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Letter 1. David F. Byrd, Jr., Department of the Air Force, 60th Air Mobility Wing,

December 7, 1998.

1-A, 1-B and 1-C:
Comments noted.  The NPS recognizes the intangible value of the community of yacht club members.
Sections 4.2.11.2 and 5.3.1 of the EIS address the loss of the club.  The NPS also acknowledges the
needs of the Air Force for recruitment, retention, and morale of active duty military personnel.  These
issues, however, are outside the scope of this EIS.  Please also refer to Master Response #8 – Impacts
to Current Users of Boat Shop and Marina and Master Response #7 – Preference for Retaining
PYC/Travis AFB.
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Letter 2. David J. Farrell, Chief, Federal Activities Office, United States Environmental

Protection Agency Region IX, December 1998.

2-A
Comments noted, thank you.
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Letter 3. William T. Hogarth, Ph.D. Regional Administrator, United States Department

of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, October 19,

1998.

3-A
Mitigation incorporated into the Proposed Action to address eelgrass protection and enhancement
(refer to Section 2.6.4) have been revised in the FEIS per the recommendations of the National
Marine Fisheries Service. Based on the analysis in the EIS, and the incorporation of the NMFS
recommendations, the Proposed Action is not likely to adversely affect listed species or critical
habitat.



4-A

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
3-18



F O R T  B A K E R
Final EIS

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

3-19

Letter 4. Antero A. Rivasplata, Chief, State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning

and Research, November 6, 1998.

4-A
Comment noted.
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Letter 5. Frank Dowd, Supervisor, Local Assistance Planning, Department of Boating and

Waterways, December 8, 1998.

5-A
Comments noted, thank you.  The NPS will consider this information during future planning
and implementation efforts.
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Letter 6. Jason Marshall, Assistant Director, California Department of Conservation,

Office of Governmental and Environmental Relations, November 6, 1998.

6-A
Figure 3-1 in the FEIS has been modified to respond to the changes recommended by the commentor,
including corrections on the identification of geologic formations.

6-B
Figure 3-1 of the FEIS has been changed to reflect the corrected source name (Julius Schlocker).

6-C
The San Gregorio Fault Zone has been corrected on Figure 3-2 of the FEIS to reflect the extension of
the zone north of Pacifica.

6-D
As recommended by the commentor, more specific seismology information has been added to
Sections 2.6.1, 3.1, and 4.2.1.3 of the FEIS regarding the high potential for ground motion at the site,
in particular regarding how future work at the site will meet or exceed specific seismic codes, laws
and policies as they relate to this project.

6-E
In response to the comment, text changes in Section 4.2.1.3 have been made in the FEIS to
characterize ground shaking potential at Fort Baker, and to distinguish the different geologic
subgrades (and subsequent hazards) occurring on-site.  In addition, Chapter 7 (References) has been
corrected as noted by the commentor.

6-F
Comment noted.  The FEIS has been revised to reflect the analysis and subsequent recommendations
made by CDMG.  Please refer to Sections 2.6.1, 3.1, and 4.2.1.3 of the FEIS for additional
information.

6-G
Comment noted.  The FEIS has been revised (see Sections 2.6.1, 3.1, and 4.2.1.3).

6-H
Comment noted.  Please refer to FEIS Section 2.6.1.
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Letter 7. Amy Belser, Mayor, City of Sausalito,  December 7, 1998.

Comments noted.  The NPS appreciates the City of Sausalito’s stated support for the transfer of Fort
Baker to the park, and affirmation that the proposed Conference & Retreat Center is an
“…appropriate solution for re-use of the site.”   The NPS also acknowledges the City’s concerns
related to the intensity of the proposed re-use, and has considered these issues in preparing the Final
EIS.  As indicated below, many of the concerns expressed by the City have resulted in changes to the
EIS and mitigation contained therein.  The NPS recognizes that the City and its citizens are very
concerned about the potential impacts from Fort Baker and from other proposed projects in downtown
upon the quality of life in Sausalito.  In that regard, it is the NPS’s intent to continue to work with the
City and its citizens to resolve concerns related to the re-use of Fort Baker and build a positive
working relationship that will be sustained in the years ahead.

