

Freeway Mainline LOS Analysis

Table F-5 presents the observed SFOBB traffic volumes in 1994, associated freeway levels of
service, and estimated year 2025 traffic volumes for the baseline and three project reuse
alternatives. While the MTC model shows that the year 2025 SFOBB baseline traffic demand
would be higher than that of year 2010, the number of vehicles can actually get onto SFOBB
during the peak hours would be limited. The number of vehicles traveling westbound from the
East Bay to SFOBB is controlled by the metering lights and is restricted to approximately 10,500
vehicles during the AM peak hour and 9,000 vehicles during the PM peak hour. The eastbound
traffic volumes would be restricted to 9,500 vehicles during both the AM and PM peak hours
due to the capacity and congestion of the downtown segments of I-80.

WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOURS, EASTBOUND DIRECTION - Due to the projected increase in traffic
volumes between the 2010 and 2025 future years in the eastbound direction during AM and PM
peak hours, travel speed on SFOBB in 2025 would decrease marginally compared to the 2010
analysis (Table 4.8, DEIS). However, the levels of service on SFOBB would stay the same
between the two future years in all development scenarios.

WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOURS, WESTBOUND DIRECTION - Due to the projected increase in traffic
volumes between the 2010 and 2025 future years in the westbound direction during AM and
PM peak hours, travel speed on SFOBB in 2025 would decrease marginally compared to the
2010 analysis (Table 4.8, DEIS). However, the levels of service on SFOBB would stay the same
between the two future years in all development scenarios.

WEEKEND MIDDAY - Due to the projected increase in traffic volumes between the 2010 and 2025
future years in the both eastbound and westbound directions during typical weekend midday
travel, speed on SFOBB would decrease marginally compared to the 2010 analysis (Table 4.8,
DEIS).  However, the levels of service on SFOBB would stay the same between the two future
years in all development scenarios.

Ramp LOS Analysis

Table F-6 presents the observed SFOBB ramp volumes and queue in 1994 and the estimated
ramp volumes and queue in year 2025 for the baseline and three project reuse alternatives.

F.3-A-2 Disposal  and Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island FEIS
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There are only two changes to the Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island ramp levels of services,
both of which would occur during a typical weekend midday condition. The length of the
vehicle queue at the westbound on-ramp on the west side of the tunnel would increase from 239
vehicle in year 2010 (Table 4.6, DEIS) to 242 vehicles in year 2025. Vehicle queuing on the
eastbound on-ramp on the east side of the tunnel would disappear because of the increased
capacity of the new on-ramp on the east side of the tunnel that will be constructed as part of the
SFOBB East Span project.  The DEIS projected a 150 vehicle queue on this ramp during the
weekend midday peak hour in 2010 (Table 4.6, DEIS).

1       Conclusions

The year 2025 update of the freeway mainline and ramp analyses revealed that no additional
significant impacts would occur when compared to the year 2010 analysis presented in Section
4.5 of the DEIS.

Disposal and Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island FEIS F.3-A-3
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Table F-5. SFOBB/I-80 Operations Existing and Year 2025 Weekday and Weekend Peak Hour Conditions
2025

Background
Existing (1994) i Conditions (No 2025 2025 2025Action)Peak Hour/Direction (Operational Base) i Alternative 1 Alternative 2 1 Alternative 3

Speed3  LOS4  Speed3  LOS4 f Speed3  LOS# : Speed3 LOS4 Speed3  LOS4

Weekday AM peak hours

Eastboundl   57  8  56  8 1 56  B i 56  8  56  B
Westbound2          45      D      20      F      20      F      21      F       21      F

Weekday PM peak holl#

Eastboundl   46  D  44  D  43  D  44  D 1 44  D
Westbound2   56  8  16  F 1 16  F  16  F  17  F

Weekend midday peak hour7

Eastboundi   57  8  56  8  56  8 1 56 8   1  56      B

Westbound2   57  8 1 57  8  57  8  57  8  57  B
1 Eastbound SFOBB/ I-80 east of Yerba Buena Island tunnel.
2 Westbound SFOBB/I-80 west of Yerba Buena Island tunnel.

3 Speed is expressed in miles per hour.
4  LOS is based on mainline travel speeds, consistent with San Francisco Congestion Management LOS designations.

5  The AM peak hour of 8:00 to 9:00 AM occurs within the AM peak period of 6:00 to 9:00 AM.

6  The PM peak hour of 5:00 to 6:00 PM occurs within the PM peak period of 3:00 to 7:00 PM.

7  The midday peak hour of 12:00 to 1:00 PM occurs within the midday peak period of 10:00 AM to 1:00 PM.
Note: Degraded operating conditions on the SFOBB/I-80 in 2010 (without reuse) would be attributable to regional growth. The additional vehicle-trips associated with each reuse
alternative would contribute to increases in queues at the SFOBB toll plaza, congestion and queues in downtown San Francisco, and in the duration of the peak periods.

Source: DON 1997d.
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Table F-6. SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena Island Ramp Volumes and Maximum Queue
Existing and Year 2025 Weekday and Weekend Peak Hour Conditions

2025

Existing (1994)    '  Background Conditions 2025 2025 2025
Peak Hour/Rampl (No Action) Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3(Operational Base)

Volume Queue4 Volume Queue4 Volume Queue4 Volume Queue4 Volume Queue4

Weekday AM Peak Hour

westbound on-rampl (east side)           40                                  15                                      145                                 40                                   75

westbound on-ramp2 (west side)          90                               35                                   335              7              90                         :     170

westbound off-ramp (east side) 190                   45 160 145 160

eastbound on-ramp (east side) 215                   80 300 135 190

eastbound on-ramp (west side) 120                    95 235 205 235

eastbound on-ramp (east side)             20                                   5 145 135 145

Total ramp volumes 675 275 1320 750 975

Weekday PM Peak Hour

westbound on-ramp (east side)           25                               15                                    85                               70                                65

westbound on-ramp (west side) 135                   60                      355        27 295 270

westbound off-ramp (east side) 240                   35 375 145 160

eastbound on-ramp (east side) 250                   80 300 275 250

eastbound on-ramp (west side)           60                               55                                   535             36 190 240

eastbound on-ramp (east side)             20                                   5                                       145                                 45                                   60

Total ramp volumes 730 250 1795 1020 1045
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Table F-6. SFOBB/I-80 Yerba Buena Island Ramp Volumes and Maximum Queue
Existing and Year 2025 Weekday and Weekend Peak Hour Conditions

(continued)

Existing 2025 2025 2025
2025 1

(1994) Background Conditions  1                                                                3Peak Hour/Ramp3
(Operational Base) (No Action) 1 Alternative 1 i Alternative 2 'Alternative 3

Volume Queue Volume Queue4 Volume  Queue4  Volume  Queue4 ] Volume  Queue4
Weekend midday Peak Hour                                                                                                                                                                    I

westbound on-ramp (east side)             20                --                  15                     --                   195                 -                 90                  -                 110                 -

westbound on-ramp (west side) 125               --                  35                     -- 570 242
'

260 -- ' 320

westbound off-ramp (east side) 130  --   45      1 175  --  150  --   100  --

eastbound on-ramp (east side)            155              --                 80                   --           1     480               --         1 295 -     1   320

eastbound on-ramp (west side)            75               --                 95                                1 230 -     1 210 - 160        -

eastbound on-ramp (east side)             20               --                 5                    --                  60                --                50                --                 30

Total ramp volumes 525 275
1

1710 1055
1 1040

1 Ramp located east of Yerba Buena Island tunnel.
2 Ramp located west of Yerba Buena Island tunnel.
3 Maximum on-ramp capacity = 330 vehicles per hour per ramp, except the eastbound on-ramp on the east side of the tunnel = 900 vehicle; maximum eastbound off-ramp capacity
(west of the tunnel)  = 500 vehicles per ramp. Other off-ramps = 560 vehicles per ramp. Total on-ramp capacity = 1,560 vehicles per hour and total off-ramp capacity = 1,620 vehicles
per hour.
4 Number of vehicles

Source: DON 1997d
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F.3-B TRANSPORTATION

Transportation Analysis Methodology and Assumptions

This appendix presents the methodology and assumptions used in the transportation analysis
of this EIS.

Existing Freeway Volumes

Table F-7 presents 24-hour volumes and average daily vehicle trips (ADT's) from traffic counts
conducted by Caltrans  for  the Bay Bridge/ I-80 during weekday and weekend periods (Caltrans
1993).

Ramp Volumes

Table F-8 presents the westbound and eastbound traffic volumes on the on- and off-ramps
between Yerba Buena Island and the Bay Bridge/I-80. 1994 Caltrans traffic count information
for 1994 was used for the ramps.

Land Use Program

The reuse alternatives in Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, were defined using 26
classifications of land use assigned to approximately 15 delineated areas of the NSTI property.
For purposes of the traffic analysis, these 15 areas were aggregated into 8 Traffic Analysis Zones
(TAZs), 7 on Treasure Island and 1 on Yerba Buena Island.  The 8 TAZs are shown on the Figure
F-3 for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, respectively.  Land use classifications were then used to
calculate total trips that would be generated from projected reuses.

Table F-9 presents aggregated acreages, units, or trips for the individual land use categories for
each of the community reuse alternatives.  The EIS developed land use data for the reuse
alternatives based on information from the Reuse Plan and the San Francisco Planning
Department.

Policy Summary

The following policies from the Draft Reuse Plan address regional access, street systems, transit,

and water transportation; these were developed during the community reuse planning process.

• Develop waterborne transportation as the primary means of access to Treasure Island;
• Establish transit and pedestrian-based development on Treasure Island;

•  Establish a multimodal internal circulation system that emphasizes non-auto modes;
and

•   Promote a regional system of ferry landings that are accessible by a diversity of travel

8    modes.

Disposal  and Reuse  of Naval Station Treasure Island  :EIS F.3-B-1
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Table F-7
24-hour Mainline Counts and Total Daily Trips

I-80 Westbound I-80 Eastbound
Weekday Weekend WeekendWeekday

Time (vph) (vph) Time (vph) (vph)
12 - 1 AM 1,249 2,080 12 - 1 AM 2,499 4,491

1-2 792 1,226 1-2 1,442 3,367
2-3 597 747 2-3 986 2,669
3-4 689 727 3-4 679 1,368
4-5 1,342 812 4-5 735 946

5-6 4,689 1,886 5-6 1,653 1,218

6-7 9,798 3,227 6-7 4,517 2,293

7-8 10,762 4,365 7-8 7,925 3,936

8-9 10,026 5,865 8-9 8,356 5,307

9-10 8,461 7,760 9-10 6,216 6,281

10 - 11 7,423 8,476 10 - 11 5,900 7,077
11 - 12 6,898 8,940 11 - 12 6,442 7,028

12-1 PM 6,435 8,373 12-1 PM 6,585 6,937
1-2 6,408 8,527 1-2 7,056 6,974
2-3 6,475 7,534 2-3 8,855 8,021

3-4 7,554 7,152 3-4 10,266 8,792

4-5 8,289 7,597 4-5 9,156 7,608

5-6 8,505 7,804 5-6 9,747 9,625

6-7 7,528 7,753 6-7 9,931 9,193
7-8 5,752 7,052 7-8 8,505 6,961

8-9 4,170 5,280 8-9 6,071 5,411

9-10 4,064 5,759 9-10 6,157 5,585

10 - 11 3,804 5,488 10 - 11 5,458 6,074
11 - 12 2,429 4,083 11 - 12 4,833 6,009

Daily Total 134,139 128,513 Daily Total 139,970 133,171

Source: Caltrans 1993.
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Table F-8. Ramp Volumes - 1994 Conditions
I-80 Westbound (Weekday) I-80 Eastbound (Weekday)

On-Ramp    - Off-Ramp Off-Ramp On-Ramp
Macalla Rd.   T.I. Road Total T.I. Road T.I. Road T.I. Road Total T.I. Road

Time Vph vph vph (vph) Time vph vph vph (vph)

12 - 1 AM                 1               24               25              28                         12 - 1 AM               10                7              17               27
1-2         0      12      12      20             1-2         4       3       7       8
2-3          0        6        6       15               2-3           8        4       12        7
3-4           3         3         6        10                3-4           3         1         4         7
4-5           0         8         8        27                4-5           5         1         6        12
5-6           2        26        28 178 5 - 6                  22               3             25             63
6-7          15        53        68 470 6-7 118         52 170 344

7-8          42        86 128 198 7-8 122         16 138 226

8-9          32       64       96       98               8-9          64       32       96      139
9 - 10                  18               62               80 142 9-10         73       17       90      127
10-11         23        83 106 179 10-11         74       23       97      125
11-12         25 120 145 150 11-12         79       20       99      161

12 - 1 PM               29              93 122 177 12 - 1 PM                74               31 105 149

1-2          31        85 116 127 1-2          79        29 108 157

2-3          21 165 186 183 2-3          82       23 105 248

3-4          45 179 224 210 3 - 4                     85                32 117 313

4-5          24 142 166 242 4-5          78        33 111 206

5 - 6                   22              65               87 183 5-6          78       16       94      136
6-7          19       62       81 168 6-7          64       15       79      148
7 - 8                     16                47                63 135 7-8           57        45 102 102

8-9          12        40        52 122 8-9          54       12       66       71
9 - 10                  32              84 116 104 9-10          50        25        75        79

10-11          5        48        53        65               10-11         39        15        54        50
11 -12               3            22            25            46                       11 -12              27            14            41            24

Daily Total 420 1,579 1,999 3,277 Daily Total 1,349 469 1,818 2,929

Soitrce: Caltrans 1994.
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Regional Access Policies

• Establish ferry service to Treasure Island in conjunction with publicly oriented uses, and
increase service as visitor volumes expand;

•    Place a priority on making seismic improvements to the causeway; and
• Encourage Caltrans to consider seismic and geometric improvements to the SFOBB as

part of the bridge retrofit.

Street System Policies

•  Establish a network of streets that builds upon the existing Treasure Island grid to
accommodate travel demand and distribute traffic;

• Emphasize shoreline-to-shoreline connections across the island that provide direct
linkages  from the destinations within the island  to the water's  edge,  aid in orienting
users to the site, and maximize opportunities for public access to the shoreline;

• Develop multimodal streets on Treasure Island that accommodate significant levels of
bicycle and pedestrian traffic as well as shuttles, transit buses, and automobiles;

•    Promote high visibility and accessibility of the ferry terminals through the design of the
street system;

• Incorporate amenities in the design of the street network for pedestrians and bicyclists;
and

•    Maintain the existing street network on Yerba Buena Island.

Transit System Policies

•    Establish bus and shuttle services on the islands; and

•   Establish a coordinated transit plan for providing access to Treasure Island that brings
together Muni, Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), and ferry
operations.

Water Transportation System Policies

• Upgrade facilities to accommodate ferry service on the east side, and establish a new
ferry terminal on the west side of Treasure Island. Design both facilities to
accommodate water taxis;

• Develop ferry access to be widely available, frequent, and attractive to patrons.
Encourage the use of water taxis to supplement regularly scheduled ferries for
occasional trips; and

•  Ensure that all development agreements, owner participation agreements (OPAs) and
leases contribute to the establishment of the Treasure Island ferry access system,
commensurate with the level of demand projected for each use.

The following 15 policies from the Naval Station Treasure Island Reuse Plan Transportation
Background Report were developed during the community reuse planning process to assist in the
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formulation of a Reuse Plan. These policies support the use of transit in the form of ferries and
buses to NSTI, and the assumptions used in the estimation of trip generation.

1.  Support the earliest possible development of ferry service to NSTI from both San
Francisco and the East Bay.

2. Ferry access should be widely available, frequent and attractively priced. Regularly
scheduled ferries would be supplemented by ferry taxis for occasional trips.

3.  Support a visitor-oriented development that requires most visitors to travel by ferry
and all visitors to travel via high occupancy modes. Enforce this policy by requiring
ticket sales to be completed at landside terminals for tickets that combine ferry and
admission. Prohibit visitor parking and ticket sales at the themed attraction to
ensure that visitors would in fact take the ferry.

4.  All children attending the planned elementary school would arrive via school bus.
Pick up and drop off by parents would be prohibited, except for emergencies.

5.  Bus transit services would continue to have a role at NSTI. Bus services would be
developed connecting the ferry terminal to island destinations (island shuttle) and

 
providing local on-site circulation.

6.  Bus services between the island and the mainland would continue to play a role in
moving people between the island and the mainland areas.

7. Ferry service should be initially established in the area of Pier 1/Pier ih on the east
side of the island, and would accommodate ferries from both the East Bay and San
Francisco. This would serve as the "front door" to the visitor-oriented use.
Convenient shuttle services would connect this location with other sites on the
island.

8. Ferry service would ultimately be implemented at a new terminal on the west side of
the island, separating the travel to and from the East Bay and San Francisco
locations. Regularly scheduled ferry service would ultimately be offered from
multiple locations in both East Bay and San Francisco. The initial services would be
offered from San Francisco Ferry Building and Jack London Square in Oakland.

9.   The ferry plan must consider the landside impacts, including parking demand on the
landside and traffic impacts for travel to the ferry terminals.

10. All employers on the island would be encouraged to provide transit passes at no
charge to employees to encourage transit use.

11. All employers providing parking on the island would be required to charge
employees for parking, minimizing auto use.

12. All development agreements would include detailed Travel Demand Management
(TDM) plans designed to show how the developer would ensure that traffic
generation is minimized.

Disposal and Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island FEIS F.3-B-7
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13. Any residential development planned for the NSTI, beyond the initial Phase I units,
would be developed as a "unique community," which would limit auto ownership
and auto use so as not to unduly impact the SFOBB.

14. Other TDM measures, including flextime, employer provided shuttles and subsidy
of transit services should be aggressively pursued on the island.

15. Encourage the use of alternative fuels for all transit vehicles on the island, including
the island shuttle.

Transportation Features Assumedfor the Three Reuse Alternatives

The following discussion summarizes the transportation features assumed for the three
Community Reuse Alternatives:

•   The Treasure Island street grid system would maximize the use of existing streets and
access points;

•    All street rights-of-way on Treasure Island would contain sidewalks;

•    Pedestrian and bicycle facilities would be provided;
• Ferry service would be provided between Treasure Island and San Francisco and the

East Bay;
•    Bus and shuttle service would be provided on NSTI and to NSTI from San Francisco and

the East Bay;

•    A coordinated transit plan for access to NSTI with the San Francisco Municipal Railway
(Muni) and ferry operators would be established;

• A transportation demand management (TDM) program would be established.
Measures that would be implemented would include the following:

- establish ferry ridership targets for new users;

- restrict visitor parking;

- require employers to provide incentives to reduce vehicular demand;

-    establish an employee transportation coordinator;

-  require that residential development develop and implement measures to
minimize auto usage (limits on parking, road pricing, integrated community
design);

prohibit parking for certain uses such as the themed attraction;

- require school students from San Francisco to arrive by bus;

- establish parking restrictions;

F.3-B-8 Disposal and Reuse OfNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS
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-    prohibit free parking;

-  require TDM plans for all new users to meet transit ridership targets and
require monitoring;

- require facilities for bicycles in new uses, as well as in all ferries; and

- consider car-share and bicycle rental programs

Planned Seismic Retrofit of the SFOBB/1-80. The suspension bridge that connects San Francisco
and Yerba Buena Island will undergo major work on its towers, superstructure, foundation, and
approaches during the planning horizon.  A new replacement east span will be constructed in
place of the existing bridge. The SFOBB east span project will include an upgrade of the
eastbound on-ramp on the east side of the tunnel. This on-ramp will be built to Caltrans
standards with improved sight and merging distances. A bicycle lane from Oakland to Yerba
Buena Island on the new east span is also a possible component of that project.

In  evaluating the reuse alternatives  it has been assumed  that the SFOBB/I-80 structure  and
connecting ramps to NSTI would remain as they are, except the eastbound on-ramp on the east
side of the tunnel. The capacity of this ramp has been assumed to be 900-1,000 vph instead of
330 vph as it exists today. The substandard geometries of other ramps limit their vehicle
processing capacities.

Transportation Plan Assumptions

In order to fulfill the transportation policies for NSTI listed above, a number of transportation
improvements would need to be in place. The reuse planning effort developed a transportation
plan for various phases of development on NSTI. The transportation service assumptions that
were assumed for each community reuse alternative are summarized below. The transportation
plan for the Reuse Plan was presented in the Naval Station Treasure Island Reuse Plan
Transportation Background Report.

Alternatives  1 and 2  - Phase 3 of the Reuse Plan Transportation Plan

•  Both Alternatives 1 and 2 depend heavily on ferry service to NSTI to handle the
predicted levels of visitors. On Treasure Island, the southeastern pier (either Pier 1 or
Pier 12) would still be in service. In addition, a new pier on the western side of the
island would be constructed.

• Ferry access would be extended on both sides of the bay. New terminals could be
created at Golden Gate Fields on Gilman Street, along the border of Albany and
Berkeley, and at Candlestick Point in San Francisco.

