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Overview

Obviously, this plan is much improved over the original submission of December 8, as it responds to the many points raised independently by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and myself in mid-December.  However, I think that there is an important opportunity being missed as a result of the study design.

That is, given the sampling protocol proposed, we will learn little if anything about the bio-retention capability of the shoreline vegetation at the sampling point.  That is unfortunate, as information gained in this area might help with the design and operation of much larger, and potentially higher-capacity, wetlands.

Instead, the current design leaves us with the basic observations related to the effect of tules confining the runoff and preventing mixture with lake water outside the range of the tules.  We might as well assume that the pipe fed directly into the lake, or at least that the water simply runs down the shore and into the lake without treatment.

 I should think that the value of this demonstration would be significantly enhanced if some sampling were done at the shoreline, if not to estimate the quantity of water reaching the lake in order to estimate absorption, at least to evaluate the quality of that water in order to estimate the bio-filtering effect.

That is not to suggest that the demonstration should not go forward, but rather to wish that the demonstration might be more effective.

I have sorted my comments into plusses, minuses and questions, with text from the plan quoted as appropriate.  I’m afraid that the latter outnumber the former, but, as the asp said to the eagle (or some such fable), “That’s my nature.”

Plusses

Page 2: “Treated Vista Grande stormwater runoff will be diverted to Lake Merced during four of the six sampling episodes.”  I’m happy to see that the control events have been added back to the plan.  However, would it not be better if they were randomly assigned rather than placed at the beginning of the experiment? 

Page 4: “Surface soil samples will be collected from the treatment wetland in the three locations shown on Figure 1. Two episodes of soil sampling will be performed, resulting in the collection of a total of six soil samples.”  Good.  I assume that the natural areas and habitat folks have confirmed that these tests are adequate.  Is that correct?

Att. 1.5:  I like the pubic notice a lot!  Has this been cleared with anyone who knows what the heck they are doing?  Unfortunately, however, it is not correct.  I was under the misconception that there would be an effort to test “the ability of plants located on shore and near the shoreline to absorb contaminants known to exist in this stormwater.”  It seems this is not the case.  Shouldn’t this wording be changed to reflect the actual purpose of the demonstration? 

Minuses

Page 1: “Performance data are summarized for 8 storms in CH2MHill, 2004.”  That data has not been made available for public review except in a format making it extremely difficult to relate the various test parameters.

Page 2: “This preliminary plan assumes that water samples will be collected from Lake Merced during six storm events during the 2003/04 wet season. The actual number of sampling episodes may vary, depending on factors such as weather patterns and the availability of staff and equipment.”  We need a commitment to at least a minimum level of monitoring.  We can not put the lake at risk and then report, “Aw shucks, everyone was at lunch, and Tony had a cold.”

Page 2: “Water quality samples will be collected from the lake as soon as possible after the diversion is closed and/or the end of the storm event but no longer than 48 hours after the diversion is closed.”  For all practical purposes all we are measuring is the die-off rate of the coliform in the feedstock.  Testing should continue until elevated levels of coliform, if they occur, are no longer found.  Only in that way will we get any concrete evaluation of the sustained water quality impacts.

Page 2: “SFPUC will collect lake water samples at the seven sample station locations shown on Figure 1 during each sampling episode.”  Since no samples will be taken at the shoreline it is clear that we will gain no information at all about the bio-retention capacity of the wetland.  While I realize that this is not an element of the stated goals, it seems to me a shame that this opportunity is being missed.

Page 3: “All samples will be surface grab samples.”  In an earlier message you indicated that you had agreed to the RWQCB request for sampling at various depths.  I think that this is important, as the dye test seems to indicate non-uniform distribution of the runoff by depth.  This seems to be a function of the slope of the bank and the nature of directed flows, not the temperature profile that you intend to measure. 

Page 4: “NSMCSD and SFPUC will prepare a pilot project report by August 2004 that summarizes and discusses the water sampling program methodologies and analytical results.”  I’m afraid that with such an ambitious schedule that the resources of the PUC and Daly City will be exhausted to the point of full collapse.  Couldn’t we slow this down a little? 

Att. 1.4: The graph in Figure A-1 provides at best very weak support for the conclusion that this distribution fits a log scale well.  In fact there are two clusters, a lower and a higher, plus perhaps an outlier at the top.  It would be interesting to fit a second-order polynomial to determine the improvement in fit obtained from the linear approximation; I believe that it would be significant.

Questions

Page 1: “Data from the CDS treatment system effluent shows that it did not reduce elevated coliform and nutrient levels.”  What conclusions can be reached regarding other potential contaminants?

Page 1: “Stormwater discharged from the CDS units will enter the treatment wetland for further removal of pollutants before entering the lake.”  What evidence do we have that any pollutant removal is likely to occur?  What will be the expected residence time?  What is the bio-filtering mechanism?  How effective can we expect that to be, or in best case might be?  While Patrick may be correct that one could spend a lifetime making these estimates, it is not correct that one need spend a lifetime in order to validate that there is some reason to believe that the project can be successful.  The RWQCB made a similar request; to date I have not seen either a satisfactory answer or an objective rationale as to why no such answer can be provided.

Page 2: “It should also be noted that direct evaluation of the performance of the CDS units and treatment wetland is not part of this plan. NSMCSD and the SFPUC will separately collect additional data on the performance of the CDS units during the 2003/04 wet season.”  When, if ever, will we collect additional data on the performance of the treatment wetland?  

Page 3: “The bacteriologic and chemical analyses presented in Table 1 will be conducted on each lake water sample by SFPUC’s DHS-certified laboratory.”  Does this list correspond to the parameters measured and reported in the CH2M Hill report (January 2004)?  If not, why not?  It would be extremely useful to have a confirming sample taken to assure that conditions that were observed a year ago remain in place.  There are very convenient near-neighbor techniques available to evaluate a multivariate vector to determine with a fairly high level of confidence, and a fairly low level of effort, whether or not the condition is stable. 

Page 4: “A secondary objective will be to determine if there are any surrogate contaminants that could act as rapid indicators of fecal pollution in Lake Merced during diversion of Vista Grande stormwater into Lake Merced.”  Has the data reported by CH2M Hill been evaluated to determine if any correlates were identified?

Att. 1.2:  The Table indicates that the screening criteria will be based upon “Estimate of Central Tendency.”  This suggests that a sample will be taken of sufficient size to assure that the screening limit has not been exceeded with some given confidence level.  What is that sample size, and how was it determined?  I haven’t had time to read the BMP document distributed yesterday, but there is some indication in the Table of Contents that this issue is addressed there.

Att. 1.3:  “observation is also true for Lake Merced, whose bacterial concentrations have exceeded full body water contact standards, during the storm season, particularly near the shoreline where bird and animal waste can wash into the lake.”  Is there any instance on record, other than the single reading recorded in October 2002, where post-storm readings offshore have exceeded these limits?  Parenthetically, that reading of 336.0 E-coli, collected near the Police Range, does not exceed the single-sample limit established in Table 1.  I personally regard that as a statistical outlier.  Again, what sample size has been selected to assure that a single reading of this sort does not overly weight the maximum likelihood estimate of the mean (or median if that is to be used)?

Att. 1.5: “The boating contacts at Lake Merced will be kept informed of the monitoring results during the pilot test on an ongoing basis.”  How will this be done?