7-A
Section 2.2 of the EIS outlines the parameters for the Proposed Action including the Conference and
Retreat Center.  As described in Section 2.2.1, many of the programs offered at the center would be
focused on themes related to the park and the NPS mission including those cited by the City (i.e.,
environmental and cultural).  Also as discussed in Section 2.2.1, many of the programs at the center
would be offered at below-market rates to encourage participation from non-profits, public agencies
and academic organizations. The project’s objectives are clearly articulated in Section 1.3 of the EIS.
As the future manager of the land, the NPS would have direct oversight and responsibility to ensure
that the Proposed Action is implemented in a way that fulfills the stated objectives of the project.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the Proposed Action, including the proposed
center, are fully analyzed and disclosed in Chapter 4.  Mitigation measures proposed to reduce or
avoid the Proposed Action’s anticipated effects are presented in Section 2.6.  Based on input received
from the City and other commentors, additional measures have been incorporated into Section 2.6 of
this Final EIS.  As the Lead Agency for the project, the NPS will be responsible to ensure the
implementation of all mitigation measures.

The City of Sausalito and other interested agencies and members of the public may submit to the NPS
written recommendations related to the forthcoming Request for Proposals (RFP) solicitation.

With regard to the City’s last question related to options for the project should the proposed center not
be successful, the following response is provided.   The NPS will make its decision to adopt,
conditionally adopt or reject the Proposed Action or other EIS alternatives at the time the Record of
Decision is signed.  Any discussion related to what direction the NPS would take in this process or
following that process is pre-decisional and unknown at this time.

7-B
The ideal capacity of a 2-lane roadway with uninterrupted flow (no stop signs, yield signs, traffic
signals) is 2,800 vehicles per hour (vph) total for both directions.  For the free-flowing (uninterrupted)
segment of Alexander Avenue east of the Highway 101 interchange, narrow roadway width,
substandard shoulders, and steep grades reduce roadway capacity by approximately 25%, to 2,100
vph.   Based on the City’s request for additional information related to the roadway capacity a
discussion of roadway LOS has been incorporated into the traffic impact discussion (see Section 4.2.6
of the Final EIS).  Section 2.6.6 (traffic mitigation) has also been revised to further clarify the
measures that would be implemented by the NPS and future Fort Baker park partners to minimize
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traffic impacts, including extension of the left turn lane at the Alexander Avenue/Danes Drive
intersection.

With regard to the City’s comments related to the timing of traffic counts and consideration of the
effect of peak season on traffic volumes, the following background information on the methodology
used for preparation of the Fort Baker EIS Transportation Report and subsequent analyses is
provided. The Final EIS has been revised to explain the methodology used.

When conducting the transportation analysis it was necessary to estimate summer traffic conditions in
the study area based on winter traffic turning movement counts collected in 1998.  Seasonal variation
factors were developed based on the ratio of total December 1997 traffic volume on East Fort Baker
Bunker Road to the average of total June, July, and August 1997 traffic volume on East Fort Baker
Bunker Road.  The resulting seasonal adjustment factor obtained was 120%; that is, a factor of 1.2.
This factor was compared to available supplementary data provided by the Golden Gate Bridge
Highway and Transportation District (for toll booth volumes) and the California Department of
Transportation (for U.S. 101 in vicinity of Alexander Avenue).  The comparison demonstrated that
1.2 was a reasonable factor to use.  The 1.2 factor was applied to the actual intersection turning
movement counts for all approaches at all intersections.  The seasonally adjusted turning movement
traffic volumes were then used to perform all of the intersection LOS calculations and the queuing
analysis for the project.

With regard to the question related to the Marin Headlands, no changes in land use are planned that
would substantially alter traffic generation.  The NPS is in the process of initiating a transportation
planning effort for the Marin Headlands/Fort Baker area.  The purpose of the effort will be to develop
a long-term, comprehensive management approach to transportation and circulation within this area
aimed at reducing individual vehicle trips and improving circulation.  Participation by the City and
citizens of Sausalito is strongly encouraged.