Due to the increased intensity of land uses, there would be a heightened demand for ferry
service. The numbers of parking spaces identified in the plan that would be needed at ferry
terminals are as follows:

-- 1,100 parking spaces at the San Francisco Ferry Building;

I
--1,100 parking spaces at Candlestick Point; and,

Disposal  and Reuse  of Naval  Station Treasure  IslandFEIS F.3-B-9
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1,850 parking spaces in the East Bay, evenly split between Jack

London Square and Golden Gate Fields.

•   The Reuse Plan Implementation Strategy identified the need to provide off-site parking
at the San Francisco Ferry Building, Jack London Square, Candlestick Point and the East
Bay (Golden Gate Fields).

• Additional vessels would be needed to handle the ferry service increase in the bay.  The
new facilities at Golden Gate Fields and Candlestick Point would each require two
dedicated ferries. In addition, there would be an extra vessel for the Ferry Building
during peak periods, plus limited use of supplemental ferries during peak periods.

Frequency during peak periods:

--   10 trips per hour from the Ferry Building (6 minute headways);
--   5 trips per hour from Candlestick Point (12 minute headways); and

-- 8 trips per hour from the East Bay, divided between the 2 terminals
(15-minute headways  for each terminal).

•    Shuttle bus service around the two islands would be provided. A total of four vehicles,
plus one back-up vehicle would be provided. Furthermore, two additional back-up
vehicles would be used to cover the peak periods, plus a secondary shuttle loop.

•  The AC Transit T route would also be expanded, with headways shortened to 10
minutes during the peak and 15 minutes during the non-peak times. Since this service is
no longer provided, the service requirement to accommodate demand during the peak
and non-peak periods was determined, and included in section 4.5, Transportation as
mitigation.

Alternative 3 - Phase 2 Of the Reuse Plan Transportation  Plan

•  The intensity of the land uses in Alternative 3 is sufficient to warrant the addition of
ferry service to NSTI. Either Pier 1 or Pier 12 would be used, both located on the
southeast corner of Treasure Island. Modifications would have to be made for either
pier, so they can be used by conventional ferries, and in order to meet American with
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.

•  For the ferry service, four vessels would be in use, two each from the San Francisco
Ferry Building and from Jack London Square in Oakland.  At the Ferry Building, an
additional float would be needed to handle the new ferry service, while no
modifications would be needed for the Jack London Square service.

• Parking requirements for the new ferry service include a need for significant parking at
the two terminal sites. The off-site parking requirement was identified to be 950 and 950
parking spaces, at Jack London and the Ferry Building, respectively.

•   On NSTI, a shuttle bus service would be implemented. This service would be necessary
to connect the Treasure Island ferry terminal to the major activity centers of the two
islands. A fleet of 3 buses would be needed for this service, and would run
approximately every 15 minutes.

F.3-B-10 Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS
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•   In addition to the on-island buses, there also would be expanded AC Transit T route
service to both Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island.  No new stops are planned, but
headways would be decreased to 15 minutes during the peak, and between 20 and 30
minutes off-peak. Similar to Alternatives 1 and 2, since the AC Transit service is no
longer provided, the service requirement to accommodate demand during the peak and
non-peak periods was determined, and included in section 4.5, Transportation, as
mitigation.

 
Travel Demand

Travel demand refers to new auto, transit and pedestrian traffic generated by proposed land

uses. These include traffic (in trips) entering and leaving NSTI, as well as trips between the
various land uses on NSTI. Preliminary trip generation estimates were conducted during the
reuse planning effort. Trip generation, trip distribution and mode split estimates were
determined for the various land uses proposed on NSTI.  Due to the isolated nature of NSTI,
standard San Francisco and national rates were adjusted. The reuse planning team conducted
this effort in cooperation with the San Francisco Planning Department.

For this EIS, the work conducted by the reuse planning team and the San Francisco Planning
Department was reviewed. In general, trip generation rates, distribution and mode split
estimates developed by the reuse planning team were used. Travel demand information
needed to be developed, however, for other land uses not evaluated for the Reuse Plan.  In
addition, auto occupancy factors for vehicle trips to NSTI, and vehicle trips to ferry terminals
were reviewed, and adjusted in some cases.

Trip Generation

Tables F-10 and F-11 summarize the trip generation rates used to estimate community reuse
alternative-generated traffic, for weekday and weekend conditions, respectively. Tables F-12
and F-13 present the work/non-work split for weekday and weekend conditions, respectively.

Overall community reuse alternative travel demand to and from NSTI was estimated from
person-trip generation rates obtained from a variety of sources, including the San Francisco
Planning Department's Citywide Travel Behavior Survey (CTBS) and Guidelines for Environmental
Review: Transportation Impacts (July 1991), the Port Of San Francisco Wate«ront Land  Use Plan  Dra-R
EIR (December 1996), Hunters Point Transportation Plan (1996), information from existing
operations on NSTI (e.g., brig and elementary schools), as well as input from the San Francisco
Planning Department. Weekday and weekend person-trips projected to be generated in 2010
under the three reuse alternatives are shown in Tables F-14 and F-15, respectively, as
summarized below.

The Reuse Plan for NSTI provides for a balanced mix of land uses that would serve to create a
new neighborhood.  As such, it is anticipated that there would be a substantial number of trips
that would occur between the various land uses, such as between residential and retail uses and
between themed attraction and restaurant uses. Such trips were classified as "internal" trips.
Internal trips within NSTI would also occur due to the fact that the development would occur
on the islands that have delay penalties for bridge crossings due to congestion and substandard
ramp configurations, and, therefore, residents and visitors would limit the number of crossings
they would make throughout the day.

Disposal and Reuse  of Naval Station Treasure Island FEIS F.3-B-11
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Table F-10
Trip Generation and In/Out Split-Weekday

Person-Trip AM Peak PM Peak
Rate Peak Worker Visitor Worker Visitor

Land Use Units Daily AM PM In Out In Out In Out In Out
Themed Attraction (1) acres 30400.00 1.7°/0 9.8% 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.37 0.63 0.30 0.70

Themed Attraction acres 12200.00 1.7% 9.8% 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.37 0.63 0.30 0.70

Themed Attraction acres 6100.00 1.7% 9.8% 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.37 0.63 0.30 0.70

Office (2) ksf 18.10 13.8% 17.3% 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.50

H otel (3) rooms 6.92 3.3% 9.5% 0.37 0.63 1.00 0.00 0.37 0.63 0.47 0.53

Retail (4) ksf 168.00 0.0% 9.2% 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.50

Outdoor Recreation (5) acres 50.00 4.0% 8.0% 0.70 0.30 1.00 0.00 0.30 0.70 0.30 0.70

Open Space (6) acres 20.00 4.0% 8.0°: 0.70 0.30 1.00 0.00 0.30 0 70 0.30 0.70

Marina (7) slips 2.96 2.7% 6.4% 0.33 0.67 0.33 0.67 0.60 0.40 0.60 0.40

Museum (8) ksf 50.00 0.0% 9.2% 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.30 0.70 0.30 0.70

Brig (9) trips 109.00 37.9% 33.1°'o 0.67 0.33 0.90 0.10 0.40 0.60 0.40 0.60

Job corps (10) trips 635.00 43.0% 43.5% 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.50

Elementary School (11) trips 152.00 49.3% 19.7% 1.00 0.00 0.60 0.40 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00

Film Production (12) ksf 1.14 0.00/ 0.4°': 0.00 1.00 0.()0 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00

Fire School (13) trlps 244.00 46.0% 50.0% 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00

Conference (14) ksf 5.93 9.8% 9.8% 1.00 0.00 0.90 0.10 0.00 1.00 0.10 0.90

Residential (15) unlts 10.00 13.8% 17.3% 0.00 1.00 0.34 0.66 1.00 0.00 0.32 0.68

Restaurant (16) ksf 96.51 1.00, 7.90/ 0.94 0.06 0.94 0.06 0.70 0.30 0.70 0.300                                                   .0

Warehouse (17) ksf 4.88 11.7% 15.2% 0.72 0.28 0.72 0.28 0.35 0.65 0.35 0.65

Golf Course (18) holes 37.59 8.6" 8.90/0 0.83 0.17 0.83 0.17 0.52 0.48 0.52 0.48

Water Treatment Plant (19) icres 0.00

Entertainment Center (20) ksf 46.81 0.0°/0 10% 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50

Amphitheater (21) seats 2.01 0.09: 30.0°: 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50

C ommunitv / Institutional  (22) ksf 50.00 10.0°. 10.0°/0 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00

Child Development Center (23) ksf 0.00

Police, Fire & Medical (24) ksf 24.00 10.0° 0 10.0°'0 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.20 0.80 0.20 0.80

Wedding Chapel (25) ksf 0.00

Mixed U se (26) ksf 45.50 2.0% 2.0% 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.50

Sources:

(1) Korve Engineering, Distribution of visitors to So. Cal. themed attraction; N/N 3/25 memo to Dave Fellham
Trip generation based on projected number of visitors for each development alternative.

(2) CTBS Table A3, Table 39, AM Peak from l'IE AM Peak/Weekday ADT relationship
(3)  CI'BS SD1, AM Peak from ITE relationship, PM Peak per 4/11/96 DCP memo, weekend rate per 4/1/96 DCP memo
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Table F-10
Trip Generation and In/Out Split-Weekday (continued)

(4)  S.F. Waterfront EIR SD 2,3,4, weekend rate per 4/11/96 DCP memo
(5)  Draft Hunter's Point Transportation Plan, 1996; weekday, weekend same per 4/23 memo
(6) Draft Hunter's Point Transportation Plan, 1996; passive open space

(D NE (420)
(8) Draft Hunter's Point/Weekday-weekend relationship from Exploritorium, 4/11/96, and work/non-work splits from CTBS Cultural

(9)  San Francisco City and County Sheriff, based on 180 inmates

(10) Job Corps Environmental Evaluation
(11)  4/9/96 DCP Memorandum
(12)  Conversation with Robin Eisman at SF Film and Video Arts Commission 4/10/96
(13)  4/10/96 DCP memo; Conversation with Assistant Director of Navy Fire Training Facility 4/10/96, Butte College Fire Sciences Dept. 4/6/96
(14) Presidio Transportation Planning & Analysis Technical Report, Oct 1993

(15) DCP Guidelines - ITE AM Peak/ADT relationship, weekend same as PM weekday, per 4/24/96 DCP memo
(16) ITE (831)
(lD ITE (150)
(18) ITE (430)
(19) Trip generation rate assumed to be 0.0, due to minimal number of trips. Korve Engineering, April 1997
(20) ITE (320)
(21) Trip generation rate based on two visitor trips per seat and one worker per 100 seats. All amphitheater events would occur in the evening, with one event per day. Korve Engineering April 1997
(22)  CTBS SD1 - Institutional

(23) Trip generation rate assumed to be 0.0. Majority of trips linked to Job Corps, Elementary School, and residential. Korve Engineering, April 1997
(24) 1TE (630)
(25) Wedding Chapel not anticipated to generate trips on a daily basis. Korve Engineering, April 1997
(26) Draft Hunterls Point Transportation Plan, 1996
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Table F-11. Trip Generation and In/Out Split-Weekend
Person-Trip Midday

Rate Worker Visitor

Land U se Units I) aily Peak       In       Out      In      Out

Themed Attraction (1) acres 30400.00 5.5% 0.0% 1.00 0.90 0.10

Themed Attraction acres 12200.00 5.5% O.0% 1.00 O.90 ().to

Themed Attraction acres 6100.00 5.5% 0.0% 1.M 0.9(1 0.10

O ffice (2) ksf 0.00 17.3% 0.0% 1.()(1 0.50 0.5(1

i I  o t e l (3) r o o m s 6.92 8.2% 37.0% 0.63 0.47 ().53

Retail (41 ksf 168.00 9.9% O.0% 1.(m o.so o.sO

Outdoor Recreaticin (5) acres 50.0(1 8.0% 3().0% 0.70 0.30 (j.70

(.)pen Space (6) acres 20.00 8.0% 30.0% 0.70 0.30 0.7 0

Marina (7) slips 3.22 27.0% 44.0% 0.56 0.44 0.56

Museum (8) ksf 75.00 14.4°' 70.0% 0.30 0.7 0 0.3(1

Brig (9) trips 195.00 33.1% 40.0% 0.6(1 0.4(1 (1.6(1

Job Corps (10) trlpS 1646.00 12.150 0.0% 1.(10 0.5(1 0.50

Elementary Scho(,1 (11) trlps 0.()0

Film Prciduction (12) ksf 1.14 4.0% 50.0% 0.5 0 0.50 0.50

Fire Sch ,01 (13) trips 1.00 9.2% 0.0°/0 1.(10 0.00 1.0()

C cinference (14) k,f 5.93 9.8,#0 50.0% 0.5() 0.511 0.5 0

Residential (15) units 10.00 17.3% 0.0  '/O 1.()0 0.50 0.5(1

Restaurant (16) ksf 92.65 11.9% 53.0% 0.47 0.53 0.47

Warehouse (17) ksf 1.22 9.8'1/o 64.0% 0.36 0.64 0.36

Golf Course (18) holes 42.43 10.8% 72.0% 0.28 0.72 0.2 8

W ater Treatment Plant (19) acres 0.00

Entertainment Center (20) k sf 46.81 10.0% 50.0% 0.50 0.50 0.5 ()

Amphitheater (21) seats 2.01 20.0% 50.0% 0.50 0.50 0.5()

Community / Institutional (22) k sf 75.00 5.0% 0.0% 100 0.(1(1 1.0(1

Child Devejopment Center (23) ksf 0.00

Police, Fire & Medical (24) ksf 24.(10 10.0% 20.0% 0.80 0.20 0.80

Wedding Chapel (25) ksf- O.00

Mixed Use(26) ksf 45.50 10.0% 50.0% 0.50 0.50 0.50

Sources:

(1)  Korve Engineering, Distribution of visitors to So. Cal. themed attraction; N/N 3/25 memo to Dave Fellham

Trip generation based on projected number of visitors for each development alternative.

(2) CrBS Table A3, Table 39, AM Peak from ITE AM Peak/Weekday ADT relationship
(3)  CrBS SD1, AM Peak from ITE relationship, PM Peak per 4/11/96 DCP memo, weekend rate per 4/1/96 DCP memo
(4)  S.F. Waterfront EIR SD 2,3,4, weekend rate per 4/11/96 DCP memo
(5) Draft Hunter's Point Transportation Plan, 1996; weekday, weekend same per 4/23 memo

(6) Draft Hunter's Point Transportation Plan, 1996; passive open space
(D ITE (420)
(8) Draft Hunter's Point/Weekday-weekend relationship from Exploritorium, 4/11/96, and work/non-work splits from CTBS Cultural

(9)  San Franasco City and County Sheriff, based on 180 inmates
(10) Job Corps Environmental Evaluation
(11)  4/9/96 DCP Memorandum
(12)   Conversation with Robin Eisman at SF Film and Video Arts Commission 4/ 10/96
(13)   4/10/96  DCP memo;  Conversation with Asst.  Director of Navy Fire Training Facility 4/10/96, Butte College Fire Sciences Dept. 4/6/96
(14)  Presidio Transportation Planning & Analysis Technical Report, Oct 1993

(15) DCP Guidelines - ITE AM Peak/ADT relationship, weekend same as PM weekday, per 4/24/96 DCP memo
(16) ITE (831)
(17) ITE (150)
(18) rrE (430)
(19) Trip generation rate assumed to be 0.0, due to minimal number of trips. Korve Engineering, April 1997

(20) ITE (320)
(21) Trip generation rate based on two visitor trips per seat and one worker per 100 seats. All amphitheater events would occur in the evening, with one
event per day. Korve Engineering April 1997
(22)  CTBS SD1 - Institutional
(23) Trip generation rate assumed to be 0.0. Majority of trips linked to Job Corps, Elementary School, and residential. Korve Engineering, April 1997
(24) ITE (630)
(25) Wedding Chapel not antiapated to generate trips on a daily basis. Korve Engineering, April 1997
(26) Draft Hunter's Point Transportation Plan, 1996
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Table F-12
Work, Non-work Splits-Weekday

AM Peak PM Peak

D aily #of #of

I,and UK Workers Visitors Workers Visitors Workers Visitors

'1'hemed Attraction                      0.10 0.90 0.19                             0.81                                0.19                          0.81

office

0.55 0.45

0.08 0.92 0.5(1 0.50 0.50 0.50

H „tel 0.10 0.9() 0.45 ().55

Retail 0.08 0.92 0.08                          0.92                           0.08                       0.92

(iutdcicir Recreation 0.05 0.95 0.05 0.95 0.05 0.95

()pen Sp·ice 0.05 0.95 0.05 0.95 0.05 0.95

Marin:,  0.08 0.92 0.08 0.92 t).08                 '.92

Museum 0.(18 ().92 0.08 0.92 0.08 4).92

Brig 0.79 0.21 0.97 0.03 0.97 1/.03

JoI) (:(,fps 0.37 0.63 0.57 ().43 ().57 0.43

1.lementary Schoc,1 0.47 0.53 0.50 0.50 1.0(1 ().()0

Film Prciductic)n 1.1)0 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.011 1 ). 04)

f·'irc Schmd 0.11 0.89 0.11 0.89 0.11 0.89

(:,inference 0.08 0.92 0.08 l).92 (1.08                          0.92

Residentill 0.33 0.67 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50

Restaurant (1) 0.08 0.92 0.08 0.92 0.08 ().92

Warehciuse (21 0.10 0.90 0.10 0.90 0.08                          0.92

C;(ilf (.ciurse (3) 0.08 0.92 0.08 ().92 0.08 (). 92

Entertainment Center (4) 0.08 (). 92 0.08 0.92 0.08 0.92

Amphitheitre (5) 0.005 0.995                  0.00                  0.00                    0.10                 0.90

Ccimmunity/Institutic,nal (6) 0.08 0.92 0.08 0.92 0.08 (}.92

Pc,lice/Fire/Medical CD 0.05 0.95 0.50 (). 50 0.54) 0.50

Mixed  Use                                                                0.08                               0.92                                 0.08                                  0.92                                     0.08                               0 92

Notes:

(1)  Based on Specialty Retail

(2) From Korve Engineering, May 1997
(3)  Based on Museum

(4)  Based on Specialty Retail

(5) From Korve Engineering, May 1997
(6) Based on Museum

(7)  Based on Office
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Table F-13
Work, Non-work Splits-Weekend

Daily Middav Peak
#of #of

Land  U se Workers Visitors Workers Visitors

Themed Attraction 0.10 0.90 0.00 1.00

()ffice 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hotel                                                0.10                 0.90                   0.45                  0.55
Retail 0.08 0.92 0.08 0.92

()utdoor Recreation 0.05 0.95 0.05 0.95

()pen Spcce 0.05 0.95 0.05 0.95

Marina  0.08 0.92 0.08 0.92
Museum 0.08 0.92 0.08 0.92

Brig 0.79 0.21 0.97 0.03

Job Corps 0.37 0.63 0.57 0.43

Hementarv School O.00 O.00 O.00 0.00
Film Production 1.00 0.00 1.00 ().0()

Fire School 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Conference  0.08 0.92 0.08 0.92
Residential 0.10 0.90 0.10 0.9()

Restaurant (1) 0.08 0.92 0.08 0.92

Warehouse (2) 0.10 0.90 ().10 0.90

Golf Course (3)                          0.08             0.92              0.08             0.92
Water Treatment Plant 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Entertainment Center (4) 0.08 0.92 0.08 0.92

Amphitheatre (5) 0.005 0.995 0.01 0.99
Community/Institutional (6) 0.08 0.92 0.08 0.92

Child Development Center 0.50 0.50 0.08 0.92

Police/Fire/Medical (7) 0.05 0.95 0.50 0.50

Wedding Chapel 0.50 0.50                 0.08                0.92

Mixed Use 0.08 0.92 0.08 0.92

Notes:

(1)  Based on Specialty Retail

(2) From Korve Engineering, May 1997
(3)  Based on Museum

(4)  Based on Specialty Retail

(5) From Korve Engineering, May 1997
(6)  Based on Museum
(D  Based on Weekday percentages
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Table F-14
Estimated Person-trip Generation by Travel Model

Weekday Daily, AM and PM Peak Hour (2010)2

Maximum Construction Medium Construction Mini,num Construction
Mode Alternative Alternative Alter,iative

Daily AM PM Daily AM PM Daily AM PM

Person-trips

Auto 19,570 1,645 2,660 11,660 715 1,365 10,440 1,075 1,430

Vanpool/ Other 5,890 310 610 4,120 255 455 2,665 280 335

Bus 9,600 700 1,280 7,100 285 910 3,925 430 585

Ferry 34,635 1,530 3,900 35,040 555 4,410 9,580 735 1,260

Interna13 48,285 2,835 4,830 17,790 1,150 1,405 18,755 1,820 2,185

Total Person- trips 117,980 7,020 13,280 75,710 2,960 8,545 45,365 4,340 5,795

1Includes inbound and outbound trips.
2The AM peak hour of 8:00 to 9:00 AM occurs within the AM peak period of 6:00 to 9:00 AM.  The PM peak hour of 5:00 to 6:00 PM occurs within the PM peak period of 3:00 to 7:00
PM.