7-C
In response to this comment and subsequent meetings with the City and its traffic consultant, the NPS
conducted additional analysis of the downtown effects.  Section 4.2.6 of the Final EIS has been
revised to include a discussion of the project’s potential traffic effects on downtown during the
12 noon-3 pm weekend period, as well as cumulative impacts, as requested based on information
provided by the City.  Please refer to Section 4.2.6 and 2.6.6 of this Final EIS for additional
information.

7-D
Section 4.2.6.5 of the EIS describes the safety improvements for bicyclists and pedestrians associated
with the Proposed Action.  The NPS agrees that improvements to increase existing bicycle and
pedestrian safety off-site are beneficial.  The NPS has already engaged the support of the City of
Sausalito and Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District (GGBHTD) to seek funding
for a planning study for bicycle/pedestrian improvements along Alexander Avenue from the Golden
Gate Bridge interchange to the City of Sausalito. Since the review period for the Draft EIS closed, the
NPS has worked with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission to institutionalize a corridor
management team of principal stakeholders including the GGBHTD, City of Sausalito, Caltrans, and
Marin County.  This management team was organized under the Parklands Transportation Task Force
to address transportation issues in the Alexander corridor including bicycle and pedestrian circulation.
The NPS would like to participate in future planning efforts by the City that deal with these issues.
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The future Marin Headlands/Fort Baker transportation planning efforts previously mentioned as well
as the Marin County bicycle planning effort currently underway would also be appropriate forums to
address these issues.  As described in Section 2.6.6, the NPS would develop a shuttle system between
Fort Baker and Sausalito that can accommodate bicyclists.

7-E
The impact analysis for construction activities was based on the total volume of truck trips (to and
from the site) and daily worker trips.  These trips were estimated based on the anticipated construction
requirements of the Proposed Action as described in Section 2.2, including the maximum 350-room
facility Conference and Retreat Center (and associated historic building rehabilitation and new
construction), demolition of some Capehart units, expansion of the BADM, and the restoration of the
waterfront and beach.  These assumptions are further described in Section 4.2.6.1 of the EIS.

The NPS concurs with the City’s recommendation regarding use of a Transportation Management
Plan (TMP) for construction operations.  As discussed in Section 2.6.6 of the EIS, the NPS would
require the selected construction contractor to prepare a TMP.  The TMP would be reviewed and
approved by the NPS prior to initiating construction activities, and would include detailed information
related to construction traffic scheduling, routes, parking, staging areas, etc. such that the
requirements of the EIS are met.  The construction contractor would be required to ensure that all
conditions of the TMP are implemented, with oversight and enforcement by the NPS.  In response to
the City’s stated concerns,  Section 2.6.6 has been revised to be more stringent and detailed.  A copy
of the Draft TMP can be made available to the City for review and comment in the future, if so
desired.

7-F
Comments noted.  At the request of the City, the text in Section 2.6.6 of the Final EIS has been
expanded and revised to specify the requirements of the TDM program, as well as other mitigation
measures. The City’s request to review the “draft RFP on this matter” is noted; however, the
documents describing the TDM and other mitigation measures will be the Final EIS and Record of
Decision (ROD).  The ROD will dictate what mitigation the NPS will implement and/or enforce, as
required under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

7-G
Comments noted.  The NPS recognizes the City of Sausalito’s stated concerns related to the 350-room
EIS scenario for the proposed conference and retreat center. In response to the request to reduce the
size of the retreat and conference center and give “priority by some means of incentive package in the
RFP” to such a facility, the NPS has developed and agreed to include selection criteria in the Request
for Proposals (RFP) solicitation which addresses this issue.  The criteria will give potential
operators/developers proposing the smallest possible economically feasible project that meets the
objectives of the Plan a stated advantage in the competition.  Refer to Section 2.6.6  (under “Size of
Conference Center”) for the specific language to be used.

The focus of the Proposed Action is on reuse of existing historic buildings.  As discussed in the Plan
and EIS, some new construction is proposed to provide needed meeting space and dining facilities
that cannot be provided in existing historic structures.  This construction would be accommodated in
areas where buildings were previously located or were planned but not built.  Other construction for
the retreat and conference center would be associated with the non-historic Capehart buildings
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(rehabilitation and/or construction).  The Proposed Action was designed to fit within the existing built
areas with no expansion into undeveloped areas.

Detailed economic proposals for the proposed retreat and conference center will be requested of all
potential operators/developers during the RFP solicitation.  Please note that the conference and retreat
center will not be expected to fund other site improvements or habitat restoration beyond that which
has a link to their operation or impacts. Other site improvements would be undertaken through a
variety of sources that, in addition to federal funding, may include a private capital campaign and
philanthropic support through the Golden Gate National Parks Association.

7-H
The NPS concurs with the City’s recommendation regarding use of Conzelman Road as a one-way
exit.  Please refer to Master Response #1 - Conzelman Road Closure.

7-I
The NPS, having legal jurisdiction over the Fort Baker property, will provide emergency services to
the area including fire, ambulance and police services.  The NPS is currently working with
appropriate agencies to ensure that calls for emergency response within the Fort Baker, Fort Barry and
Fort Cronkhite are routed directly to the NPS dispatch center so that the NPS can provide first
response.  This communication protocol is expected to be operational long before potential
implementation of the proposed Fort Baker Plan.  Supplemental assistance from other jurisdictions
(including the City of Sausalito), if deemed necessary by the NPS, will be reimbursed pursuant to
existing arrangements and agreements.   Based on further discussions between City and NPS
emergency response officials, the City has agreed to monitor future demand for assistance in the Fort
Baker area.   If the City determines that there is a need to revisit existing agreements/arrangements
based on the results of future monitoring, the City will contact the NPS so that a solution is developed
and implemented.

7-J
The NPS has consulted with the Sausalito-Marin City Sanitary District (SMCSD) throughout the
planning process.  Such consultation has included discussions about treatment plant capacity,
condition of the Fort Baker sanitary sewer system, and the potential for use of reclaimed water for
uses such as irrigation at Fort Baker.  Per the City’s request, the S-MCSD was contacted again, and
the District has confirmed that the projected demand associated with the Proposed Action would be
well within the capacity of the treatment plant and that there would not be a conflict with known
future plans for service provision.  The S-MCSD indicated that there is excess capacity (average dry
weather flow) of approximately 300,000 gallons per day (gpd), and that the projected demand for the
Proposed Action  would be easily accommodated (pers. comm., Douglas Humphrey, General
Manager, SMCSD, 2/99 and 3/99).   Section 2.6.10 of the Final EIS has been revised to include
mitigation that will require NPS to address existing stormwater infiltration/inflow problems at Fort
Baker and the Marin Headlands prior to occupation of the proposed retreat/conference center.  Please
also see response to comment 10-C.

7-K
Thank you for recognizing NPS efforts to provide for and encourage public involvement in the
planning and environmental review processes.   The City requested that the “final decision” on the
project be delayed until the City Council have an opportunity to hold a public forum on the matter.
On Saturday January 23, 1999, the City Council held such a forum.  The forum was noticed by a
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postcard mailing to all residents of Sausalito, and was attended by approximately 75 people.  NPS
representatives presented the proposed plan and answered questions from the participants.  On April
6, 1999, the City Council provided additional opportunity for City residents to discuss the project.
Members of the NPS planning team also attended the April 6 meeting to provide an update on the
project and answer questions.  The NPS met several times with representatives of the City Council
and staff to further discuss City concerns.  Since release of the Draft EIS, the City has also created a
citizen’s task force to monitor future activities at Fort Baker and increase citizen participation.
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Letter 8. Mervin G. Giacomini, District Engineer, Golden Gate Bridge District, December

4, 1998.