3Internal person-trips are by walking, bicycle, and shuttle, internal to the two islands.
S ource·. Korve Engineering 1997.
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Table F-15
Estimated Person-trip Generation by Travel Model

Weekend Daily and Midday Peak Hour (2010)2

Maximum Construction Medium Construction Minimum Construction
Mode Alternative Alternative Alternative

Daily Midday Daily Midday Daily Midday

Person-trips

Auto 18,640 2,630 15,780 1,585 13,655 1,555

Vanpool/Other 6,340 585 7,080 525 5,180 340

Bus 8,760 1,110 8,170 875 4,650 510

Ferry 32,120 3,115 36,170 4,235 9,675 1,005

Internal3 53,470 4,950 36,365 1,920 40,780 2,550

Total Person-trips 119,330 12,390 103,565 9,140 73,940 5,960

1Includes inbound and outbound trips.
rrhe midday peak hour of 12:00 to 1:00 PM occurs within the midday peak period of 10:00 AM to 1:00 PM.
3Internal person-trips are by walking, bicycle, and shuttle, internal to the two islands.
Source: Korve Engineering 1997.
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Alternative 1 is estimated to generate approximately 117,980 weekday daily person-trips,
including 7,020 weekday AM peak hour and 13,280 weekday PM peak-hour person-trips.
Under weekend conditions, Alternative 1 would generate approximately 119,330 daily person-
trips, including 12,390 midday peak-hour person-trips. Internal trips would represent
approximately 40 percent of the daily and peak hour person-trips.

Under Alternative 2, approximately 75,710 weekday daily person-trips would be generated,
including 2,960 weekday AM peak hour and 8,545 weekday PM peak hour person-trips (Table
F-14). Under weekend conditions, Alternative 2 would generate approximately 103,565 daily
person-trips, including 9,140 midday peak hour person-trips (Table F-15).

The number of daily and peak-hour person-trips generated by Alternative 2 would be less than
the number generated by Alternative 1. During the weekday, the number of daily person-trips
generated by Alternative 2 would be approximately 64 percent of Alternative 1, while during
the weekend, the number of daily person-trips generated by Alternative 2 would be
approximately 87 percent of Alternative 1. Internal trips would range between approximately
16 to 37 percent of daily and peak hour trips.

Under Alternative 3, it is estimated that approximately 45,365 daily person-trips would be
generated during a typical weekday, including approximately 4,340 AM peak hour and
approximately  5,795  PM  peak hour person-trips (Table F-14). During weekend conditions,
Alternative 3 would generate approximately 73,940 daily person-trips, including approximately
5,960 midday peak hour person-trips (Table F-15).

Except as noted, this alternative would generate fewer daily and peak hour person- trips than
the other reuse alternatives. During the weekday and weekend trips, Alternative 3 would
generate from approximately 40 to 60 percent of Alternative 1 person-trips and from
approximately 60 to 70 percent of Alternative 2 person-trips. However, during the weekday
AM peak hour, the number of person-trips would be greater than Alternative 2, reflecting the
greater number of residential dwelling units in Alternative 3 (approximately 1,065 units in
Alternative 3 versus approximately 250 units in Alternative 2).

              Trip Distiibution
Travel distribution to and from Treasure Island was based on existing factors from the CTBS
and the Water ont Land Use Plan Dra# EIR. Trip distribution factors are specific to the type of
trip generated. For example, work trips to the visitor-oriented attractions would not be
expected to follow the same distribution patterns as those of the visitors. Table F-16 presents
the trip distributions between NSTI  and four areas - San Francisco,  the  East Bay, the North Bay
and the South Bay.

8  Mode Spl
it

Mode split assumptions were made primarily based on a combination of existing and modified
policies that emphasized high occupancy modes and recognized the impact of capacity
constraints on mode choice. See Policy Summary of this appendix. In general, mode splits were
adjusted to recognize the limited roadway access to the islands and accordingly to emphasize
non-auto travel modes. Table F-17 presents the mode split assumptions, while Tables F-18 and
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F-19 present, respectively, the average vehicle occupancy for vehicle trips to and from NSTI and
to the ferry terminals.

Table F-16
Person-trip Distribution-Weekday and Weekend

San Francisco East Bay South Bay/Peninsula North Bgv Internal

Work Visitor Work Visitor Work Visitor Work Visitor Work Visitor

Land Use %                  % ./0 ./.                  ./.                  S                  ./0 ./0 ./O               %

Themed Artram,n                    55.4          52.5          24.2         45.0          14.3           0.0           6.1           2.5           0.0           011() fficc 56.6 11.6 25.4 5.8 13.7 1.4 4.3 1.2 0.11 80.(1

11{,fet 55.4 19.9 24.2 17.5 14.3 9.3 6.1 3.3 0.(} 5(}.(1

Rerail 45.4 1).1) 24.2 0.0 14.3 0.0 6.1 0.(1 1 ().(1 1()0.(1

c )utcl<,ir Recrcaticin 55.4 70.0 24.2 30.0 14.3 0.0 6.1 (I.() 0.(1 1).()

C )pIn Space 55.4 70.0 24.2 3( .(j 14.3 0.(1 6.1 0.() ().(j (j.(1

Mmia                                           55.4            52.5             24.2            45.0             14.3              0.0 6.1 2.5             0 {)            (11)

Muscurn 55.4 58.(1 24.2 29.0 14.3 7.() 6.1 6.0 Oj) 0.0

Bng 55.4 5(£0 24.2 50.0 14.3 (.1) 6.1 (}.(} 0.(j ().{J

1,ib G,rps 55.4 50.(1 24.2 50.0 14.3 ( .1) 6.1 ().11 0." 1)11

1·.lementan· Sch„<31 55.4 100.0 24.2 0.0 14.3 0.() 6.1 (J.() 0.1)  j.()

Film Piduction                          55.4           91.11           24.2           50.0            14.3            0.(1             6.1             0.0             0.11            0.1)
Fire Schiml 55.4 50.1) 24.2 50.0 14.3 0.0               6.1 WI 0.() (}.1)

(:Mference 55.4 58.0 24.2 29.0 14.3 7.0 6.1 6.(} (J.(J 0.1}

Residentia] 69.1 15.8 17.2 3.4 1.7 0.3 2.0 ..4 1(}.1) 80.()

Restiturmt (1) 55.4 15.0 24.2 15.0 14.3 0.0 6.1 0.. (}.(} 711.1}

Warch(,use (21                         55.4          511.0          24.2         50.0          14.3           0.0           6.1           0.0           0.1,           0.11
C,<,lf (:oursc (3) 55.4 7(1.0 24.2 30.0 14.3 (.(I 6.1 0.0 l).Ij (}.1)

W'ater Treatmen, Plan, 55.4 50.0 24.2 50.0 14.3 0.(1               6.1 * 1).() (1.0

lintertainment Center (4) 55.4 52.5 24.2 45.0 14.3 0.()             6.1 2.5 ().() 0.0

Amphitheatre (5) 55.4 52.5 24.2 45.0 14.3 0.0           6.1 2.5 (}.() ().(}

Commurrin,/Insurutkinal (6)          55.4          15.0          24.2          15.0          14.3           0.0           6.1           0.11           0.0         711.0
(:hild Development Center 55.4 1(X).() 24.2 0.0 14.3 (.() 6.1 0.0 ().() ( .1)

Police/Firc/Med,cal (7) 55.4 (10 24.2 ().0 14.3 ().(} 6.1 0.(I 0.0 100.(1

Wedditig Chapel 55.4 20.0 24.2 17.5 1 4.3 9.3 6.1 3.3 ().I) 5(J.()

Mixed 1 'se li.7 441.6 12.1 20.3 7.2 4.9           3.1 4.2 50.() 3().1)

Ncik-

(1)   Based on Hotel, with modifications to reflect predominantly internal trips for visitors.

(2)  Based on Film Production

(3)  Based on Outdoor Recreation

(4) Based on Themed Attraction

(5) Based on Themed Attraction

(6)  Based on Museum, with modifications to reflect predominantly internal trips for visitors.

(D  Based on Brig, with modifications to reflect predominantly internal trips for visitors.
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Table F-17. Mode Split-Weekday and Weekend

San Francisco East Bay South Bay,Teninsula North Bay Internal

WORK NON-WORK WORK NON-WORK WORK NON-WORK WORK NON-WORK WORK NON-WORK
Land Use Mode              %                   %                   %                    %                    %                    %                    %                    %                    %                    %

Themed Attraction Auto 34.0 0.0 39.0 0.0 57.4 0.0 51.0 0.0 77 8.8

Amphitheater Carpool 14.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Entertainment Center Bus 13.0 10.0 43.0 10.0 10.2 10.0 0.0 10.0 39.6 28.1

Ferry 39.0 90.0 14.0 90.0 30.4 90.0 44.0 90.0 0.0 0.0

Other* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 52.7 63.1

Office, Museum, Brig Auto 34.0 36.0 39.0 47.0 57.4 60.0 51.0 71.0 77 9.6

Mixed Use, Job Corp Carpool 14.0 30.0 4.0 28.0 2.0 16.0 5.0 19.0 0.0 0.0

Elem Sch; Police, Fire, Med Bus 13.0 9.0 43.0 19.0 10.2 6.0 0.0 7.0 39.6 28.7

Comm/Inst. Ferry 39.0 26.0 14.0 6.0 30.4 18.0 44.0 3.0 0.0 0.0

Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 52.7 61.7

Hotel Auto 34.0 35.5 39.0 47.0 57.4 60.0 51.0 71.4 77 8.8

Conference Carpool 14.0 30.0 4.0 28.0 2.0 16.0 5.0 19.4 0.0 0.0

Restaurant Bus 13.0 9.0 43.0 19.0 10.2 6.0 0.0 7.2 39.6 28.1

Ferry 39.0 25.5 14.0 6.0 30.4 18.0 44.0 2.0 0.0 0.0

Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 52.7 63.1

Retail Auto 34.0 50.0 39.0 50.0 57.4 0.0 51.0 0.0 7.7 8.8

Carpool 14.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Bus 13.0 50.0 43.0 50.0 10.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 39.6 28.1

Ferry 39.0 0.0 14.0 0.0 30.4 0.0 44.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 52.7 63.1

Outdoor Recreation Auto 34.0 36.0 39.0 47.0 57.4 60.0 51.0 71.0 77 8.8

Golf Course Carpool 14.0 30.0 4.0 28.0 2.0 16.0 5.0 19.0 0.0 0.0

Bus 13.0 9.0 43.0 19.0 10.2 6.0 0.0 7.0 39.6 28.1

Ferry 39.0 26.0 14.0 6.0 30.4 18.0 44.0 2.0 0.0 0.0

Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 52.7 63.1

Open Space Auto 34.0 84.0 39.0 84.0 57.4 84.0 51.0 84.0 77 8.8

Marina Carpool 14.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Bus 13.0 12.0 43.0 12.0 10.2 12.0 0.0 12.0 39.6 28.1

Ferry 39.0 4.0 14.0 4.0 30.4 4.0 44.0 4.0 0.0 0.0

Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 52.7 63.1

Film Production Auto 58.0 36.0 66.0 47.0 89.0 60.0 52.0 71.0 77 8.8

Warehouse Carpool 19.0 30.0 0.0 28.0 5.0 16.0 10.0 19.0 0.0 0.0

Bus 6.0 9.0 17.0 19.0 3.0 6.0 19.0 7.0 39.6 28.1

Ferry 17.0 26.0 17.0 6.0 3.0 18.0 19.0 2.0 0.0 0.0

Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 52.7 63.1

Fire School Auto 34.0 34.0 39.0 39.0 57.4 57.4 51.0 51.0 77 8.8

Carpool 14.0 14.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0

Bus 13.0 13.0 43.0 43.0 10.2 10.2 0.0 0.0 39.6 28.1

Ferry 39.0 39.0 14.0 14.0 30.4 30.4 44.0 44.0 0.0 0.0

Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 52.7 63.1

Residential Auto 34.0 66.0 66.0 84.0 34.0 62.5 66.0 0.0 77 9.6

Carpool 2.0 2.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Bus 16.0 24.0 24.0 12.0 16.0 9.0 24.0 10.0 39.6 28.7

Ferry 48.0 8.0 8.0 4.0 48.0 25.5 8.0 90.0 0.0 0.0

Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 52.7 61.7

Note:  *  Other = Pedestrian or bicycle.
Work Non-Work

Vehicle Occupancy Rates: Carpool 3.0 8.0

Auto 1.5 3.0
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Table F-18
Average Vehicle Occupancy for Trips to NSTI

(persons per vehicle)
«K< IN*60.**Me-«S  -' - .

Vehicle type Work Non-work

Vanpool/Other                                         3                                       8

Auto                       1.5                 3
.='-M. -'=-'.-='-,--·

Table F-19
Average Vehicle Occupancy for Vehicle Trips to Ferry Terminals

(persons per vehicle)
.--.........-...........  ...'.-......-............--'.-------W---------$----------------m#m#-*--*$=#-*M#

Vehicle type Work Non-work

Vanpool/Other                   3                  8

Auto 1.5                                  3
-- - - m m..

SFOBB/1-80 Analysis

Freeway Operation Analysis

This section presents the approach to and results of the freeway operation analysis conducted
for the existing conditions and all the community reuse alternatives.  It also includes the on- and
off-ramp analysis for Yerba Buena Island. Table F-20 provides level of service definitions for
freeway sections. Analyses of freeway operations were conducted for the following freeway
sections and directions:

Westbound direction I-80 in the AM peak period

Westbound direction I-80 in the PM peak period

Eastbound direction I-80 in the AM peak period

Eastbound direction I-80 in the PM peak period
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                                                                                   Table F-20Level of Service Definitions for Freeway Sections
-----------------------------------m--)-- .... . . . .

Auerage Speed
LOS (mph)

A             > 60
B                                    > 55

C                                   > 49
D                                   > 41

E                                   > 30

F                     <30

Network Development

The freeway operations area studied included the section of I-80 freeway from east of Treasure
Island to the west of the I-80/U.S. 101 junction. This study area is approximately 4.3 miles (7
km) long and includes the mainline freeway and the associated ramps.

The analysis employed the FREQ11 software program, a freeway corridor simulation model
developed by the Institute of Transportation Studies of the University of California at Berkeley.
This program evaluates the basic freeway segments, ramp junctions, and weaving areas based
on the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) procedures as a system, and provides system wide
average speeds and queue spillback data over a three-hour peak period. The purpose of the
three-hour analysis period is to analyze the network before, during and after the peak hour to
analyze the congestion build-up and dissipation. The calibrated AM and PM peak conditions
network developed for the Alternatives to Replacement Of the Embarcadero Freeway and the Terminal
Separator Structure (November 1994) was used as a base for this exercise.  This network included
the section of I-80 freeway from west of Treasure Island to the west of the I-80/U.S. 101 junction
based on 1993/1994 traffic conditions.

For the NSTI Disposal and Reuse EIS, the FREQ11 freeway network was expanded to include
NSTI and the on- and off-ramps associated with it in both the eastbound and westbound
directions. Ramp volumes from 1994 Caltrans counts were used as an input into the expanded

  network.
In addition to the AM and PM peak networks, a third network, the weekend midday peak
period, was developed. Since weekend ramp volumes were not available for year 1993/1994, it
was assumed that ramp traffic volumes during the weekend midday peak period are similar to
the AM peak. Mainline volumes for weekend conditions were obtained from Caltrans for
1996/1997 conditions, and these volumes were used as an input into the model.

The following input parameters were adjusted to calibrate the new model to the existing
conditions as reported in Alternatives to Replacement Of the Embarcadero Freeway and the Terminal
Separator Structure and existing conditions observed in 1997:
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•   Speed flow curves for each freeway subsection was developed to reflect the maximum
flow rate of 2,100 passenger cars per hour per lane.

•    A speed-flow curve (65-mph) was used, based on the data on the I-80 freeway provided
by FREQ11.

• Weaving section capacities were based on the existing operations. The weaving section
capacities in the model were adjusted to reflect the existing operation.

•   On- and off-ramp capacities were based on existing counts and HCM procedures.  The
field-measured counts were used at ramp locations where the actual ramp counts
exceeded the HCM maximum recommended capacity.

Development of SFOBS/Yerba Buena Island Ramp Capacities

Since the existing ramps, especially the westbound and eastbound on-ramps, have substandard
geometries, a number of approaches were taken to determine the on- and off-ramp capacities of
these ramps. These methods included an HCM methodology procedure, linear regression
methodology, and field measured maximum volume throughput counts.

Linear Regression Methodology

The HCM uses a methodology that calculates the capacity of an on-ramp merge area in terms of
the maximum total flow that can enter the merge influence area.  This is the sum of the ramp
flow plus the flow in lanes one and two. A survey was conducted to find the relationship
between the on-ramp volume, the time it takes for a given vehicle to enter the traffic stream
from the on-ramp, the measured lane one (right-most lane) volume and the calculated lane two
volume. A regression analysis was conducted with the above data, in which a relationship was
not found between the collected data (i.e., R square value of 0.08).

HCM Methodology

The Yerba Buena on-ramps to I-80/SFOBB function similar to a STOP controlled T-intersection
due to the existing configuration.  As a result, the on-ramps were evaluated using the 1985
Highway Capacity Manual (Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, 1994 Update)
operations methodology, as outlined in Chapter 10 (Unsignalized Intersections). This method
determines the capacity of the minor street intersection approach (on-ramp) by estimating the
availability and the usefulness in gaps in major street traffic (so that vehicles on the minor street
can merge with traffic on the major street). A survey was conducted to measure the time it
takes for a given vehicle to enter the traffic stream from the on-ramp. This value (averaged by
the total number of vehicles) was used as an accepted gap value. This method was not used
because actual counts on the on-ramps exceeded the HCM maximum recommended capacity.

Field Measured Data

Using 1994 on-ramp and off-ramp traffic counts (a complete set of ramp volume counts for
when NSTI was operational was only available for 1994 conditions) provided by Caltrans, the
maximum number of serviced vehicles were used as the capacity of the on- and off-ramps.
Caltrans data indicate that the eastbound on-ramp from Yerba Buena Island had the highest
demand. In addition, during field surveys in 1994, a queue at the eastbound on-ramp was
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observed during the ramp peak hour, this signifying that the on-ramp was operating at
capacity. The merging distances for the eastbound on-ramp is less than 50 feet (15 m) and the
bridge piers severely restrict sight distances for drivers trying to get onto the bridge.  With the
operational constraints on the eastbound on-ramp, this ramp was used as a worst-case scenario,
and an on-ramp capacity of 330 vph was used for all on-ramps. An off-ramp capacity of 560
vph was used for all off-ramps, except for the eastbound off-ramp west of the tunnel in which a
lower capacity of 500 vph was used due to its steep grade and tight turning radius.

The capacity data input into the FREQ11 model for the freeway and ramps is presented in Table
F-21.

Table F-21
Freeway and Ramp Capacity at Yerba Buena Island (vph)

1 FremwV Eastbound SFOBB/I-80 Westbound SFOBB/I-80Mainline

off-ramp (west off-ramp (east on- on-ramp (east off- on-ramp (west
of YBP) of YBIl) ramp of YBP) ramp of YBIl)

10,500 500 560 900 330 560 330

1Yerba Buena Island.

Future Travel Forecasts

SFOBB/7-80

Year 2010 conditions AM and PM peak period traffic volumes were estimated using the MTC
travel demand model. An annualized growth rate, which was determined by comparing the
existing 1994 counts and year 2015 model volumes obtained from the Alternatives to Replacement

of the Embarcadero Freeway and the Terminal Separator Structure Report, was applied to existing
1994 traffic counts to derive Year 2010 baseline volumes. These growth rates were based on
ABAG Projections '94. Recently developed San Francisco 2015 Cumulative Update to the
ABAG Projections '96 land use database was not used in the analyses.  Such data is useful only
when the project under review is broadly physically integrated into the larger region.  NSTI is
connected to the region by 1 route - the SFOBB/I-80. Since the SFOBB/I-80 is already operating
at capacity, the new data would not affect any analyses done using the Projections'94 data.

Based on the growth rate developed for the Alternatives to the Replacement Of the Embarcadero
Freeway and Terminal Separator Structure EIS/EIR, the AM peak traffic hour demand on the
SFOBB is anticipated to increase over 1994 by approximately 6 percent in the westbound
direction and 14 percent in the eastbound direction east of Treasure Island by the year 2010.
Overall increases in traffic volumes during the PM peak hour are anticipated to be
approximately 13 percent in the westbound direction and an additional 3 percent in the
westbound direction east of Treasure Island by the year 2010.
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For the EIS, year 2010 conditions needed to be developed for weekend conditions.  The year
2010 weekend midday peak hour volumes were developed using 1996/1997 mainline traffic
volumes for weekday and weekend conditions, and projected growth for weekday conditions.
The existing relationship between the weekend midday peak and weekday AM peak period
was calculated. This distribution was then applied to the projected year 2010 weekday AM
peak hour volumes to obtain year 2010 weekend midday peak period mainline traffic volumes.