8-A
Comment noted.  Golden Gate Bridge maintenance and operational needs are accommodated in the
proposed Plan.  Conzelman Road would remain open to service and emergency vehicles.  The Bay
Trail to Lime Rock could also accommodate service and emergency vehicles.  The parking lot shown
in the proposed plan is an existing public parking lot on NPS land within the Golden Gate Bridge
permitted area that is currently being used for staging and related construction activities associated
with the lead cleanup and seismic retrofit construction and would reopen to the public upon
completion of this work.  The NPS would work with the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and
Transportation District in the event that major work on the bridge requires construction staging or
related use of park lands including the parking lot.
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Letter 9. Eric McGuire, Environmental Services Coordinator, Marin Municipal Water

District, October 12, 1998.

9-A
Comment noted, thank you.
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Letter 10. Douglas C. Humphrey, General Manager, Sausalito-Marin City Sanitary

District, December 1, 1998.

10-A
Comment noted.  As requested, NPS will provide plans to the District once they are completed and
available.

10-B
Commented noted.  Section 3.12.2 of the Final EIS has been corrected to reflect more recent
information related to wet weather flows.  The planned repair and replacement of sewer systems that
contribute to the noted problems is a high priority both at Fort Baker and in the Marin Headlands.
Funding has been allocated for identification and repair of inflow and infiltration problems in the
Marin Headlands, with work anticipated for completion in 1999 and 2000.

10-C
In response to the commentor, more specific wastewater flow information has been added to Section
4.2.12.2 of the FEIS regarding flows as they relate to this project.  (Also see response to comment 7-
J.)

10-D
Comment noted, thank you.

10-E
This correction will be made to the final distribution list as requested.
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Letter 11. Tim Campbell, Cultural Resource Officer, Federated Indians of Graton

Rancheria, December 4, 1998.

11-A
The EIS did not include mention of specific new tenants or park partners under any alternative.  The
purpose of analysis of the Office and Cultural Center alternative was to provide a way to analyze the
impacts of using the buildings for a variety of non-profit and/or private uses similar to Fort Mason or
the Thoreau Center for Sustainability.  The impacts of a variety of office and cultural uses such as the
Coast Miwok Cultural Center were evaluated under this alternative.

11-B
Comment noted.  Because the proposed Miwok Cultural Center would occupy only 1-2 buildings at
Fort Baker, the impacts were analyzed in general along with the anticipated impacts of occupying the
remainder of the buildings for similar uses under the Office and Cultural Center alternative.  Although
visitors to the Cultural Center would draw from visitors already at Fort Baker, it would also be
expected to generate new traffic, as would any new uses of buildings. Estimates of traffic generation
were conservative, to be sure that they were fully addressed.

11-C
Although there are no known prehistoric/native archeological resources,  in areas where NPS believes
there may be potential for such resources (such as the waterfront), an archeological investigation
would be conducted in consultation with the tribe to identify resources.  In all areas of ground
disturbance, in the event of an inadvertent discovery during the project, the NPS would stop work and
consult with the tribe.  There is currently no planned disturbance to prehistoric/native archeological
resources.   NPS also wishes to avoid disturbing prehistoric/native archeological resources, and will
work diligently to do so in coordination with the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria (the tribe).
Please also refer to response to comments 11-D and 11-G below.

11-D
The goal of the NPS and the tribe is the same so far as prehistoric/native archeological resources are
concerned: protection and preservation.  It is the goal of the NPS to carry out all activities concerning
prehistoric/native archeological resources in partnership with the tribe.  NPS would like to carry out
inventory and identification of prehistoric/native archeological sites in coordination with the tribe as
the tribe suggests.

As stated in Section 6.3.7 of the EIS, the NPS would meet with the tribe to plan an investigation of the
shoreline area designed to identify prehistoric/native resources for the area affected by bulkhead
removal and beach restoration.  The NPS would also meet with the tribe to plan investigations of
prehistoric/native archeological sites identified through a coordinated survey, for any planned
development that would involve ground disturbance near or at areas known to contain
prehistoric/native resources or with the potential to contain them.  In such cases it is the NPS’s
practice to work with appropriate American Indian monitors.