The weekend midday peak hour traffic demand growth on the SFOBB is projected to be similar
to the AM peak. The increase would be approximately 6 percent in the westbound direction
and 14 percent in the eastbound direction east of Treasure Island by the year 2010.

Year 2025 forecast and analyses were prepared and included in Appendix F.3-A for both SFOBB

freeway mainline and on- and off-ramps to NSTI, using the same methodology for the year 2010
analyses.

On- and 0#-ramps

The land use components of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 were used to determine the projected travel
to and from NSTI during the weekday AM and PM peak hours, and the weekend midday peak
hour.

Conditions in 2010 without the Project

SFOBB /7-80 Operations

During peak period of operation, traffic demand projected for future year 2010 conditions is
expected to exceed the current maximum volumes on the SFOBB of 10,000 vph. However,
existing metering practices in the westbound direction at the toll plaza would limit the number
of vehicles that could access the SFOBB/I-80. Westbound traffic accessing the SFOBB/I-80 is
restricted to approximately 10,500 vehicles during the AM peak hour and 9,000 vehicles during
the PM peak hour. More vehicles are metered in the PM peak due to congestion and backups
from I-80 in San Francisco.  With the projected increases in traffic demand, the peak period is
anticipated to spread over a longer period than under existing conditions. During both the AM
and PM peak hours, the westbound traffic on the SFOBB/I-80 is projected to operate at capacity
for more than three hours during the peak period.

In the eastbound direction, the capacity and congestion in downtown segments of I-80 restrict
the number of vehicles accessing the SFOBB/I-80 to approximately 9,500 vph. This condition is
anticipated to continue, as there are no planned improvements at the downtown San Francisco
approach of the SFOBB/I-80.  As in the westbound direction, the increase in eastbound demand
results in the spread of the peak period.

Ramp Operations

As a result of the closure of the NSTI, traffic volume on the ramps connecting the SFOBB/I-80
with Yerba Buena Island would decrease. During both the weekday AM and PM peak hours,
the ramp volumes are anticipated to be approximately a third of the 1994 levels. Under No
Action conditions, total traffic entering and exiting NSTI in both the eastbound and westbound
directions would be approximately 277 vph during the AM peak hour, and 249 vph during the
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PM peak hour. During the weekend midday peak hour, volumes are estimated to be similar to
weekday AM conditions  (277 vph). These vehicles would include trips  to  and  from the Coast
Guard Station, the museum, and sightseeing trips.

Analysis Results

Table F-22 presents a summary  of the analysis results  of the SFOBB/ I-80 freeway operations  for
the peak hour conditions. Tables F-23 and F-24 present the SFOBB/I-80 operations for the
three-hour FREQ11 run, for the eastbound and westbound directions, respectively. Traffic
volumes, speeds   and   LOS are presented   for five segments   of the SFOBB/ I-80. Table   F-25
presents the SFOBB/I-80 results for weekend conditions. Table F-26 presents the SFOBB/I-80
ramp volumes and queues for the Yerba Buena Island on- and off-ramps.

Intersection Analysis

Operating characteristics of intersections are described by use of the concept of Level of Service
(LOS). LOS designations are a qualitative description of an intersection's performance based on
traffic delays. An intersection's LOS could range from LOS A, representing free-flow
conditions, to LOS F, representing congested conditions. All intersections analyzed for the
community reuse alternatives are unsignalized, and Table F-27 provides detailed descriptions
of the various LOS operating conditions for unsignalized intersections.

Operations at unsignalized intersections (both two-way and all-way stop-controlled) were
evaluated using the methodology outlined in Chapter 10 of the 1994 Update to the 1985

Highway Capacity Manual. For two-way stop-controlled intersections, the analysis method
determines the conflicting traffic volumes, the capacity of the gaps in the major traffic stream,
and estimates the average total delay for each movement. Total delay is defined as the total
elapsed time from when a vehicle joins the queue until the vehicle departs from the stopped
position at the head of the queue. Level of service is then based on the average total delay.
Level of service for unsignalized intersections ranges from LOS A, which is generally free-flow
conditions with easily made turns by the minor street traffic, to LOS F, which indicates very
long delays for the minor street traffic. For all-way STOP<ontrolled intersections, the analysis
methodology estimates the capacity and delay for each roadway approach based upon the
intersection geometry and the turning movements at the intersection.  The LOS is then
determined based on the average total delay for the intersection as a whole.

Table F-28 presents a summary of the weekday and weekend peak hour analyses for the 5 study
intersections.
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Table F-22
Summary of SFOBB / I-80 Weekday and Weekend Peak Hour Traffic Conditions

Eastbound Westbound
Scenario / Time Speed LOS Speed LOS

WeekdayAMPeakHour (7.30 - 8.·30)

Existing                              57                B                  45                 D

No Action
(Year 2010)                                 57                     B                       23                      F

Maximum Alternative
57        B         22        F

(Year 2010)

Medium Alternative                     57                     B                       23                      F
(Year 2010)

Minimum Alternative                   57                     8                       23                      F
(Year 2010)

Weekday PM Peak Hour (4:30 - 5:30)

Existing              46        D        56        B

No Action                                                46                             D                                1 8                              F

(Year 2010)

Maximum Alternative                             46                                 D                                   17                                  F
CYear 2010)

Medium
Alternative                                 46                                 D                                   17                                  F

(Year 2010)

Minimum Alternative                              46                                 D                                   17                                  If
(Year 2010)

Weekend Midday Peak Hour (12:30 - 1:30)

Existing                             57                B                  57                 B

No Action                                   57                     B                       57                      B
(Year 2010)

Maximum Alternative
56             B              57             B

(Year 2010)
Medium Alternative
(Year 2010)                                 57                     8                       57                     B

Minimum Alternative                   56                     8                       57                     B
(Year 2010)

(1) Eastbound I-80/SFOBB east of the tunnel

(2) Westbound I-80/SFOBB east of the tunnel

(3) LOS is based on mainline travel speeds consistent with San Francisco CMP LOS designations
Source: Korve Engineering, Inc., May 1997
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Table F-23
Freeway Mainline Travel Speeds, Volumes, and LOS (SFOBB / I-80 Eastbound)  -

Weekday Conditions

AM Peak Period

Fremont On-ramp to 1-80 Mainline 1-80 Bay Bridge to TI Road Left Off-  Tl Road Left Off-ramp to TI Road Right   TI Road Right 01-ramp To TI Road    TI Road On-ramp to 1-80 Mainline
ramp 011-ramp 01.ramp

Scenario / Time
Penod Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed LOS

-

Existing

6:30-7:30 AM

6.889                53                C             6.889               57               8              7.051                 57                8             6.721                 57                8 7.049 57      B

7:304:30 AM 7.048                53                C             7.048               57                8             7,367                 57                8             6.916                57                B 7,133 57      B

8:30-9:30 AM 6,328          53          C        6,328         57         B        6.870          57         B        6,249         57          B 6.387 57      B

   No Adion
6.30-7:30 AM

7,135            52            C          7.135           57           8          6,984            57           8          7.046            57            8 7.127 57      B

7:30-8:30 AM 7,410          52          C        7.410         57         B        7,376          57         8        7,366         57          B 7.407 57      B

8:30-9:30 AM 6,922          52          C        6.922         57         8        6,835          57         8        6,867         57          8 6.908 57      B

                                 ..l... -attll
52

6:30 1:30 AM 7 186
C        7.186         57         8        6.985          57         B        6.864     

    57          B 7,162 57      B

7:30-8:30 AM 7,483          52          C        7,483         57         8        7,376          57         8        7.310         57         8 7,459 57               B

8:30-9:30 AM 6.962          52          C        6,962         57         8        6,836          57         B        6,761          57         8 6,910 57      8

Id lum All.„IN,

6:30-7:30 AM 7,176          52          C        7,176         57         8        7,001          57         8        6889          57          8 7,024 57      B

7:30-8:30 AM 7,468          52          C        7.468         57         B        7,376          57         8        7,317         57         8 7.385 57      B

8:30-9·30 AM 7.339          52          C        6,955         57         8        6,847          57         8        6,776         57          8 6.844 57      B

Minimum Alt rnattvo

6:30-7·30 AM 7,185          52          C        7.185         57         8        6.984          57         8        6.864         57          8 7,053 57      B

7:30-8:30 AM 7.483          52          C        7,483         57         8        7,376          57         8        7.310         57          8 7,405 57      8

8·»9:30 AM 6 961              52              C           6.961              57             B           6.835              57             8           6.760              57              8 6.855 57      B

1         PM peak ...,od

Fremont On-ramp toi-80 Mainllne 1-80 Bay Bridge to Tl Road Left Off-  TI Road Left Off-ramp to TI Road Right   TI Road Right Off-ramp To Tl Road    Tl Road On-ramp to 1-80 Mainline
ramp Off-ramp On-ramp

Scenario / Time Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed LOS
Period (mph)

Existing

3:30·4:30 PM 9.451          47          D        9,451         46         D        9.393          46         D        9.373 46 D 9,620 46      D

Disposal  and Reuse  of Naval Station Treasure Island FEIS F.3-B-29

8  1un220
03



Appendix F.  Transportation

Table F-23
Freeway Mainline Travel Speeds, Volumes, and LOS (SFOBB / I-80 Eastbound)  -

Weekday Conditions (continued)

PM Peak Per/od

Fremont On-ramp to 1-80 Mainline 1-80 Bay Bddge to TI Road Left Off-   Tl Road Left Off-ramp to Tl Road Right   TI Road Right Off-ramp To TI Road    TI Road On-ramp to 1-80 Mainline
ramp Off-ramp On-ramp

Scenario / Time Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed LOS
Period (mph)

4:30-5:30 PM 9.456         47         D       9.456 46 D             9.394                 46                D             9,359                46                0 9,473 46            D

5:30-6·30 PM 8,965                51                 D             8.965 46 D              8,897                 47                D             8.875                47                D 9.005 46 D

No Action

3:30-4:30 PM 9 499                47                 D             9,499 46 D              9.423 46 D        9,421          46         D 9,460 46 D

4:30-5:30 PM 9.457                47                 D             9,457 46 D       9,399 46 D        9,393          46         D 9.471 46      D

5:30-6:30 PM 8,965                51                 D             8.965 46 D       8,937 46 D           8 936              46             D 8,975 46 D

Maximum Alternatlv 

3:304:30 PM 9,450                47                 D             9,450 46 D        9.206          46         D        9,140 46 D 9,290 46 D

4:30-5·30 PM 9.455                47                 0             9.455 46 D 8933 47 D        8.790          47         D 9.090 46      D

5:306:30 PM 8.965          51          C        8,965         46         D        8.706          47         D        8,633          47         D 8,783 47 D

Medium A/ternative

3:304:30 PM 9,450          47          D        9.450 46 D       9,360 46 D        9,339 46 D             9 476 46 D

4:30-5:30 PM 9.456                47                 D             9.450 46 D        9.260          46         D        9.214          46         D 9.487 46            D

5:304:30 PM 8.965         51         C       8,965 46 D             8.869                 47                D             8,847                47                D 8,984 46 D

MInimum Altimativi

3:304:30 PM 9,450                47                 0             9.450 46 D       9,338 46 D        9.311 46 D 9.435 46 D

4:30-5:30 PM 9.458                47                 D             9.458 46 D       9,211 46 D             9,150 46 D 9,397 46            D

5:30-6:30 PM 8.965          51          C        8,965 46 D        8.845          47         D        8,814          47         D 8,938 46 D

LOS is based on mainline travel speeds consistent with San Franasco CMP LOS designations

Source: Korve Engineering, Inc., May 1997
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Table F-24
Freeway Mainline Travel Speeds, Volumes, and LOS (SFOBB / I-80 Westbound) -

Weekday Conditions

AM Peak Period

1-80 Bay Bridge to YBI On-ramp YBI Orwamp to YBI Off-ramp YBI Off-ramp to YBI On-ramp YBI On-ramp to 1-80 Mainline A-80 Mainline to Fremont Off-ramp

Scenario / Time Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS   Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS   Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Vdume Speed (mph) LOS
Period (vph)8 Eiddlig

F
6:30-7:30 AM 10.540 34 E       10.628 36 E           10.429             46 D 10,472             37 E 10.500            28

7:30-8:30 AM 9.571 45 D       9,644         45         D        9,540         46         D        9,572 55 8 9,823 25        F

8:30-9:30 AM 8.120                49               C 8,184 49 C             8.034                50               C             8.056                57                8 8.056 57        B

No Action

6·30-7·30 AM 9,115                21                F             9,130                21                F             9.090                21                F             9,125 22 F        9,125         22         F

7:304:30 AM 9,568         23         F        9,575         23         F        9.553         23         F        9.571         24         F 9,571 24         F

8:30-9:30 AM 8.422 48 D             8,429                49               C             8.410                42               D             9.041                27                F             9,041               22                F

         M-*.6:30-7:30 AM 8.729         20         F        8.876          21         F        8.725         20         F        9.005 22 F        9.055         22          F

7:30-8:30 AM 9.274 22 F        9,348 22 F        9.260 22 F        9.439         23         F 9.439 23        F

8 30-9:30 AM 8,883                27               F             8 957                21                F             8 887                20               F             9,057 22 F        9,057         22         F

Mglum Altirnative

6:30-7:30 AM 9.297 22 F        9,336 22 F             9,198                21                F             9.291                23                F 9.291 23         F

7·30-8:30 AM 9.553              23             F           9.572              23             F           9,502              23             F           9.549             24              F 9,549 24        F

8·30-9·30 AM 8 473                42               D             8 494                27                F             8.431                24                F             9 046 22 F        9,046         22         F

MInimum Nt,rnatlve

6:30-7:30 AM 9.126         21         F        9.200 22 F        9,045         21         F        9.217 22 F           9 217             22              F

7:30-8:30 AM 9,474                23               F             9.510                23                F             9,431 22 F        9.517         24          F 9.517 24        F

8·30-9:30 AM 8,482         35         E        8,519 22 F        8,963         20         F        9.049         27          F        g,049         22
         F

PM Peak Period

1-80 Bay Bridge to YBI On-ramp YBI On-ramp to YBI Off-ramp YBI Off-ramp to YBI On-ramp YBI On-ramp to 1-80 Mainline           A80 Mainine to Frernont Off-ramp

Scenario / Time Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS   Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS   Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS    Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Vdume Speed (mph) LOS
Period (vph)

8         
         E

....g

3·30-4·30 PM 8,191 56 B        8.327 56 8        8.072         57         8        8,097         57         B       8,097         56         B

4·30-5:30 PM 8.347 56 B       8,423 56 B        8.210 56 8        8.233 56 8 8.199 19        F

5:30-6·30 PM 7966              57             B           8047 56 B           7 890              57             8           7 909             57              8           7 909 57        8

No Action
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Table F-24
Freeway Mainline Travel Speeds, Volumes, and LOS (SFOBB / I-80 Westbound) -

Weekday Conditions (continued)

PM Peak Period

1-80 Bay Bridge to YBI On-ramp YBI On-ramp to YBI Off-ramp YBI Off-ramp to YBI Orwamp YBI On-ramp to 1-80 Mainline 1-80 Mainineto Fremont Off-ramp

Scenario / Time Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS    Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS    Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS    Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Vdurne Speed (mph) LOSPedid                                          Ciph)
3:30-4:30 PM 9,000 56 B        9,008 56 8       8.990 56 B        7,822 38 E 7,822 18        F

4:30-5:30 PM 7,960          18         F        7,975         18         F       7,941          17         F        8,001          18         F 8,001 18        F

5:30-6:30 PM 8,498                20                F             8,506                20               F             8.489                20               F             8,520                20                F 8.52o 20 F

Maximum Alt rnallve

F
3·304:30 PM 7,722 48 D          7 764            37           E         7,568            32           E          7,790            23 7.745 17 F

4·30-5:30 PM 7,795              17             F           7.879              18             F           7,513              16             F           7.923              17              F 7.843 18        F

5:304:30 PM 8,406          19         F        8.449         20         F       8,259         19         F        8474         19         F 8,435 20 F

Medium Alt,rnally.

3:304:30 PM 7.687         47         D       7,724         37         E       7.650         32         F        7.798         23         F 7.798 18 F

4:30-5:30 PM 7,697                17                F             7,768                17               F             7,627                16               F             7,922                17                F             7,922               18                 F

5:30-6:30 PM 8,365          19         F        8.401          19         F       8.329         19         F        8.476         19         F 8,476 20        F

Minhum Altimitlvi

3:304:30 PM 7.708         51         C 7,740 40 E       7,568 35 E        7,745         24         F 7.790 18        F

4:30-5:30 PM 7 743            17            F          7.810            17            F          7,513            16           F          7,843            17            F 7,923 18 F

5:304:30 PM 8.388                19                F             8,420                19                F             8,259                19                F             8.435                19                F 8,474 20        F

LOS is based on mainline travel speeds consistent with San Francisco CMP LOS designations

Source: Korve Engineering, Inc., May 1997
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Table F-25
Freeway Mainline Travel Speeds, Volumes, and LOS (SFOBB / I-80)

Weekend Conditions

EASTBOUND WEEKEND MIDDAY PEAK

Fremont On-ramp to k80
Mainline 1-80 Bay Bridge to Tl Road Left Off-   Tl Road Left Off-ramp to TI Road Right  TI Road Right Off-ramp To TI Road TI Road On-ramp to k-80 Mainline

ramp Off-ramp On-ramp

Scenario / Volume Speed LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed LOS Volume (vph) Speed LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS
(vph) (mph) (mph) (mph)

Time Period

Existing

11:30-12:30 PM 6.584         53            C            6,584              57             8            6 510 58 B         6487 58 8 6.640 57         8

57

12·30-1:30 PM 7.152           53              C              7.152                57                8              7,050               57                 8 7.038 B 7.171 57        B

1:30-2:30 PM 7,435 53 C            7.435              57             8            7.329             57              8             7.304            57            8            7 409 57         B

No Action

11:30-12:30 PM 7.378      52        C        7.378          57         8        7.330         57          8         7.328        57        8        7.369         57          8

12:30-1:30 PM 7.692      52        C        7.692          57         8        7.604         57          B         7,600        57        B 7,681 57         B

1·30-2:30 PM 7 434          52            C            7 434              57              8            7,390             57              8             7.389            57            8 7.430 57                     B

Maximum Scona o

11:30-12:30 PM 7,403           52              C              7,403                57                8              7.292               57                 8                7.264              57              8 7,504 57         B

12·30-1:30 PM 7,795       52        C        7,795 56 8        7.587         57          8         7.533        57        8        7.863         56          B

1·30-2:30 PM 7.435       52        C        7.435         57         B        7,334         57          B         7,308        57        8 7.638 57         B

    Midlum hniAa
11·30-12:30 PM 7.399      52        C        7.399          57         8        7.298         57          B         7.272        57        8 7,420 57         8

12:30 1:30 PM 7,778      52        C        7.778 56 8        7,589         57          8         7,543        57        B 7,838 57         B

1 30-2:30 PM 7.434           52              C              7,434                57                8              7.343               57                 8               7,321               57              8 7.469 57         B

Minimum Scinarlo

11:36-12:30 PM 7,391            52              C              7.391                 57                B             7.312               57                 B               7.297              57              8 7.457 57         8

12:30-1:30 PM 7.744      52        C        7.744 56 B          7 598           57            8           7,570          57          8          7.890            56             B

1:30-2:30 PM 7,434           52              C              7.434                57                8              7,363               57                 8                7,350              57              8 7.510 57         B

WESTBOUND WEEKEND M/DDAYPEAK

1-80 Bay Bridge to YBI Or-ramp YBI On-ramp to YBI Off-ramp YBI Off-ramp to YBI On-ramp YBI On-ramp to 1-80 Mainline 1-80 Mainline to Fremont Off-ramp

Scenario / Time Vdurne Speed LOS Volume (\,ph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed LOS Volume (vph) Speed LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS
Period (vph) (mph) (mph) (mph)

Eiliting

11:30-12:30 PM 7,600      57         8        7.727          57         8        7.586         57          8         7.609        57        B 7.609 57         B

12·30- 1·30 PM 7.131       57         8        7.283          57         8        7.094         57          8         7.106        57        8 7.106 57         8

1·30-2:30 PM 7,087       57         8        7,233          57         B        7,094         57          8         7.111        57        8 7.111 57         B

Disposal and Reuse ofNaval Station Treasure Island FEIS F.3-B-33
June 2003



Appendix F.  Transportation

Table F-25
Freeway Mainline Travel Speeds, Volumes, and LOS (SFOBB / I-80)

Weekend Conditions (continued)

WESTBOUND WEEKEND MIDDAY PEAK

1-80 Bay Bridge to YBI On-ramp YBI On-ramp to YBI Off.ramp YBI Off-ramp to YBI On-ramp YBI On-ramp to 1-80 Mainline 1-80 Main §ne to Fremont Off-ramp

Scenario / Time Vdume Speed LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS Volume (vph) Speed LOS Volume (vph) Speed LOS Volume (vph) Speed (mph) LOS
peda (vph) (mph) (m# (mph>

No Action

11:30-12:30 PM 8,064          57             8            8.071              57             8           8.050             57              8             8.067            57            8 8.067 57         B

12:30-1:30 PM 7,611       57         8        7.624         57         8        7.582         57          8         7.616        57        8 7,616 57 B

1:30-2:30 PM 7,498          57             B            7,504              57             8           7,485             57              B             7.504            57            8 7.504 57         8

M„'mums„.,00

11:30-12:30 PM 8,130           57               8              8.227 56 8             8,146               57                 8               8.432 56 B        8,432          56          B

12:30-1:30 PM 7.744          57             8            7,937              57             8           7.770             57              8             8,100            57            8 8,100 57 B

1  30-2:30 PM 7,563          57             B            7.659              57             8           7,582             57              8             7.912            57            8           7 912 57         B

Modlum Sconarlo

11:30-12:30 PM 8,118          57             8            8.163              57             8           8.090             57              8             8.221 56 8 8,221 56                  B

12:30-1 ·30 PM 7.717          57             8            7,807              57             8           7,664             57              8             7,925            57            B 7.925 57 B

1:30-2:30 PM 7.550       57         8        7594         57         8        7,528         57          8         7.660        57        8 7.660 57         B

Minimum Sconario

11:30-12:30 PM 8.093       57         8        8.148         57         8        8.099         57          8         8.257 56 8 8.257 56 B

12:30-130 PM 7,669       57         8        7,778         57         8        7.682         57          8         7.999        57        8 7.999 57         B

1:30-2:30 PM 7.526       57         8        7.581          57         8        7,537         57          8         7,697        57        B 7.697 57 B

LOS is based on mainline travel speeds consistent with San Franasco CMP LOS designations

Source: Korve Engineering, Inc., May 1997
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Table F-26
Volume and Maximum Queue on Connector Ramps -Weekday & Weekend

Conditions

No Action Maximum Alternative Medium Alternative Minimum Alternative

Volume (vph) Queue (veh.) Volume (vph) Queue (veh.) Volume (vph) Queue (veh.) Volume (vph) Queue (veh.)

1*'rekdav AM Peak

Westbc,und ()n- (cast of 7'unnel)              14                 0                  147                 (1                   39                                       74                  (I

Westbc,und <)ff-                                         44                    (3                     16(1                   C)                     144                   (1                     162                    (1

Westbc,und ()n-(west cif'1'unnel)           35                (1                337               3                 93                11                 172               (1

B st bc, u n,1 O ff- (we st o f T u n n el )             9 7                  ( 1                  2 3 7                 ( #                  2 0 (,                 11                   2 37                 4 1

hastbcwn,1 ()ff-(cast c,t Tunnel)                6                  41                  143                 41                   133                 11                   14.3                 (3
histbcm,id On-                              81               Al               298              (1 135 M                               0

W'eckdaj· PM Peak

Westb„und ()n- (east of Tunnel)              15                  43                   85                  41                   72                  11                   66                  41

Watbc,und 0ff-                             34              0               375              (1               142              11               161              (1
Westbi,und ()n- (west „f 7'unnel)           61                (1                352              22                295               11                 272               (1

1·.astb„und Off- (west of '1-unnel)            55                0                536              22                191                (1                 241                41

1·.astbounil Off- (e:st of Tunnel)              6                41                 146               41                 46                11                 6(1                (1

1.istb,mnd ()n-                              78              (3               3(1<)              (1               273              (1               247              Al

Weekend Middav Peak

Westbound ()n-(east of Tunnel)              14                 (1                  194                 0                   90                 (1                   1()9                 0
Westbc,und ()ff-                             44              (1               176              11               151              11               1(12              Il

Westh„und ()n- (west <,f Tunnel)             35                 0                  569               239                 261                 0                   318                 0

hastbcm,1,1 ()ff- (west „f l'unnel)            97                0                232               11                 210               ()                 161                0

Bstbc>und O ff- (cast of Tunnel)                6                  11                   59                  0                   50                  11                   3 1                  (1

Eastbound On-                              81               (3 48(1 15(l 295                 (1                   32(1                 0

*Note: On-ramp queue based on a measured capacity of 330 vph on the Treasure Island On-ramps.

Off-ramp queue based on a measured capacity of 560 for all off-ramps except the EB Treasure Island off-ramp (east of T.I.) with a
capacity of 500 vph.

Source: Korve Engineering, Inc., May 1997
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Table F-27
Level of Service Definitions for

Two-Way and All-Way Stop-Controlled Intersections

Average Total DelayLOS Typical Traffic Condition
(se(;/veh)

A 0-5 Little or no delay

B               5.1 - 10 Short traffic delays
C               10.1 - 20 Average traffic delays
D                20.1 - 30 Long traffic delays

E                30.1 - 45 Very long traffic delays

F         >45                            (1)

(1)   For two-way stop-controlled intersections, LOS F exists when there are insufficient gaps of suitable size to allow side street demand to cross
safelv through major street traffic stream.  This LOS is generally evident from extremely long total delays experienced by side street traffic and by
queuing on the minor approaches. When demand volume exceeds the capadty of the lane, extreme delays would be encountered with queuing,
which mav cause severe congestion affecting other traffic movements in the intersection.  This condition usually warrants improvement to the
tntersectlon.

Source: Highway Capaaty Manual, Special Report No. 209, Transportation Research Board, 1985, Updated 1994.
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Table F-28
Intersection Level of Service-Year 2010 Conditions

Weekday AM and PM Peak Hours

Maximum Construction Medium Construction Minimum Construction
Alternative Alternative Alternative

Study Intersection AM PM AM. PM AM PM

Delay (1) LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

Avenue of Palms/ 6.2               B 28.9 D        0.7           A             3.4           A           2.8           B              3.8            A
California Avenue

Avenue C/ California 0.1 A 0.9 A        0.1            A             0.0           A           0.1           A              1.2            A

Avenue C/ 9th Street 0.2 A 2.4 B         0.2           A             0.1            A           0.3           A              2.5            A

Avenue H/ 4th Street 0.3 A 0.3 B         0.4           A             0.6           A           0.5           A              0.4            A

Avenue H/ 9th Street 2.5 A 4.5 A        1.1           A             1.3           A           1.2           A              1.2            A

Weekend Midday Peak Hour

Intersection Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Delay (1) LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
Avenue of Palms/California Avenue 21.9                          D                3.4                        A                 3.5                       A
Avenue C/ California Avenue 0.1                       A             0.0                    A             0.1                  A

Avenue C/ 9th Street 0.2                      A             0.2                    A             0.5                  A

Avenue H/ 4th Street 0.0                      A             0.2                    A             0.1                  A

Avenue H/ 9th Street 4.1                       A             1.1                    A              l.1                  A

Delay is expressed in seconds per vehicle.

Source: Korve Engineering 1997.
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Transit Analysis

Ferry Service

The key determinants to the ferry requirement tables (Figures 40,44 and 47 in the Naval Station
Treasure Island Reuse Plan Transportation Background Report) were the number of vessels and trips
required to meet the peak travel hour/peak direction requirements. For example, if the peak
direction ferry travel demand to Treasure Island is 709 passengers, 3 vessels would be required
during that hour assuming a standard vessel capacity of 300 persons and a single ferry route.
Table F-29 summarizes peak hour/peak direction ferry travel demand to Treasure Island for the
community reuse alternatives.

Table F-29
Summary of Treasure Island Ferry Trips

Peak Hour/Peak Direction

Maximum Construction Medium Construction Minimum Construction

Analysis Pen od Alternative Alternative Alternative

Weekday daily 34,632 35,036 9,578

Weekday AM peak 1,529            554            739
Weekday PM/peak 3,898/2,082 4,416/2,482 1,260/ 709
direction

Weekend daily 32,118 36,170          9,681

Weekend midday 3,118/1,706 4,233/2,262 1,004/633
peak/peak direction

   I.  . -  I    ...       I.    # .     - ' .---I   .    .         .-..A-*     m  M--*M -.%- .- ..,.

If the peak demand hour is during a commute period, when all available vessels are in service,
the entire fleet of vessels required to NSTI must be dedicated to that service. In contrast, if the
peak travel demand for NSTI is midday or evenings during the weekdays or any time on the
weekend, there would be some reserve capacity in the existing and projected Bay Area ferry
fleet to provide additional trips to NSTI, and somewhat less than 100 percent of the fleet
requirement would need to be dedicated to NSTI service. Because of this, the Reuse Plan ferry
analysis focused on the weekday demand when excess vessels are not available. In comparing
the daily and peak hour ferry demand calculated for the Reuse Plan and for the alternatives in
the EIS, the following conclusions were developed.

•  The Reuse Plan Phase 3 ferry plan would be adequate to serve the trip demand
generated by Alternatives 1 and 2. Although the 30,668 trips using the ferries during
Phase 3 of the Reuse Plan would be less than the 34,632 daily riders under Alternative 1
and    less    than the 35,036 under Alternative    2, the weekday    PM    peak    hour/ peak
directional use was projected to be 2,300 for the Phase 3 plan, compared with the
demand of 2,082 and 2,482 peak directional trips with Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively.

Although Alternative 2 would generate eight percent more ferry trips during the 5:00 to
6:00 PM peak hour than the Reuse Plan Phase 3 ferry plan, due to differences in land
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uses from the Reuse Plan, Alternative 2 has somewhat different distributions to the
Ferry Building, Candlestick Point, and the East Bay terminals.  Thus, in comparison with
the Phase 3 plan, Alternative 2 would result in 3 percent fewer trips to the Ferry
Building, 15 percent more trips to the East Bay, and 19 percent more trips to Candlestick
Point. However, since ferry increments serve up to 300 passengers, the comparison trips
indicates that the same number of peak hour and peak period (the peak hour for ferry
was assumed to be 7:00 to 8:00 PM), trips could carry the incremental peak hour
demand. For example, 2 ferry trips are required to carry 506 persons from NSTI to
Candlestick Point, the same number of ferry trips required to carry 436 persons between
5:00 and 6:00 PM in the Phase 3 plan.

Because of parking deficiencies at the Ferry Building and Jack London Square, the Phase
3 plan included additional vessels from Candlestick Point in San Francisco and Golden
Gate Fields on the Albany/Berkeley border, locations where additional parking capacity
is available. This level of service required three vessels from the Ferry Building, three
vessels from Candlestick Point, and four from the two East Bay ferry terminals.

•  The Reuse Plan Phase 2 would be adequate to serve the trip demand generated by
Alternative 3. The Phase 2 plan was developed to serve weekday daily transportation of
10,222 trips by ferry, as compared to 9,578 daily weekday trips for Alternative 3.
Assuming 15-knot vessels between the Ferry Building and Treasure Island, and 25-knot
vessels operating from Jack London Square, a total of 4 vessels would be required to
serve the travel demand.

During development of the Reuse Plan ferry program, at least 2 ferry trips were
assigned per hour from each terminal so that wait times would never exceed 30 minutes.
Since 4 vessels could provide 2 trips per hour from Oakland and 3 trips per hour from
the Ferry Building, they would have a capacity of 900 persons per hour in the peak
direction from the Ferry Building and 600 passengers an hour from Jack London Square,
significantly above the indicated demand for 790 passenger trips during the weekday
PM peak hour for Alternative 3.

Proposals for additional ferry service from NSTI and Larkspur, Vallejo, Alameda and Oakland
have been discussed as part of the community reuse alternative definition. While ferry service

is expected from Oakland (and a stop at Alameda is possible), service from Larkspur and
Vallejo is unlikely to be warranted, with passengers from those locations taking regularly
scheduled service to the Ferry Building and transferring to the short route from the Ferry
Building to NSTI. Demand from those locations would be insufficient to justify new vessels for
dedicated service on Larkspur to NSTI or Vallejo to NSTI routes. Adding an additional NSTI
stop to existing San Francisco trips from these terminals would have an adverse impact on
existing ridership and would disrupt standard sequential schedules (typically service once
every hour or two).
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Bus Service

AC Transit bus service between NSTI, San Francisco, and the East Bay was discontinued in
1996.  Subsequently, San Francisco Muni has provided bus service between NST[ and San
Francisco. The Naval Station Treasure Island Reuse Plan Transportation Plan assumed that bus
service would be provided to and from both San Francisco and the East Bay.

With the three proposed community reuse alternatives, the existing Muni service would be
inadequate. The number of projected bus trips to Treasure Island was, therefore, calculated for
each of the three community reuse alternatives. These trips were determined for both inbound
and outbound of San Francisco and the East Bay.  Due to the bus connections from the North
Bay and South Bay within San Francisco (Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans, respectively), all
transit trips from these two regions were combined with the San Francisco trips. Bus transit
person-trips are summarized in Table 4.5-5 in section 4.5, Transportation.

Under Alternative 1, approximately 9,600 weekday daily and approximately 8,760 weekend
daily bus transit patrons are estimated between NSTI and the East, North, and South Bays
(including San Francisco). During the weekday, approximately 700 AM and 1,280 PM peak bus
transit person-trips are estimated, as well as 1,110 weekend midday bus person-trips.

Under Alternative 2, approximately 7,100 weekday daily and approximately 8,170 weekend
daily bus transit patrons are estimated between NSTI and the East, North, and South Bays
(including San Francisco). During the weekday, approximately 285 AM and 910 PM peak bus
transit person-trips are estimated, as well as 875 weekend midday bus person-trips.

Approximately 3,925 weekday daily and approximately 4,650 weekend daily bus transit patrons
are estimated under Alternative 3 between NSTI and the East, North, and South Bays (including
San Francisco). During the weekday, approximately 430 AM and 585 PM peak hour bus transit
person-trips are estimated, as well as 510 weekend midday bus person-trips.

For both eastbound and westbound travel, the average bus size was estimated to be 40
passengers  and the maximum load factor was taken  to  be 1.55 passengers/ seat, based  on  bus
size and load factor standards for San Francisco Muni. From these values and the projected
number of transit users, the headways necessary to ensure adequate transit service were
calculated for weekday AM and PM peak hours and off-peak conditions. A similar effort was
conducted for weekend midday and off-peak conditions. These headways are summarized in
Table F-30.

Parking Analysis

Long-term and short-term parking demand for all the proposed land uses was determined
based on the methodology outlined in Appendix 5.1 of the San Francisco Guidelines for
Environmental Review: Transportation Impacts (SF Guidelines).  For the proposed residential uses,
long-term parking demand was estimated for residents using a rate of 1.5 spaces per unit.  For
the proposed commercial uses (i.e., all uses other than residential), both long-term parking
demand was estimated for employees and short-term parking demand was estimated for
visitors.
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Table F-30
Summary of Bus Service Requirements

#I  -p-'ll-..il- I.-I.......m.-----H.-I-W...$*.Il.Im/0/...M-I...I..m./.-InmR..-I............-I/*../...'Ill-/.m/-/I./WI-W%.I--.-I/.--#.---%*)--Ilml---W.O.*I////WM..I--M.      --I-         I       n

Alternative Weekday Headways Weekend Headways

Maximum Construction 10 minutes 15 minutes

Medium Construction 15 minutes 15 minutes

Minirnum Construction 20 minutes

Long-term parking demand for employees of the commercial uses was based on the estimated
number of work trips by auto, while short-term parking demand for visitors was based on the
estimated number of non-work trips by auto. As described in the SF Guidelines, the use of
parking turnover ratesi is required in order to estimate short-term parking demand. Parking
turnover rates were obtained from the Naval Station Treasure Island Reuse Plan Transportation
Background Report and are summarized in Table F-31 for each land use.

                                                                    
               Table F-31

Parking Turnover Rates

Parking Turnover Rate
Land Use (Vehicles Per Space)

Brig, child development center, entertainment center, film 1.0

production, fire school, golf, police, themed attraction, water
treatment plant, and wedding chapel

Amphitheater, mixed-use, restaurant, and retail 1.5

Community/institutional, conference, elementary school, hotel, and     2.0
job corps
Museum, office, and warehouse 4.0

Marina, open space, and outdoor recreation 5.0

Source: Naval Station Treasure Island Reuse Plan Transportation Background Report.

1 -  A parking turnover rate represents the number of vehides, in a parking lot or garage, that occupy one parking spacc during the  daz·  (i.e., the

number cit times one parking space turns over throughout the day).
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APPENDIX F-4. AIR QUALITY

OZONE, CARBON MONOXIDE, AND PMio

Ozone usually is considered the primary indicator of photochemical smog, a complex mixture
of secondary pollutants created by chemical reactions that occur in the presence of ultraviolet
light. Because photochemical reaction rates depend on the intensity of ultraviolet light and
warm air temperatures, photochemical smog is primarily a summer and early fall air pollution
problem. The constituents of photochemical smog include respiratory irritants, such as ozone,
nitrogen dioxide, sulfuric acid, and sulfate aerosols; eye irritants, such as aldehydes (including
acrolein and formaldehyde), nitrogen dioxide, and organic nitrates; a range of toxic or
potentially carcinogenic organic compounds; and visibility-reducing aerosols. Ambient air
quality standards have been set for two of the major components of photochemical smog,
namely ozone and nitrogen dioxide. All combustion processes, including motor vehicle engines,
produce emissions of ozone precursors (reactive organic compounds and nitrogen oxides).

Carbon monoxide is primarily a winter period pollution problem, with motor vehicles being the
dominant emission source in most areas. The winter seasonality occurs because vehicle
emission rates increase at low temperatures and because meteorological factors that limit
pollutant dispersion (low wind speeds and strong temperature inversions) are more prevalent
during the winter than at other times of the year. Ambient air quality standards for carbon
monoxide have been set for both one- and eight-hour periods.

Inhalable particulate matter (PMio) is an aggregation of solid particles and liquid aerosols
capable of penetrating to the lower respiratory tract. PMio includes directly emitted particulate
matter plus secondary aerosols formed from gaseous pollutants through chemical reactions and
condensation processes. Major categories of secondary aerosols include low-volatility organic
compounds, nitrate salts, and sulfate salts. The constituents of PMio include a range of particle
sizes, shapes, densities, and chemical compositions. Federal and state PMio standards have
been set for concentrations averaged over 24-hour and annual periods. PMio concentrations are
expressed on a weight basis as micrograms per cubic meter (11&/m3)

The "10" in PMio does not refer to a particle size limit but refers to a statistical measure of
monitoring equipment performance called a cutpoint diameter. A cutpoint diameter is the size
range at which 50 percent of the mass of ambient particles will be collected by a sampling
device.  A PMio sampler collects 50 percent by weight of the particles in the 9.5 to 10.5 micron
size range, more than 50 percent by weight of particles in smaller size ranges, and less than 50
percent by weight of particles in larger size ranges. The Federal and state PMio standards do
not define any absolute upper size limit for the included particles, but particles with
aerodynamic equivalent diameters larger than 50 microns are unlikely to be collected.

APPLICABLE FEDERAL AND STATE AIR REGULATIONS

The Federal Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C.A. §§ 7401-7671q (West 1995 & Supp. 1998), requires each
state to develop, adopt, and implement a state implementation plan (SIP) to achieve, maintain,
and enforce Federal air quality standards throughout the state. These plans must be submitted
to and approved by the US Environmental Protection Agency  (EPA). In California, the state
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implementation plan consists of separate elements for different regions of the state.  SIP
elements are generally developed on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis whenever one or more air
quality standards are being violated.

Local councils of governments and air pollution control districts have had the primary
responsibility for developing and adopting the regional elements of the California SIP.  In the
San Francisco Bay region, SIP document preparation has been a coordinated effort involving
three regional agencies: the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), and the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC).

Areas that violate a Federal or state ambient air quality standard are generally categorized as
nonattainment areas. Ozone, carbon monoxide, and PMio nonattamment designations are
further categorized by severity of the problem. Those areas that meet Federal or state ambient
air quality standards are categorized as attainment areas. Areas that lack sufficient monitoring
data are generally categorized as unclassified areas.

In July 1997, the EPA revised the violation criteria for the existing Federal PMio standards,
adopted a new 8-hour ozone standard (an 8-hour average of 0.08 parts per million [ppm]), and
adopted new fine particle (PM2.5) standards (15 micrograms per cubic meter as an annual
average and 65 micrograms per cubic meter  as a 24-hour average).

In June 1998, the San Francisco Bay Area was reclassified from an attainment/maintenance area
to an unclassified nonattainment area for the federal 1-hour ozone standard. The urbanized
portions of the San Francisco Bay Area are presently categorized as attainment areas for the
Federal carbon monoxide standards.  The Bay Area is currently designated as unclassified for
the Federal PMio standard (Libretti 1998). If future monitoring data results in a nonattainment
designation for the Federal PM2.5 standards, a PM2.5 SIP would be required (probably in 2005).

The California Clean Air Act of 1988, 1988 Cal. Stat. 1568, Cal. Health & Safety Code § 39607

note (West 1996), requires air pollution control districts and air quality management districts to
develop air quality management plans for meeting state ambient air quality standards for
ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide and nitrogen dioxide. The state Air Resources Board
(ARB) is responsible for developing a plan for meeting state PMio standards. The entire San
Francisco Bay Area is classified as a moderate nonattainment area for the state ozone standard.
The Bay Area is also classified as a nonattainment area for the state PM1O standard. The entire
San Francisco Bay Area is currently classified as an attainment area for the state carbon
monoxide standards.