If investigations reveal that there are prehistoric/native archeological resources in any project area,
and if there would be disturbance of these resources, then the NPS agrees that an appropriate
agreement should be carried out regarding treatment of these resources.
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11-E
A copy of this report will be provided to the tribe, as requested.

11-F
NPS respectfully acknowledges the ancestral connection of the tribe to the land.  NPS is  interested in
learning from the tribe how they understand and interpret the ethnohistory of Fort Baker as well as
other lands in Marin County.

11-G
Comment noted. The NPS recognizes and shares the tribe’s concern related to potential disturbance of
archeological resources.  The EIS has been corrected to indicate that disturbance to unknown
archeological resources would be a potentially significant impact that would be avoided through the
implementation and strict enforcement of mitigation measures similar to the process recently used for
the Crissy Field restoration project.  (Please note that Table 4-1 represents post-mitigation
conditions.)  To assess potential impacts to archeological resources, NPS used archival and historic
research to identify areas that are potentially sensitive for prehistoric/native archeological resources.
The areas identified through research would be evaluated and augmented with ethnographic
information identified through consultation with the tribe.  Where plans for development overlap with
any of the identified areas, an archeological investigation of these areas would be carried out in
consultation with the tribe, to determine if there are indeed prehistoric/native archeological resources
at these locations.  If resources exist in these areas, the goal of the NPS would be to preserve them in
place.  For all construction activity related to the Fort Baker plan, discovery clauses would be in place
calling for stoppage of work in the event of inadvertent discovery of archeological resources.  The
goal of the NPS will always be to preserve in place (i.e., to avoid adverse effects).  If this is not
possible, then the NPS would consult with the tribe and develop an agreement concerning treatment
of resources that would be mutually acceptable.  Implementation of these measures would allow the
NPS to avoid significant adverse impacts.

11-H
Comment noted.  This is consistent with the course of action that NPS would take.

11-I
NPS would consult and work with the tribe in an effort to identify prehistoric/native archeological
resources and preserve and protect them should they be discovered (also see responses to comments
11-C and 11-D).

11-J
Please refer to response to comment 11-K.

11-K
Comment noted. During the planning process, NPS had several discussions and meetings with
representatives of the tribal council about the proposed plan, the planning process, the concerns of the
tribe, and their proposal for a cultural center at Fort Baker.  The proposed plan would use all buildings
at Fort Baker for the conference and retreat center, and NPS and existing park partner needs.  There
are no buildings in the proposed plan that appear to be suitable for a cultural center and not needed to
support the conference and retreat center. The tribe could have an important involvement in the
program aspect of the conference and retreat center as currently conceived.



F O R T  B A K E R
Final EIS

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

3-53

NPS recognizes the need for a Coast Miwok Cultural Center in Marin County devoted to preserving
and interpreting the culture of the native people of the area.  NPS believes that a cultural center
operated by the tribe located in the park could make an important contribution towards the fulfillment
of the NPS preservation mission.  NPS has met with tribal representatives, expressing a commitment
to develop a partnership with the tribe, and will continue to meet to further develop this partnership
including consideration of other options to accommodate the proposed cultural center in an
appropriate location within the park.  This could include Fort Baker, if future design work identifies
appropriate existing buildings that are not required to support the conference and retreat center or
other uses identified in the proposed plan.  Such action would require additional planning, analysis
and environmental review.

11-L
Please refer to response to comment 11-B.
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Letter 12. Ken Mannshardt, Bay Area Sea Kayakers, December 4, 1998.

12-A
NPS has worked closely with BASK representatives throughout the planning process to identify and
respond to the needs of kayakers. Beach access, space for unloading of equipment and convenient
parking would be provided in the proposed plan to accommodate these needs.