The California Clean Air Act does not set specific deadlines for achieving state air quality
standards. Instead, attainment is required "as expeditiously as practicable". Emission control
programs that must be implemented are more stringent for areas that do not expect rapid
attainment of the ozone and carbon monoxide standards.

CLEAN AIR ACT CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS

Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C.A. § 7506(c), requires Federal agencies to ensure
that actions undertaken in nonattainment or maintenance areas are consistent with the Clean
Air Act and with Federally enforceable air quality management plans. EPA has promulgated
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separate rules that establish conformity analysis procedures for transportation-related actions
and for other (general) Federal agency actions.

A formal conformity determination is required for Federal actions occurring in nonattainment
or maintenance areas (such as the San Francisco Bay area) when the total direct and indirect
emissions of nonattainment pollutants (or their precursors) exceed specified thresholds.  The
Federal nonattainment and maintenance pollutants subject to conformity analyses in the San
Francisco Bay area include ozone precursors (reactive organic compounds and nitrogen oxides)
and carbon monoxide. Applicable threshold levels for Federal actions in the San Francisco Bay
Area are 100 tons (91 metric tons) per year of reactive organic compounds, 100 tons (91 metric
tons) per year of nitrogen oxides, and 100 tons (91 metric tons) per year of carbon monoxide.

Several categories of Federal agency actions are identified in the general conformity rule as
actions that are presumed to result in emissions below the threshold level. Transfers of
ownership, interests, and titles in land, facilities, real property, or personal property to other
public agencies or to private parties are presumed to have emissions below the threshold level
because the agency transferring the facilities or property will not retain responsibility or control
over subsequent activities. Lease arrangements, however, may be subject to the requirements of
the conformity rule if the terms of the lease allow Federal agencies to control the leasee's

emission-generating activities.

Air Pollution Control Programs

Air pollution control programs were established in California prior to the enactment of Federal
requirements. Responsibility for air quality management programs in California is divided
between ARB as the primary state air quality management agency and air pollution control
districts as the primary local air quality management agencies. Federal Clean Air Act
legislation in the 1970s resulted in a gradual merger of local and Federal air quality programs,
particularly industrial source air quality permit programs.

The roles and responsibilities of both ARB and local air pollution control districts were
expanded by the California Clean Air Act of 1988. Local air pollution control districts were
given added responsibility and authority to adopt transportation control measure programs
and emission reduction programs for indirect and areawide emission sources. Recent state
legislation restricts the types of transportation control measure programs that can be established
by air pollution control districts. Mandatory trip reduction programs can be established only if
necessary to achieve Federal air quality standards.

Many types of industrial and commercial facilities require air quality permits for their
equipment and operations. The BAAQMD has the primary air quality permit authority
throughout the San Francisco Bay Area. Permit authority is derived from a combination of
Federal and state legislation, and can be categorized into construction or installation
authorizations for individual pieces of equipment and permits for continued operation of
equipment and facilities. This results in a two-step permit process for new emission sources: an
initial authority to construct (ATC) permit and a subsequent permit to operate (PTO).

Disposal  and Reuse  of Naval  Station Treasure Island FEIS F-4-3
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1 b rs Li,itit ti) Sec tic)11 176(cl of th e Clcati Atr Act, 42 1.T.S. C. 5- 75( 16(c), the ( ; clieral ( .c )ilformity Rule, lu
c . 1·.R. 1 :irt ')3, Stil,P:irt 11, and tlic C.hiefof>·i:lval Operations Ititerini Gziidaticc on (.ompliaiice with the Clean
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ilisjic)sc (,1 :irid reiise Naval Static)11 '1 reasurc is!;ind are exempt froni t}le reqritremctit fc,r a conformity
dc·tcriiitti,itic)ti.  '1'17,s fi11£1111,<is h,iscd <,titlie ft,11(,wing exemptic,ns as stated in 40 (..F.R. E- c,3.153(c)(2)

Exil  '1'lie gratititig of- leases, licenses such as for exports alid tradc, permits. and easements where
;ic'ti iric'> Ci)Ilditctcd will bc sitiiil,ir m scope #Iid opergtion ti, ;ictivitics currently tring conducted.

(xiv) 'I-r,itisfer, ot-orriierslitp, interests, mid titles in land, facilities, and real Euid personal
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(Xix)  Actions ((,r portic)ns thereof) asc)ciated with transters of land. facilitics, title, and re,il
pri)11(:rtics thr(Jil,Kh fill enforce,il,le cc,ntract or lease agreement where tIle deliven·of the deed is recluirt·(i
tt) occur proniptly after a specific, reasonal,le condition is met, such as pri,nipt]v :ifter tlie land is ccrtificil
;ts mectilig tlic recliiirenictits of (:ERCLA, and u·here the Federal agetic>· dc es not retain C()1 i tt ntli n L

,{fitliontv tc) c(,litrol enits„Oils ass(,clated with the l,ind, facilities. title, or rcal properties.

(xx)  7'r:insfers ot- re,il property, including latid, facilities, alid related personal property froma
lirdcr,il entin· tc) ;inotlicr Feder,il entity axid assignments of real property, tiicluding land, facilities. and
rcl,trce! pcrson;11 propertr froni .1 Federal entity to another Federal entin· for subseqztent deeding ti,
C'llgil)IC ;t[)[llicallts.

'I'he litivirc,nmental Prt,tection .Agencr's pre:imt,le t,) the General lonformin· Rule explained the
exc·Ilipticm Ic)r I ·eder:111.ind trans fers :is feillows:  "Linder the exclzisive definitic)n of indirect emissic)ns, Federal
I,incl tratisters arc unlikely to lie covered since tile Federal agency will not niaintain authonty over reuse activities
t,11 th:it lt,iid.   (-citisequently, Federal Imid transfers are included in the regulaton' list of actions that will not exceed
tlic de nittiinits levels and thus are exempt from the final conformity rules."  58 Fed. Reg. 63231 (1993).

lidsed citi the fc,regoing reglilations arid policies, I have determined that the Narn·'s actions to dispose of
atid retisc Nar,il Station 7'reasure Islatid are exempt from the requircnient fi,r a conformin· determination.
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Appendix F: Air Quality

Table F-32
Characteristics of Roadway Network Used for CALINE4 Dispersion Modeling

LINK SEGMENT COORDINAl'ES LINK PM PEAK HOUR \'01. UNES BY SCE.NA!11(1
--------           LINK  SEGMEN F                     ·-,--·---··-·.·-·- ---·-·-- -- -  --- ----  ----.·------ -- --.

ROAD\X'AY S E G M E N ' r   X 1  Y 1  X 2  Y Z HEIGHT LENGTH LANES NO ACTION MINIMUM Al EI-)IUM MAXIMUM

UPPER DECK  EAST IUD 2100 5170 1970 3890           55        1287            5 9000 8300 8100 8300

EAST 2UD 1970 3890 1950 3590           55         jOI            5 9000 8300 8100 8,00

EASTJUD 1950 3590 1980 3325           40         267            5 9000 8300 8100 8300

EAST 4UD 1980 3325 2160 2810          25        546           5 9000 8;00 8 300 8300

EAST 5UD 2160 2810 2480 2030           25         843            5 9000 8100 8100 8100

TUNNELUD 2480 2030 2670 1510           25         554            5 9000 8300 8100 8300

WEST IUD 2670 1510 2790 1210           25         323            5 9000 8300 8300 8 100

WEST 2UD 2790 1210 3310 -140           55        1447            5 9000 8300 8300 8300

L OWE R D EC K  E A ST 1 LD 2100 5170 1970 3890           30        1287            5 9500 9500 9500 95%

EAST 2LD 1970 3890 1950 3590          30        301           5 9500 9500 9500 9500

EAST 1LD 1950 3590 1980 3325           15        267           5 9500 9500 9500 95CC

EAST 4 LD 1980 3325 2160 2810           0        546           5 9500 9500 9500 9513

EAS'r 5LD 2160 2810 2480 2010            0         843            5 9500 95CO 9500 9500

TUNNELLD 2480 2030 2670 1510            0         554           5 9500 9500 9500 9500

S' EST 1 1.D 2670 1510 2790 1210           0        323           5 9500 9500 9500 9500

\*'EST 2 LD 2790 1210 3310 -140           JO        1447            5 9500 9500 9500 9500

-                                                                       -                                   -

A



Appendix F. Air Quality

Table F-33

Receptor Coordinates

----==----= =----==   --==- ----=-- ---=---

X-COORD Y-COORD OFFSET
RECEPTOR FEET) %EED FEED
-=---=----- --==--= ----=== ------- -------

N OF SEGMENT EAST3 1915 3452           50

1890         3449           75
1866 3446 100

1766 3435 200

1667         3424          300

S OF SEGMENT EAST3 2015 3463           50

2040 3466 75
2064 3469 100

2164 3480 200

2263 3491 300
N OF SEGMENT EAST5 2274 2401            50

2251 2392 75
2227 2382 100

2135 2344 200

2042 2306          300

S OF SEGMENT EAST5 2366 2439            50

2389         2448          75
2413 2458 100

2505 2496 200

2598         2534          300

N OF SEGMENT WESTl 2684 1341            50

2660         1332            75

2637 1323 100

2544 1286 200

2451         1249          300

S OF SEGMENT WEST 1 2776 1379            50

2800         1388           75

2823 1397 100

2916 1434 200

3009 1471 300

----------- ------- ------- ------- -------

.-



Appendix F: Air Quality

                                                                                Table E-34PM Peak Hour Operating Modes, Freeway Traffic

------- ------- ------

TRIP HOT COLD HOT
TRIP PURPOSE STABLE START START

PURPOSE MIX FRACTION FRACTION FRACTION
==---=- -=--==- =------ ------ ------

H.W so.00% 90.00% 9.25% 0.75%

H.S 10.00% 90.00% 5.27% 4.73%

H.0 20.00% 90.00% 6.81% 3.19%

O.W 10.00% 90.00% 6.24% 3.76%

O-0 10.00% 90.0096 2.87% 7.13%

CHECKSUM: 100.00% 90.00%  WTD MEAN: 7.42% 2.58%
------- ------- ------- -------- ------ ------

COLD START HOT START
------- ------- ------- -------- ------ ------

CATALYST 7.44% 2 56%

NONCATALYST 5.70% 4.30%
------- ------- ------- -------- ------ ------

CATALYST FRACTION FOR IDA + LDT + MI)T + MCY: 98.97%

START MODE - FIRST 505 SECONDS OF VEHICLE TRAVEL
STABLE MODE - TRAVEL AFTER 505 SECONDS OF VEHICLE OPERATION

START MODE SPLIT FACTORS:
------- -------   ----- -------- ------

CATALYST VEHICLES NONCAT VEHICLES

TRIP COLD HOT COLD HOT
PURPOSE STARTS STARTS STARTS STARTS
------- ------- ------- -------- ------

H-W 92.63% 7.37% 80.04% 19.96%

H.S 52.89% 47.11% 33.61% 66.3996

H.0 68.35% 31.65% 43.38% 56.62%

O-W 62.64% 37.36% 40.73% 59.2796

O-0 28.90% 71.10% 8.25% 91.75%

WTD MEAN: 74.43% 25.57% 56.96% 41.05%

------- ------- --------   ----



Appendix F: Air Quality

Table F-35
Basic Freeway Traffic Emission Rates

SUMMARY OF EMFACF D\IPUT ASSLIWIL#,                                                                                                                                                                             
CALENDAR YEAR .-10 18:M PROGR-·\Nt YES

VEHICLE,#Ir< ASSU'MPTiONS
LDA LDT MDT HDC HI)D BUS MCY

70.00% 22:0% 12796 :.3796 1.49% 0.99% 0.9596

AIR TEXIPERATURE FOR EXHAUST RATES. SLABLER- 70 WINTER-    50

EVAPORATTVE EMISSIONS TEMPERATURE PATTERNS
MINIMUM *AM 9AM 11 AM I„ A#A,KIAMUM

SU&LMER                    55                  57                  62                  68                  72                  75
WNTER                40              40              42              51              58             60

OPERATC'IC MODE ASSUMPTIONS:
COLD HOT HOT

START START STABLE

742% : 58% 9000%

VEHICLE EMISSION RATES, GRAMS/MILE

GRAWMILE RATES BY SPEED IN MPH FIXED
15   25   35   45 B AMOUNT

ROG 0 +4 0.25 0.20 0.16 0.16

NO:t 0.82 0.61 0.65 0.74 0.97

CCS                         4 1 0               2.61               2.1 1                1 9 2               124COW 4 63 307 1.44 21)               159

PMEX 005 0.05 0.05 C.05 005
PMTW 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 011
HOT SOAK 011

Dugm                       1 11
NOTES   L[>A  - 1,ht duy *.0.

LOT  -  1.6. .,7 u....
MDT- -1,=/4,4-91„
HI)G. h..., Il/4-44*--9
HOD 0„„ 1,0„I-
BUS - *'..8.6.64."la'.-
wcy - ....4.1.6
ROG. r...'-Irs-...(.'...I. W...,0,
NOI ....id-.I-(--I. b.'..1.,1-,
(05 - ..lilI...'*....h/.d.&g,
CO,V ......./.* C...A 1-U'.*
PMEX . I.hia Fic,La. 4..Im
PMTV - or. ---*a=
DANL 4 rb„.,1 1.,F,11„...„•-0,(sn,4,•6·dar*
X371 - =a=er „„24 1.'S ..10*,<11,„Sm.-4, (V-/•,b*VI
H- g.k-,4.',1"....,. m. Ii"'•t•-p



Appendix F: Air Quality

Table F-36
Cold Start Emission Rates for Idle Adiustment Analyses

bLMLIARY OF E,WFACYF INPUT iJSUMPTIONS

CALENDAR YEAR .... 12LM PROGRAM         YES....

VEHICLE MIX ASSUMPTIONS
.D A L D, VDT HDG    HDO BUS f•(CY

'C·XI„ 22..:C' 1.27·1 6 10746 1 4944 C.'99% C.9896

.\LK TEMPERATURE FOR EXHAUST RATES, SUMMER 70 WINTER.    30

EVAPORATrVE El,tissiONS TEAiPERATIJKE PATTERNS
MENIkiUM 8 Ah1 9 AM 11 AM 1 N MAXIMUM

SLAIMER                55              37              60              6               7:              15
WINTER                               40                         40                         42                         51                           58                          60

OPERATING MODE ASSUMFTIONS:
COLD HOT HOT

START START STABLE

  IX.amb 0,0096 00096

VEHICLE EMISSION RATES. GRAMS/MILE.

GRAM/MILE RATES BY SPEED IN MPH FIXED
5   10   15   20   25 AAIOUNT

KOG 1.96 1.06 0.75 063 0.37

NOI 151 1-18 1.15 1 04 099

COS 13.36 977 8.10 711 6.9

CO- r 1619 1119 10.36 9 38 , 80

PMEX 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05

PMTW 0.11 0.21 0-21 C21 0.21

HOT SOAK 021

D KNI/RSIZ                        1 2 1

NOTES   LI).- 6:hi dll...
LOT - i,Ihi ab#ty tfught
MDT . -+„- *, 1-•h•

                  IOG --- /,ilia *Id 9 ,0=HDD  - hnvid*, 41,4*·+-6 1 -4*b
BUS  - d,rt£6·fur..6. ...
;'CY - motorrr.*
ROG - r n- erpa,6 P- (-1-,. *d#)
NO,  - m/- d wm*Ii- b•1 -1=1•"
CCLS . n,t'o. mm..6 2..=u hd .Luby)
Colv  -...........dr (....h.* •66, 10.1
PAIEX - nhae= pe,wul„, „/19
PMT 1  - In.......".....
DRNL -          '     '
RSTL - =mule  1*4 10= mporit,I em-ri,u (zn-/v*ty)
H  -MFr=-  a,a••os =. 5™lu/trlf

l



Appendix F: Air Quality

Table F-37
Hot Stabilized Emission Rates for Idle Adjustment Analyses

SLR,BlARY OF EMFACYF  PUT ASSUMPTtONS

CALENDAR YEAR- ZOIC 1& 1 PROGit,Ut         YES

VEHICLE MIX ASSUMFrlONS
LDA LDT hfDT HI)G        HI)D BUS MC'r

70.00% 12.2096 1.17% 2 0796 14996 099% 39K

AIR T'EMPERATURE FOR EXHAUST RATES. SUMMER- 70 WOVTER-    50

EVAPORATTVE EMISSIONS TEMPERATURE PATTERNS
MINIMUM               S AM               9 AM             11 AM 1 PM MAXIMUM

SUAIMER                       55                   57                 60                  68                 72                 75
WWTER                        40                  40                 41                  51                  58                 60

OPERATING MODE ASSUMPTIONS:
COLD HOT HOT
START START STABLE

0.0096 0.0096 100.00%

VEHICLE EMISSION RATES. GRAMS/MILE·

GRAWMILE RATES BY SPEED ON MPH FIXED
PC)LLUTANr   5   to   15   20 25 AMOUNT

KOG 1.62 011 0.41 0-29 013

NOt 1.16 0.93 079 0.69 0.64

COS 901 5.41 376 186 133  998 5.91 4.14 3.17 138
PMEX 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.03 OC5

PMTT 011 011 011 011 0.21

HOT SOAK 0.21

DmAm                        ill
NOTES·  LDA - 146,t *A" ""*

LOT  -  60"4" u.di
MCT  -.*....'..b
HDG . b=q//Tpa.Add.ld#
HDO. *b/;Wi<*b
'Un - d..,U-6.1.,b- --
MCY - =O,"CY'b
ROG---*"=P.*--W-1.,1.0
NO.  -  ..ig/  d .//11.= *--- 6.1 voli.6.1
WL--*-*4-W*6*)
Col - Id....... (....W-*ak#
PMEX - ah-1 p.i.=i., =1,1.
Pum  - on-0, p.ir'.ba=*I-
DRNL     ' '          1  · · '1
RrrL - Iia-,0-i.41-Ii./f--- *"'V-*,4,0

HM S-10.il'"I---- /,I'/Il                                         

L ........J



Appendix F: Air Quality

Table E-38
Estimated Vehicle Delays by Roadway Segment

---=---- --=-==-= = -- ===--===

DELAY TIME (SECONDS) BY SCENARIO ESTIMATED VOLUME:CAPACITY RAl'IOS BY SCENARIO

ROAl)\%'Ak' SEGMENT NO AC'1'ION MINIMUM MEDIUM MAXIMUM NO ACT1ON MINIMUM MEDIUM MAXIMUM
==-=-====  =-==--=----==---==----==---===--

UPI'ER DECK EAS Y  1 UD                                                  25                             18                             18                             18                                   0 90 0.83 0.8 3 0 81

EAST 2UD                              6                 4                  4                 4 0.90 0.83 0.83 083
EASY 3UD                                      5                      4                      4                      4 0 9 0 0.83 0.81 0.83

EAST 4UD                               11                   8                   8                   8 0.90 083 083 0.83

EAST 51-ID                               17                  12                  12                  12 0.90 0.83 083 0.83

TUNNELUD                              11                     8                     8                    8 0.90 081 0.83 0.83

WEST lUD                                     6                      5                       5                      5 0 9 0 0.83 083 0.83

WEST 2UD                                29                   21                   21                   21 0.90 0.83 083 083

I.OWER DECK  EAST 11.D                               32                 32                  32                 32 0.95 095 0.95 095

EABI' 21.I)                                7                   7                   7                   7 0.95 095 0.95 0.95

EAST' 31.8                                   7                    7                     7                    7 0 9 5 0.95 095 0.95

EAS'I' 4LD                                  14                   14                    14                   14 095 0.95 095 0.95

EAST SLD                             21                21                21                21 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

TUNNELLD                              14                   14                   14                   14 0.95 0.95 095 0.95

WEST ILD                       8             8              8             8 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

WESI' 2LD                                 36                   36                   36                   36 0.95 095 0.95 0.95

---==---   -------- ==-===== ---=---- =-------

-
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lppendix F: Air Quality

Table F-39
Emission Factor Adjustments for Excess Vehicle Idling Time: SI:OBB Traffic, 2010

1 INPUT VARIABl ES
1 EASTIUD   EASTZUD   EASTJUD   EAST4UD   EAS15UD UNNELUD   WESTIUD  WEST:UD EASTIi.I) EASTKD EASTND EASTILD EASISLD UNNEllt) U'Esl 11_D 'NES121Dt
...... I.---- --I--- -0.-0- ------

51'tfl,(MPI f]FC)R BASE EMISSION RATE       1           25           21           25           25           23           23            25           25           25            2'5            25            4            25            4            25            23
v liNKLENGTH.FFFT 1 12,7 101 267 546 843 5,4 323 1447 1287 101 367 546 „3 B# 12l 1,+, J

[.91 ,\Y PER VE.lilli.E.SF.C.£)Nt)5 4 11:IDLE  1     25     6      5     11     17     11     6     29     32      7      7     14     21     14      1     16 1
MS* EMISSIC)N KAl E. GM/MI 1 JO' 307 307 307 1 07 3 07 307 107 107 307 1 07 ; 07   07 /07 10 , 0.  !