12-B
Section 2.6.6 of the Final EIS identifies the use of parking fees for the retreat and conference center as
potential measure that may be considered in the future by the NPS to discourage single automobile
trips to Fort Baker.  Other user and parking fees are not included in the proposed plan.
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Letter 13. Bill Patterson, President, Bay Area Discovery Museum, December 4, 1998.

13-A
Comment noted.  Please refer to Master Response #2 – Parking.

13-B
The Proposed Action identifies the need for traffic calming measures to address this concern.  Please
refer to Sections 4.2.6.5 and 2.6.6 of the EIS for a discussion of the issues.

13-C
Comment noted.  Please refer to Master Response #2 – Parking.
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Letter 14. Julie Grantz, President, The Environmental Forum of Marin, December 4, 1998.

14-A
Current market demand was considered as part of the planning process, and confirmed that
there is a high, unmet demand for retreat/conference center uses in the region.

14-B
See Master Response #2 – Parking.

14-C
The approximate alignments of all existing and proposed trails are indicated in the EIS.  Only one
new trail is proposed – a 400-foot segment described in Section 2.2.6 and shown in Figure 2-2b.  The
habitats bordering trails are shown in Figure 3-6 and described in Section 3.3.4.  Impacts of trail use
on wildlife are addressed in Sections 4.2.4.1 and 4.2.4.7.

Figure 2-2 has been modified to specify new trail areas.

14-D
The Proposed Action would result in a reduction in the total number of slips/moorings provided in
Horseshoe Bay (from 70 to 60 boats).  Impacts to wildlife are addressed in Sections 4.2.4.1 and
4.2.4.7.  Because boat ramp parking will be less convenient, the number of boat ramp users is not
expected to grow.  A primary source of existing pollutants in sediments is past boat maintenance
practices by the Army.  Boat maintenance is currently prohibited and will not be permitted in the
future.  Section 4.2.4.12 addresses the impact of boating on water quality and sediments.  Sections
2.6.3 and 2.6.4 outline mitigation measures for boating impacts including education of boaters, and
monitoring use of the boat ramp and water quality.

Conformance with water quality objectives and numerical water quality standards established in the
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) Water Quality Control Plan would protect
established beneficial uses of the bay, including contact and non-contact recreation.  Additionally, the
State of California can regulate water quality through the Water Quality Control Plan for Inland
Surface Waters and the Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Plan, which established numerical objectives for
priority pollutants such as trace metals and synthetic organic compounds discharged to inland waters
and estuarine environments.

14-E
Comment noted.  Section 2.7.2 of the EIS includes an explanation for the decision to remove the
“Maximum Natural Resource Restoration” alternative from further consideration.  As discussed in
that section, the limited space available was considered marginal for a successful project.
Consideration of public access, potential conflict with preservation of the National Register Historic
Landmark District, and high costs especially given existing NPS commitments for large-scale
restoration efforts in other areas within the GGNRA.  The EIS also indicates that this alternative
would not be precluded by implementation of the Plan, should conditions change making this
alternative or some variation of it more feasible and consistent with the NPS mission and Plan
objectives.

14-F
See Master Response #3 - Treatment of Waterfront.
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Letter 15. Lucia Bogatay, Co-Chair of the Architecture Committee, Fort Point and

Presidio Historical Association, December 4, 1998.

15-A
See Master Response #4 - Battery Cavallo.

15-B
The National Park Service cannot do maintenance and stabilization activities on buildings it does not
control.  The Army will not transfer the buildings to the Park Service until 2001.  Until that time, the
NPS will continue to monitor the Army’s maintenance and stabilization program.  The NPS has
submitted a Conditions Report to the Army describing in text and photographs all required historic
building repairs.  The NPS meets quarterly with the Army concerning maintenance and stabilization
issues and has secured agreements to turn on heat, complete a pest report and repair roofs, gutters and
downspouts.  A weekly inspection by NPS maintenance staff of all Army buildings will be initiated to
continue regular oversight of existing conditions.