1 10,21. li'l'.1.Blt IZE!) 5 MPIi RATE, GM/MI
1

9 98 9/ 991 9/ 9 91 998 9 98 94 99, 998 9 H 99% 94 4, 9% 94 9911  1

1 107* S rABILIZE D 16 M M I RA l-E, GM/M I I 414 414 4 14 414 414 4 14 414 4.14 4 14 414 4 N 414 . 14 414 414 4 14 1

1 10096 COLD START 16 MPE{ RATE, GM,·Mt I 10 36 10 36 1016 1036 10 36 10 36 10 1,6 10 36 10 36 1'. 36 to 16 10 ]16 le #6 IC 16 ;0 4 to 16  1

1 96 CATALYST VEHICLES 1
.97 98.97 9/ 97 98 97 9/ 97 9897 9897 9197 98 97 98 97 98 97 98 97 98 97 98 97 'H 97 497  1

% NON CATALYST COLD STAR13 | 570 5.70 570 570 570 570 570 570 57: 570 570 570 570 '70 S702 5 70

i CATALYST COLD STARTS 1
744 7 44 744 744 7 44 744 744 744 744 744 744 744 744 -*4 .., , 4,  I

OUTPUT                            I

1 1101 STABILIZEI) IDI.F. PATF..GM/MIN I 0,1 081 0 13 On 083 083 0 8/ 091 081 01, 0 91 C '1 0/1 0 R/ C 8/ C %1

1 ADJUST F D COID START 5 MPH RATE, GM/Mil 2497 1497 2 4 97 24 97 24 97 2497 2/97 24 97 24 97 24 97 2497  497 ..4 97 34 97 34 9 t 14 97

1 C.01.DSIARTIDLERATE.GM/MIN 1 1 01 12 20812 2.0112 20112 20*12 20*12 20812 2 00 1 2 2.0812 208 12 30812 3 M 12 2 0112 , 0*12 2 2012 3 OSI 2

1 ·It. IDI.t' 11ME IN EMFAOM(-)811.F. RATES 1
1165 1165 1 365 1365 1165 13 65 1]65 13 65 1165 116  1365 t 165 1,65 1,«S t 145 111,4

1 IDLE 3ECC,NDS IN EMFAC'MOBILE MA IPS 1
479 112 099 203 314 206 I 20 3 39 4 M 1 1: 099 201 114 2,+ 1 30      , 19

1 REUL'IRED EXTRA IDLE SEC(INDS 1 10 71 4" 4 ,1 :,0 1161 194 519 ./.,1 2704 613 , 'g 114: t; 73 1161 6/1 '51,

' WE 1(31-1 11 1) 96 Cr )1.D S'I A Rl S 1
742 742 742 742 742 742 742 7 41 7 41 742 7 42 7 41 742 742 '': 71:

1 *'Ft(,111 ED Col.1)/H<)1' 1[)LE KATE, GM/MIN I 09244 09244 09244 09244 092/4 09244 09244 09244 2 9244 0 9144 0 9244 09244 09244 6 9244 3 9344 C 92*4 1

BAS# EMISSIC)N RA I F, (,M/MI 1
307 107 307 )07 307 3 07 307 307 1 07 107 1 07                    3 0 7 107 107 107 107   1

! At)liED l[)t.F ADJUSTMENT. GM/Mi 1 Ill 131 111 131 111                 1 ,1 1,1 Ill 1 71 171 171 Ill /11 171 ill 1,1 1

1 At>JUSTADEMISSION RATE,GM/MI 1
4 38 4 38 418 4 18 41  4 ]8 4 H 4 1 8 478 47/ 476 ,/, 4': 478 4 7          4 7

1-
m ADJUSTMENT FACT<)R. 96 INCREASE 1

42.696 42796 42 8% 43 7% 422% 42.896 42696 42 716 557% 55 5 116 55 5% 55.*96 55 1  5 69L 35 896 i, 6'. 1

-0.--- ------ ..illl ----0- ----Il ------ ------ ...... 0.---- ..0.-- ......



Appendix F: Air Quality

Table F40
Basic Input Parameters Used for CALINE4 Runs

-----=-------------=-=- =--===== -=-===

MODEL PARAMETER INPUT VALUES
----=---------------=-- --==-=== --==== --=-----------=-==------

POLLUTANT CODE:                                                 1
POLLUTANT NAME: CARBON MONOXIDE

SURFACE ROUGHNESS: 75 cm
MOLECULAR WEIGHT: 28.01

SETTLING VELOCITY: 0 an/sec
DEPOSITION VELOCITY: 0 cnn/sec

NUMBER OF RECEPTORS:                                16
NUMBER OF LINKS:                                        30
SCALE FACTOR: 0.3048 feet/meter
LINK TITLE OPTION CODE:                                 1
RECEPTOR TITLE OPTION CODE:                       1
ALTITUDE: 0 feet

LINK TYPE CODE: 4 (bndge) 1  (tunnel ends)
LINK HEIGHT: 0-30  (lower deck) 25-55  (upper deck)

            MIXING CELL WIDTH:                                       60RIGHT SIDE CANYON CODE:                              0
LEFT SIDE CANYON CODE:                                 0
LINK CONTINUATION CODE:                           1

RUN TYPE CODE:                                                1TRAFFIC VOLUME CHANGE CODE: 1  (first link) 0 (other links)
EMISSION RATE CHANGE CODE: 1  (first link) 0 (other links)

INTERSECTION CHANGE CODE:                         0
MET SCENARIO CHANGE CODE:                         1

WIND SPEED: 1 meters/second
WIND DIRECTION: 0 to 350  degrees in 10 degree increments

STABMITY CLASS: 5  (Class E, isothermal/mild inversion)
MIXING HEIGHT LIMIT: 50 meters
SIGMA THETA: 10 degrees
BACKGROUND CONCENTRATION: 0 ppm
AIR TEkiPERATURE 25  degrees C

- ------ ------------------------

Note Thc CALINE4 model source code wa; mo fied zo accept large numbers of links and
receptors, and to eliminate the inappropna,e adiustment ot concentration
results to study arn alt:tude and remperiture, concentration results must be
:omputed tor 1 atmosphere pressure and 25 degrees C Eo provide a direct
wmpanson to federal And szare ambient air quality srandards.
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APPENDIX G. FISH MANAGEMENT PLAN (FMP) SPECIES
Coastal Pelagics Fishery Management Plan

Northern anchovy - EngraultS mordar
Pacific sardine - Sardinops sagax
Pacific (chub) mackerel - Scomber laponicus

Jack mackerel - Trachurus symmetricus
Market squid - Loligo opalescens

Pacific Groundfish FishE ry Management Plan
Butter sole - Isopsetta isolepis Flag rockfish - Sebastes rubrivinctus
Curlfin sole - Pleuronid,thys decurrens Gopher rockfish - Sebastes carnatus
Dover sole - Microstomus paci/ims Grass rockfish - Sebastes rastrelliger
English sole - Parophrys vetulus Greenblotched rockfish - Sebastes rosenblatti
Flathead sole - Hippoglossoides elassodon Greenspotted rockfish - Sebastes chlorostictus
Pacific sanddab - Citharichthys sordidus Greenstriped rockfish - Sebastes elongatus
Petrale sole - Eopsetta iordani Harlequin rockfish - Sebastes variegatus
Rex sole - Glyptocephalus zachirus Honeycomb rockfish - Sebastes umbrosus
Rock sole - Lepidopsetta bilineata Kelp rockfish - Sebastes atrovirens
Sand sole - Psettichthys melanostictus Mexican rockfish - Sebastes macdonaldi

Starry flounder - Platichthys stellatus Olive rockfish - Sebastes serranoides
Arrowtooth flounder - Atherest/ws stomias Pink rockfish - Sebastes eos

Ratfish - Hydrolagus colliei Quillback rockfish - Sebastes maliger
Finescale codling - Antimora microlepis Redbanded rockfish - Sebastes babcocki
Pacific rattail - Coryphaenoides acrolepis Redstripe rockfish - Sebastes pronker
Leopard shark - Triakis semifasciata Rosethorn rockfish - Sebastes helvomaculatus

Soupfin shark - Gateorhinus zvopterus Rosy rockfish - Sebastes rosaceus
Pacific Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (continued)

Spiny dogfish - Squalus acanthias Rougheye rockfish - Sebastes aleutianus
Big skate - Raja binoculata Sharpchin rockfish - Sebastes zacentrus

Longnose skate - Raja rhina Shortraker rockfish - Sebastes borealis
Pacific ocean perch - Sebastes alutus Silvergrey rockfish - Sebastes brevispinis
Shortbelly rockfish - Sebastes jordani Speckled rockfish - Sebastes ovalis
Widow rockfish - Sebastes entomelas Splitnose rockfish - Sebastes diploproa
Aurora rockfish - Sebastes aurora Squarespot rockfish - Sebastes hopkinsi
Bank rockfish - Sebastes mvs Starry rockfish - Sebastes constellatus
Black rockfish - Sebastes melanops Stripetail rockfish - Sebastes saricola

Black-and-yellow rockfish - Sebastes cho/somelas Tiger rockfish - Sebastes nigroanctus
Blackgill rockfish - Sebastes melanostomus Treefish - Sebastes serriceps
Blue rockfish - Sebastes mystinus Vermilion rockfish - Sebastes miniatus
Bocaccio - Sebastes paucispinis Yelloweye rockfish - Sebastes ruberrimus
Bronzespotted rockfish - Sebastes gilli Yellowmouth rockfish - Sebastes reedi
Brown rockfish - Sebastes auriculatus Yellowtail rockfish - Sebastes flavidus
Calico rockfish - Sebastes dallii Longspine Thornyhead - Sebastolobus altivelis
California rockfish - Scorpena guttatm Shortspine Thornyhead - Sebastolobus alascanus

Canary rockfish - Sebastes pinniger Cabezon - Scorpaenichthvs marmoratus

Chilipepper - Sebastes goodei Kelp greenling - Hexagrammos decagrammus
China rockfish - Sebastes nebulosus Lingcod - Ophiodon elongatus
Copper rockfish - Sebastes caunnus Pacific cod - Gadus macrocephalus
Cowcod rockfish - Sebastes levis Pacific whiting - Merluccius productus
Darkblotched rockfish - Sebastes crameri Sablefish - Anoplopomajimbria
Dusky rockfish - Sebastes ciliatus

Chinook salmon-Oncorhynchus tshawytscha
Pacific Coast Salmon Plan

Coho Salmon-Oncorhynchus kisutch
Puget Sound Pink Salmon-Oncorhynchus gorbuscha

Sources: PFMC 1999, CPS FMP 1998, and NMFS 1998
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APPENDIX H
MOA between the Department of the Navy and the California
State Historic Preservation Officer for the Disposal and Reuse

of Naval Station Treasure Island



i   1
-1

8 4                                           Memorandum of Agreement
5                                                               Between

(,                                                  The Department of the Navy
7                              And
8                     The California State Historic Preservation Officer
4      For the Layaway, Caretaker Maintenance, Interim Leasing, Sale, Transfer,

1 (}                             and Disposal of Historic Properties on the Former
11 Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California

8   U
l 3

I 4

1 5         ## 11 ERI':.\ S. tlic  Departinelit ot' the  NaF y ( DoN )  has becii directed to close.  lease and
1 (,    dispose ol-its pizipert> :it the 1'01'nici- NaL al Statioil Treasure Island (NS-fl) pursuant to tile
17      I)el'etisc Base ('lostire and Realiglinient Actot- 1 990(uiidertaking),has determined that
18     111: uiiclertakiiig \\ill afTect properties located oii the forliier NSTI that are listed on. ha\ e
I c)      becii dete,111iiicil cligil,le 1-or, or may be potentially eligible 1-or listing on the Natiolial
2()    Reuistel oillistoric Places (historic properties). lias consulted tlie ('alifortiia State
21      I listolic presellation () fficer (SHPU) pursu:int to 36 CFR Part 8()(), regulations
22    illiplcnielitilig Section 1(1(,ofthe Natioiial Historic Preset-vatioti Act, as atiiended
23     (1(1.l i. S.('. 4701) (NHPA)). has Iiotified the Advisory Council o„ Historic Presenation
24    (('c,itricil) of' the el-fect linditig pursuant to 36 CFR Sectioil SOO.6(a)(1 ). kinci has recei ved
25     tiotilicatioii th:11 the (.'oulicil declines to participate iii the consultation (See Attachnielit

         
    26   

    1 k :
,11(127

28     50 HEREAS. NS TI is locatell within the limits of the City and C'O,Inty of San Francisco
ic)    ((it> ). :i ('el tilied l.ocal (.loiertimelit under Sectioii 101(c) of'the NHPA. :ind Article 1( 
3(3     01. the Silli Irraticisco Planninu Code specifically addresses /i.('serratio/1 of 1 lircorical

3\    ·l i'('llit<'('ttil (11 it 11(l ..lcistlictiC' l.(litcli,itirks . and

: 1133    \;'HEREAS. tlic 7 reastive Islalid Dezelopmeiit Authority (TIDA). a non-pi'olit. ptiblic
34       betielit corpol:itioii established by the City. is recognized by the Departnient of Defelise
35    :is tlic 1.c„:11 Reciesclopnient Authority Ii,r NSTI. anci
3 (,

37    \#'111':iZE.·\S. Lipoii disposal oftlie historic properties I"rom the DoN to a non-Federal
3,8     ciitit>. :itiy Federal jurisdiction ccascs :ind the jurisdiction of- the historic properties
44    Teret'ts excllisilel> to the C'it>'.
40

4 1      '11 E.REAS. tlic DoN has infi,niied consulting parties alicl ilienibers ol'the public about
42     tlic ulidertaking anil in '01\'cd such panics and the public in the colisultatioii process using
43     agelic>' pi-oceditirs l'or public involvemelit uiider tlic Natioiial Eliviroiinielital Policy Act:
44

45

11,111(11:111,|11111 111 \Fl,·l·111.'Ill
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1 NOW 'rHEREFORE. the Do:\ alid the SliPO agree that the layaway, caretaker
2     maiiitenalice. interim leasing. sale. transfer. and disposal of historic piuperties
3     (hereinafter. "leasing and disposal) at NSTI shall be implemented in accordance #ith the
4     t'ollowing stipulations iii order to take into account the effect of the undertaking oil
5    historic properties. and that these stipulations shall go em leasiiig and disposal at NSTI
6    Lilitil this Menioraiiduni of Agreement (hereiiratter, "MOA") is terniinated.
7

8

9                      STUWAT'IONS
10

11     -rhe DoN will ensure that the folio\\ i,ig meas,ires air carried out:
l 2

I 3

14 I. N \1 1() 3.41. RI.(;1 Sl'ER N()111 \ \'1'1()i' s
15

1 (,                  A.        The DoN ,1 ill noniiiiate the liyllowing historic properties. depicted iii
17                        Attachnient 3. to the National Register iii accordance with Sectio11

IS                      110(a)(2) oftlic National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 47()112):
19

20                        1.       The Senior Officers Quarters Historic District (Yerba Bilena
21                             islaild): as follows:
91--                           (a) Quarters 1 through 7
23                                (b) Building 83
24                                    (c) Building 2()5. and
25                                    (d) Building 230
26                                '           Quarters 10 (l'erba Buciia Island) Officers Quarters-.

27                        3 Building 267(Yerba Buena Island) Garage to Building 10
28                        4.       Buildliig 262 ()erba Buena Island) The Torpedo Building
29                     5.      Btlilding 1 (Treasure island), Administration Building, Goldeii
30                            Gate Expositioti
31                      6.      B,lilding 2 (Treasure Island). Hal l of Tralisportation. Golden Gate
32               Expositioli
33                            7.        Building 3 (including Building 111 ) (Treasure Island). Palace o f
34                                  Fitic : nd Decorative Arts and Antiex, Golden Gate Exposition
35

3(,                 B.        -Flic DoN will Subiiiit the above nominations to the Keeper oftlic National
37                          Register iii accordalice with 36 CFR § 60.9 prior to disposal.
3S

39 11. ARCHAEOI.OGJ
4()

41               A.      The DoN coiiipleted ati inventory ofthe archeological resources located
42                        oii tlic former \STI. The potential Archeological Sensitive Zones were
43                                       idaiti lied  in the :1/'cheological Resoune hire/tto/3' un .Asse. s/,ic,it of
44                           A/(11'al St ttion TreaMNT#)und /)is/,osal and Ret,se Prolerl San F,yt,i 'isc·o
45               (2,1111!r. ClilifOr,iict,.lu,ic / 907 and are depicted in Attachment 4.

46
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1 8.       Prioi- to tlic DoN's disposal ol-XS-1-1, the DoN  ·ill subinit a Research
Design/Discozery Plati to the SHPO.  that clearl v delineates specific

I .,                         procedures to be taken. underiarious scenarios.  The Nary will seek
4                        SHPO coticui-rence prior to condlicting field w'ork.  Ihe Research Desigii,
5                         [,iscoiery Plaii will outliiie the procedures to be followed, the decision-
c                         making process alid consultation process with SHPO and otlier appropriate
7                        pai-lies.  As ii ill be discussed in the Research I)esign/Disco, cry Plan. the
8                         Nar-y \\'ill colicluct additional archacological stin'ey and i 01-archaeo-
9                      logical testing and lilitigatioii ;iithin iclentified Archaeological Sensitize

1 (J                             Zoiles 1    4 ilial Iiiay be reqi,ired and wliich liiay inclucle:
11

12                              1.         Accizate delineation of sensiti\'e areas and knoHn arcliaeological
13                                         sites on DoN property. including those Colitiguous portions tlial
14                                            niay occilr 011 adjacent properly.

I  15
1 (,                                7 1 esti iig o f knoir ii selisiti\'e areas alid archaeological sites to
17                                 deterniine the sigiiilicalice oipoteiitial buried archaeological
IS                                      deposits.
1()

2()                         3        Slii-\Cy of subtiierged sciisitize areas by qu:ilified maritime
2 I                                      arcliacologists to deterizline the presciice of potentially significant
91__                            subnierged resources.
23

24                       4.       ('otisultation with the SHPO to detei-niiiie significance 01-any
25                                   buried or submerged resources discovered during the testiiig and
26                                 delineation of sensitive areas.: 2728                      5.       Developnictit of'treatment plans alid iniplementatioli of miligatioli
29                                   iiicasures iii consultation with the SHPO for archaeological sites
3()                                 disco ered through testing th:lt are deterniined sigiiificant.
31

32                         (,.        Consultation with the Bay Miwok prior to any grotind disturbitig
33 archaeological testing or mitigation actiz'itics iii areas believed to
34                                   colitaiti archacological deposits tliat may be significant to the Bay
35                                             Miwok.  The Na, y will make ever-y attenipt to contact the Bay
36                                 Miwok, including correspondence. phone calls. c-niails, etc., and
37                                   Ki ill assume 110 interest oil the part of the Bay Miwok if no formal
38                                            con-espondence is reccired   ithili 30 days.
3 ()

4()

41  (' Noti-Applicability
11.-

43                       1        The Federal Highw:i>' Adiiiiliistratioii obtained ite title to a portion
44                             01-NSI'l frollithe DoN and subseqtiently conveyed tliatproperty
45                               hy cleed dated Octohel- 26.2()()(). to the Cali foniia Departmelit of
4(,                                 -1"i:insportation (('AL7 RANS) ibr purposes of tlic San Francisco

\1 11)„1:111*1111111,1 ·\FICCIlll'Irl
I i.1,111,•.11·,1 |fl»1,„91  1'1'A. 11



1 Bay Bridge Seisiiiic Retrofit.  As a result of these actions. this
-                                 MOA does liot apply 10 the 11istoric properties which are located
3 within the 121,-nier NSTI and which are now owned by CALTRANS
4                               (see Allachnient 2). Stich properties include:
3

6                               a.       Potential archaeological sites and sensitive zolies at Yerha
7                                        Buena Island that arc documented in the Archie,logic'cil
S                                                     Rcsoiti-(·c lizz,3,itc,i-y ct,id .·1 i scssnicilt of Niti·al Static),1
c)                                                 DY,List,/21 /sh„,cl Dispost,/ Ii,til Retise Pioject. .521/1

\C)                                        Fl·Lilic·isc·(, Coillitr. (.'cilifb'.1,ict, Jittle 1 997, includilig tlic
11                                  Ii)110\,illa:
l 2

13                                             1   A portioli of Airheological site CA-SFr-4/11 iii
14                                                       Zone 1.mid
15                                          2.  A portion of ati Historic/Prehistoric archaeological
16                                              deposit iii Zone 2:
17                                          3.  A portion of-Zone 3. (which may i,icludc
1 S                                                                undocunioited submerged resourcesk mid
19                                          4.  A portion ofthe Twentietli Centitry Landfill in Zolie
2()                                           4.

21

22 Ill. H Ih I ()Rl(' ARIII .\(7'S  \31) RE('{)RDS
23

24             A.      DoN-owned historic artifacts aiid records tliat H'ere included iii the
25                      -i'Irasure Islaiid Naz al aiid Marine Corps Museum will remain the
26                           respolisibility of the Director of the Naval Historical Center. Washingtoii
27                      Navy 3'aizi. District ofColtimbia.
28

29             13.      7 he DoN has coordinated the disposal of-Naval Statioli Treasure Island
3(1                     pholograt,lis \\ ith the Natioiial Archives Pacific-Sierra Regioii. San Bruno.
31                         atid \\ ill trans#tr them to the National Archives fioni the DoN's
32                                  Caretaker Site () ffice upon completioli of presen'atioil ilicasures.
33

34               C        -1-he DoN has turned over to tlie City Department of Public Works plaiis.
35 buildi,ig drawings and colistruction photographs that were in the
3(,                      possessioii of the Naval Station Treasure Island Stail Ci,il Engineer's
. -
-,/ Office.

3S

3<)             D.      Fiiiancial and ailmi,iistrative records were transferred to Naval Station San
4()                      Diego and Naval Base San Diego. respectively. because these facilities
41                     assunied operation responsibilities for NSTI at closure.
42

43 Ii. Rl('(,RD.iric)\
44

45             A.      DoN shall ensure thal tlic 11011-archaeological historic properties listcci in
46                      Stipulation I.A. oithis MOA. w ith the exception of Building 1 (Treasure

\lilli 11 '11,1211,1,   \'1 LIlll 11
1 C.!I'll'L'.111/11)10 1//,11'' 111  SI 1
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1 Isliinci) and Buililing 262 (Yerba Buena Island). are recordeil prior 10
0 disposal frolii Federal ownership.

I    ,4                         1         Buildings 1 a,id 262 are called out iii the City's Ncti'cil Statio//
5                         1-i·cusit,·c Island Rclisc Plilit (.lune 1996) as being priorities lor

6               preserraticin.
7
8             B.      7 he I)oN sh:ill contact the Pacific-Great Basin System Support Office.
c)                      National park Serz ice (NPS),Oaklaiid. (-alifornia to deterinine wlial le, el

1 0                       atid kiliciofrecordatioii is recommended b\'NPS li,r Such liistoric
11                   7-oilel'lies.

1   1313             ('.       Yhe DoN shall pro\'idc COpiCS Ofthe final docuiiientation prepared
14                       pursuant to paragraph A. of this stipulation to the SHPO. the City. and the
15                     San Fiwncisco Inteniatioiial Airl,ort Bure:iii of Exhibitions. Museunis. unci
1 (,                             Ctiltural Exchange.
17

1 8 /'. 1.1('1·:\Al\(; 1\1) 1.1(\Sl\(;()1:HIA.IORIC' PROPER'1'IES

19

21)              A.      hi order to inaintain and pi-otect historic properties covered by this
21                        agirement. the DoN mayenterintolicenses and leases for theuse ofDoN
17--                         real property at NS'1-1 prior to disposal in accordance with Section 5 of the
13                   licisc Rellse Illiplenlciltittioll Alit,111(11 (Attachment 5).
24

25                         1.        The DoN shall require all licensees/lessees to subliiit written plans
26                                   for atiy proposed work on historic properties for DoN revie\# anci
27                                 approval.  Work may iiot proceed ulitil the licelisee/lessee has
28                               received ,# ritten approval froiii the DoN, which shall not be
29                                   granted uriless the proposed work conforms to the Secretary of tlie
30                                 Interior's Stitizilarcls.fc,i' Re/i,i/,ilitcitio,i a,ici (ittidcli,ies.for
3\                              Relicibilitcltilig Historic Bitilcli,igs (Relial)ilitatioi, Sicinclcirils).

i 1133                                      a.        DoN review' of-plans subniitted fbi- proposed Hork on
34                                          historic properties shall be conducted by persons r,ho shall.
35                                                at a iilinililuili, lilect tile Secretary of the Interior's
36                                       Professional Qualification Standards (Qualification
37                                             Standards) iii tlic appropriate disciplines (Attachment 6).

I #' rc)                         2.        No fiirther Consultation with the SHPO shall be required hereunder
4()                               tinless the DoN deteiniizies tliat the proposed work does liot anci
41                                                canliot be i,iodilied to con foilii to the Rehabilitatio,1 .Flanchirci.v.
42

43                                 a.       11-the DoN delerliiilies that tlie proposed work does not mid
44                                                             Calinot be modified to cont-orni to the Rchit/,ilitatio,1
4.5                                          St<t/,chity/s. the DoN may either reject the proposed work or
4(,                                       colisult pursliant to 36 CER Part 8(}(}.

\11·111„1.1:)'111:111,1 \:'ICL'till·111
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1

2                           3.        Further consultation with the SHPO will liot be req,iircd for
3                                    painting previously painted interior and exterior surf'aces in non-
4 traditional colors for temporary uses, provided that the lessec has
5                                  posted ati adequate borid to insure that the properly will be restored
6                                 K'hen tlie temporary use is coriiplete.
7

8                        4.       Lease Agreements prevent lessces froni undertaking any activity
() tliat 111ay affect an identified historic or archacological propert>'.

1 0                                 \\ ithout the approval of the DoN. The DoN sliall p12,vide a list of
1 I                                  traditiotial and lion-traditional co|ors to lessees plalining to paint
12                                         historic properties covered by this MOA and 011ly those colors niay
13                                be used to pailit tlie subject properties. The DoN shall retain the
14                                             option that, prior to conveyance, lessee shall be required to restore
15                                  historic pioperties to their original color scheme.  The DoN will
16                                      prepare a Technical Memorandulll Report (TMR) identit-ying the
17                                      "original conditioiis"  The f MR will be submitted f'or review and
18                                         appro, al by the SHPO prior to the commencement of any Silch
I c)                                         restol:ition et-torts.
2()

21                            5.        lhe DoN shall retain the right to inspect leased historic propei-ties
77__                                  at least annitally to ensure that the Rehal,ilittitic)11 Stcinclards are
23                                                 folio\\ ed and shall take appropriate remedial action to assure
24 conipliance where deviations are observed.
25

26 \.1.
LONG 'YERV PREKER\ AIIOA PL,ANNI\(:                                                                            

27

28              A.       Upon conveyance of NSTI fi-om tlic DoN. all historic properties coliveyed
29                      as set Forth herein shall lilli within the jurisdiction oftlie City. a Certified
3*)                        Local Government under Section 101(c) ofthe NHPA. As such. all
31                        historic properties conveyed as set forth hereiti shall be subject to the City
32 01-San Francisco Planning Code, Article  10, Preservation of Historical,
33                      Architectural. and Aesthetic Landniarks (Attachment 7).
34

35          B. Upon conveyalice of NS'I-1 froni the Navy to the TIDA or other designated
36                        property recipient, and in the event ofa discovery iii ali Archeological
37                        Scrisitive Zone. the City may designate a lot or site as a landmark site
38                        pitrsitant to Section 1()()4 of San Francisco Plan,iing C'ode. Article 10.
39                                Preservatioti of' Historical Architectural, and Aesthetic Landniarks
4(1                    (Attachilient 7).
41

42 1'11. PERSONNEI. Or Al.In('A'1'1()NS STANDARDS
43

44              A.       The DoN shall ensure that all historic preservation work pursuant to this
45 MOA, including but not liiiiited to the planning and physical rehabilitatioli
46                                      of historic properties is carried oilt by or under the direct supen'ision of a

11.171(11011(Ill 111 1 31 ·\LICCI/19111
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I persi)11 or pcl'solls nieeting. al a minimuni, the Qualification Standards iii
-)_                        the appropriate disciplines.

1   74

5

(1 "ill. Dc)( 1 ;11.\ 1 Rl.\It:\\ \\1)(,(,9,11:\ 1
7

8               4.       The SHPO shall be afforded fbrty-five (45) days after receipt to comment
9                        on aily docuillentation submitted hy the Na, y as a result of-consultation

1 0                                   c 11-oils or as a resu lt of iniplenientation ofthis MOA.  Should the SH PO
1 I                       declitie to participate or fail to respond within tbrty-fi\ e (45) days to a
12                        wl-iticti iequest for coniliients. the DoN ilia>' ass,ime tlic SHPO's
13                           cotictirretice iii the DoN's proposed action.
I 4

1 5       1\.       121,-1,()1 11\(;
1(1

17             .4.      l Ilitil the terliis of this X10.4 have been flillilled and /or the MOA has beeii
1 8                           teiliiiliated. the DoN shall provide a ziritten annual status report to all
1 <)                           otlier parties.
2()

21                       1.       The atiiiual report shall be submitted by December 15111 ofeach
71 year :tiid. at a 1111!iiiiiutii, shall address the folloi\'itill topics:
23

24                                   :1.        Statils <)ithe noinitiation of'the Sciiior' Ollicers Qi,arters
25                                           Historic District (Yerha Bueiia Island) and those other
2(,                                          buildi,igs be'iiig nominated by DoN.: 17
28                                   b.        Discussion o f probleliis or ulianticipated issues related tc)
29                                           iiianagement 01. historic pioperties during tlic previous year.
3(3                                           including proposals Ibr resolution of such problenis mid
11                                      Isslies.
32

33    r.      1) I Ac ()\ ERI I.f
34

35              A.       Buried cultural materials may be present on the leased properties.  If such
3(,                         iiiaterials are ciicoutitered by the Cit>' at NS'1-1 prior to conreyance. the
37                        ('ity sliall imiiiediately notif>' the DoK.

I 7/3<)                       1.       Tlic City shall stop \,ork inimediatel>' and noti fy the DoN so that
4(1                                 tile DoN can initiate collsultation „ith the SHPO.  The Cilv shall
41                                tiot proceed \#ith atiy \\ork without the approval oithe DoN.
42

43                7_.       11'the newly discovered properly lias not previousl> beei, included
44                                   iii. 01- deteniiilied eligible for inclusion in. the Natioiial Register.
45                                    Ilic DoN may assume that the property is eligible for puil,oses 01'
4(,                                 this MOA. Otherwise. the DoN niay also proceed throiigh the

\1.11't,1,111(11111'11 \21.'111'11
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I process outliiied iii 36 CFR 8()().4 for the identification of historic
D
-                               properties.
3

4                       3.        I-lie DoN will notil-y the Sl-IPO at the earliest possible tinic mid
5                                 consult to develop actions that will take into account miy ellects of
6                                      the undertaking on any property assunied. or determined pursuant
7                                 to 36 CFR 800.4. to be National Register eligible.
8

9                         4.       The DoN will noti fy the SHPO of any time cotistraints. and the
I u                                 DoN atid the SHPO will mutually agree upon time fikinies for this
11                     consult: tion.
12

13                      5.       1"lie [)oN will proz ide the Sl IPO with wi'itten recommendations
14                               that take the ell'ects of'tlie undertaking into account.
15

16    a. 11'the SHPO does notobject to the DoN's
17                                        reco,111,iendations ;rithin the agreed upon time Frame. the
IS                                             Dor will modify the scope of work as necessary to
19                                                implenielit its recomniendations.  -1-he DoN niay then
20                                          authori,e the action to proceed.
21

22  1. RES()1.Ill()\ ()1  OB.11((770\h

23

24              A.      Should any party object to the mantier iii which tlie temis of this MOA are
25                         implemented, to any action carried out or proposed with respect to
26                         iniplenientation of tlic MOA. or to any documentation prepared iii
27                       accordmice with and subject to its ternis, the DoN shall imniediately
28                       consult  'ith all other parties ibr no more than thirty (30) days to resolve
29                         tlie objection.  If the objection is resolved through such consultation. the
3(3                       action subject to dispitte liiay proceed in accordalice with the lei-ms of that
31                      resolution.  If, al-ter initiating such consultation, the DoN deterniines that
32                       the objection cannot be resolved through consultation, the DoN shall
33                        thrward all docuilientation relevant to tlie objection to the ('oillicil,
34                         including the DoN's proposed response to the objection. with the
35                        expectation that the Council will respond withili tllirty (30) days after
3(,                      receipt of such documentation:
37

38                         1.        Advise the DoN that tlic Council colicurs iii the DoN's proposed
39                                   response to the objectioil, whercupon the [)oN will respond to the
40                             obiection accoi-ditigly. or
4I

42 Pro\ide the DoN with recoi}imendations. which the DoN will take
43                               into account in reaching a final decision regarding its response to
44                                 the objection: or
45

11L111,11.111(hl'114)1 \'witl'111£1 1
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1 3.        Notil\, the DoN tli:it tlie objection will be rettrred Ii,1- conillielit
.' ptirsuant to 36 C FR 800.7(a)(4). and proceed to rel-er the objection

anci coninient.  The DoN sh:ill take the resulting coilillielit into
4                               accoutit iii accordance with 36 CFR BOO.7(c)(4) :ind Section 110
5                           (1)01'the NIiP.4.

8   67                       4.       Shoulll the Couticil ilot exercise one of the aboz'e optioiis within 30
8                                 days atter receipt of all pertineiit documentation. the DoN may
9                                   assililic the Council's concurrelice in its proposeci respolise to tile

1
(1                                objection.

11

12                           5.        lhe DoN shall take into accourit any C ouncil ieconiiiiendatioti ol-
13                                     coniiiient provided in accordaiice with this stipul:,tion \.\'itli
14                                   reltrence only to the Subject of the objection.  The Dor's
15                                   responsibilit>  to carr>' out all actions under this agrecniclit that are
1(1                               not tile stihiectsofthc ol'Jection will reniain titichanged.
17

1 8                8.       At 1111>' tiiiie durilig iniplenielitation of this MOA, should aii objectioli
I c)                          pertaining to sitch implementatioii be raised by a meliiber of the public,
3)                         the [)0:\ shall notil'> iii rvritilig tlie other parties and take the objection into
2 I                         account.  The DoN shall consult with the objector alid. i 1-requested by the
3D objector. consult with any or all of the other parties to this MOA with
23                         1-espect to the objection. The tinic frame for such consultatioli shall be
24                         reasoiiably cletermiiied by the DoN. Ihe DoN will reiider a decision
25                       1-egarding tlie objectioli alid noti 19 all parties hereunder of its decision in
26                                         \\ riting \\ ithin a reasonable period o f tinie fol lowilig closui-e ofthis
27                       Colistlitation period.  In reaching its decision, the DoN w ill take all
28                       coninients 120111 the parties iiito consideration.  The DoN's decision
29                       reguiding resolutioli ofthe objection will he final.
3(f
31             C        liic DoN shall pro\'ide tlic Si-IPO and tile C'ouncil. \ihell ('ouncil
32                                  coii]nients ha\ e been issued hereunder. and any parties that lia,'e objected
33                       ptirsuant to paragraph B.. above. with a copy of any final written decision
34                       Yegal,111,5 :iii\  objection.

: 7536               1).       1 h£r DoN illay authorize ally action sub-ject to objectioli utider this
37                         stipulatio,1 to proceed after the objection has been resolveci in accordalice
3.S                      #Ith the terliis of this stipulation.
39

4(J \11. A w l: 3 1)M I :J I  A   I  ( )   11 1 E   A l O A

: 4142               A.       I f ali>' party believes that this MOA should be amelided. that party 111,ly at
43                       :111>' linie propose ametidiiiciits. whereupon the parties will consult to
44                       collsiderthe ame,idme,it pul-suant to 36 C-FR § SOO.(,(c)(7) and §
45                         8(,c).6(c)(8).
4(,
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1 B.       This MOA niay he amended only upon the writteli concurrelice of the
-'_                         sigiiatory parties zind the iii\'ited sigiiatory party.
3

4

5    XIII.  '1'1:It\11\\11()\
A

7               .1.1-his MOA may bc terniiliated only by either signatory party or by the
8                        ilirited siunatorv party.  11'this MOA is Iiot amended asprovided forin

»-

9                                          Stipulation  X l l. ,o r i t' any of- these parties proposes terniinatioii  of this
1()                         M()A l'or other reasons. the party proposing telinination shall in writing
11                          notify all other parties, explaili the reasoiis for proposing terniitiation, and
12                             colistilt   ith tlic parties for tic, iiiore thaii 30 days to seek alternatives to
13                           terniiliatioti.
14

15                        1.       Should Such consultation fail. the signatory party or the invited
1(,                                      signatorr party proposing terniiliation Iiiay teniiinate this MOA by
17                                      pronipti>' noti fying all other parties in 1% ritiiig
l 8

19                                2.          Terniinatioii hereuiider shall render this MOA without l'urther iorce
2(j                                   or effect.  Should this MOA he terniinated befoi-c all historic
21                                             properties covered by this MOA have heeii conveyed out of federal
1__                                      owliership or hetbre tlic DoN. 111 consultation with all other parties
23                                 has deteniiined tliat all of its terms have been fulfilled. then
24                                 beginning with the date of tel-rniliation tlie DoN shall do the
25                                      Followinu:
2 (,

27                                      a.         Promptly consult with all other parties to this MOA to
28                                        develop a lieK agreement pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.
29

3(1                                      h. Ensure tliat until a neR agreement is executed for the
31 undertaking. that the DoN will not take or sanction any
32                                              action or make an irrer ersible conimitnient that would
33                                                         result iii aii adierse effect or toreclose alteniatives that
34                                              could avoid Or lilitigate the adverse efTect on historic
35                                           properties tintil the consulting process has been completed.
3 (,

37 11:. DITR,\TIC)\ ()1' '1'llit  ,110.4
38

39              A.       LJnless it is terniinated p,irsuant to Stipillation XIII above, this MOA shall
40                        reniain iii eff-ect uiitil all stipulations have been fulfilled as determined by
41                          the DoN iii consultation with all the other parties, or ulitil such tinie as the
42                        historic properties covered by this MOA are no loliger under federal
43                         ownership, whichezer occurs first. l;pon adetermination byllic DoN that
44 eitlier ol-these conditions lias beeli niet, this MOA \\'ill terminate and have

45                           1io 1-iii-tlier force or ell-ect. The DoN w ill proniptly pi·o\·ide the other parties
4(, to tlils MOA witli \prittell iloticcof its deterliiinatioli atid of teniiinatioilof
47                     this MOA.

\ll.Illill.Ilidlitil l,1 ·\MI-ectllellt
'1 l':1'"11' :111'| |)1>1111.,1|'' tll'  F   |

..

-



Il
D

I )4

5 \\. \\11-DE/'1(71.\(') A( 1

I    67              A.       All Irquii-eiiielits set 1'01'tli iii this MOA requirliig the expenditure 01. DON
1-lands arc expressly subject to the:1, ailability o i:ippi'opriatiolis and the

9                      rell,111-eiiients ofthe Aliti-Deficiency Act (31 LI.S.C. Section 1341 ).
l()
11                          1         No obligation ti,idei takeii by the DoN uiider the terins of this MOA
12                                                           shrill  requile 01- be  i,iterpreted  to require a coliimitnient  to expend
1 3                                      Hinds 11 N appropriated for a pa! ticular litirpose.
I 4

15                   8.         If tlie DoN caliliot perti,rm aiiy obligation set forth iii tliis MOA because
1(,                                          01' the  iina, ailabilitr ot- 1;inds. the  DoN  aiid  the S HP0  inteiid that tlie
17                         retiiaitidet- of-tlie MO.4 be executed.

I   18
I c)                              1          Ativ obligatioli ulider tlie MO.4. \\ hich catillot be pei-t ormeil
2(1                                   hecatise of the uliavailability of ftinds. 11iust be ic'negotiated
21                                      bet\\cell the DoN and the SHPO.
01
--

23     F. F.('LITION OF THIS AlEMORANDLIAl OF AGREENiENT b> tlie DoN atid
24    SHPO. its tralismittal by the DoN to tile Coulicil iii accordance vith 36 CFR
25     8()(1.(,(b)( 1 )(ir) atid subsequelit iliiple,iientation of its terrns. shall he cI idence pursuant to
2(,    3(, ('i·'R 8()().6(c). tliat this Meliioralidu'1101'Agreemeiit is ail agrcement \\ith the Council
27     1'01' purposes o f Sectioli 11 ()( 1 ) of the NHPA. and shall ftirther evidence tliat the I)oN has
2,8    afli,rded ille ('oulicil an oppoillinity to coniment on the "leasitig and disposal" 01-NSTI
2<)    alid its cflects on historic properties. that the DoN has taken into account the effects ot
3()    tlic tindeilaking 011 historic properties, and that the DoN has satisfied its responsibilities
31     lindel Sectioli 10(1 01 the Natiolial Ilistoric Preservation Act anci its impleilieliting
32    re,111.itiolis codified at 36 CFR Part 8()().
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CONCURRING PARTIES: 

BAY MIWOK BAND 

BY:~.-
KATHERINEEROLINDAPEREZ
MIWOKBand 

CALIFORNIAPRESERVATIONFOUNDATION

Foundation 
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