15-C
Comment noted.  Please refer to Section 2.6.6 of the FEIS for a description of the traffic and
circulation mitigation measures that would be implemented to minimize the effect of Proposed
Action.  Among the measures listed is implementation of a Traffic Demand Management (TDM)
program.  As described in Section 2.6.6, the proposed BADM expansion would be phased to ensure
that the TDM is in place prior to occupancy.  Visitor impacts would be monitored through the
implementation of a monitoring program by NPS (also described in Section 2.6.6).

15-D
See Master Response #5 – Ferry/Water Shuttle.

15-E
See Master Response #6 – Preference for Docks over Moorings.

15-F
Comment noted. As stated in Section 3.4.4, Horseshoe Bay is part of the Dungeness crab migratory
corridor between the gulf of the Farallones and San Francisco Bay.  San Francisco Bay is usually only
habitat for juvenile Dungeness crabs, although a mixing of adults and juveniles can typically be found
at Horseshoe Bay due to its proximity to the Golden Gate Bridge and open water. Most juveniles are
oriented toward the sandy bottom and open mud flats for foraging, however, they have also been
associated with pier pilings, which they seem to use for protection from predators.  Juvenile
Dungeness crabs can be found around pilings, picking animals out of the substrate (pers. comm., Bob
Tasto, California Department of Fish and Game, 3/8/99). Although implementation of the Proposed
Action would reduce the total number of berthing slips at Horseshoe Bay, some slips and the existing
fishing pier would continue to be provided at the marina facility.

15-G
See Master Response #3 - Waterfront Treatment and the response to comment 16-O.

15-H
Comment noted, thank you.  The NPS concurs with the commentor.  Protection of Fort Baker’s
special qualities is identified as a goal of the Plan (refer to Section 1.3) and will be considered
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throughout future implementation and planning for the site.  The Final EIS has been refined to include
additional traffic mitigation to further reduce potential traffic effects, please refer to Section 2.6.6 for
additional detail.

15-I
Comment noted.  Development of the program component of the conference and retreat center would
focus on attracting and convening conferences that relate to themes that connect to the NPS Mission.

15-J
Comment noted.  Fort Baker’s military history will play an important role in NPS interpretative
programs, as described in the proposed Plan (September, 1998).  With regard to Travis AFB presence
at Fort Baker, please refer to Master Response #7 – Preference for Retaining PYC/Travis AFB.

15-K
Comment noted.  Use of on-site residential units for conference and retreat center staff and possibly
for visiting scholars was considered under the Proposed Action.  Section 2.2 of the Final EIS has been
revised to clarify this issue.  On-site housing was also included as part of the Office and Cultural
Center  and No Action alternatives.  For a discussion of the mitigation measures that would be
implemented by the NPS to reduce traffic and parking effects associated with the Proposed Action,
please refer to Section 2.6.6 of the Final EIS.  Master Response # 3 – Parking also addresses this
issue.

15-L
Mitigation to avoid impacts of night lighting is included in the DEIS in Section 2.6.8 (Protection of
Natural Darkness), and 4.2.10.5 (Impacts to Natural Darkness due to Increased Lighting).

15-M
Traffic calming measures include street design and traffic control measures intended to reduce speed,
noise, and impact of traffic.  Such measures can include reducing lane widths, lowering speed limits,
addition of stop signs, pedestrian refuges, medians, and other techniques to improve the safety of
visitors and reduce the speed of cars.

15-N
Section 3.6.6 includes a discussion of the constraints to providing separate access for bikes and
pedestrians.  In general the existing road widths, lack of sidewalks, and other site conditions, such as
sensitive natural resources, limit the ability to provide separate bike and pedestrian paths.

15-O
Comment noted.  The use of composting toilets would be considered as appropriate during the
implementation of the plan.

15-P
Comment noted.  Correction made.

15-Q
See Master Response #4 - Battery Cavallo.
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Letter 16. Barbara Salzman, Chair, Conservation Committee, Marin Audubon Society,

December 4, 1998.

16-A
The mission of the NPS is stated below:

“The National Park Service is dedicated to conserving unimpaired the natural and
cultural resources and values of the National Park System for the enjoyment, education,
and inspiration of this and future generations.  The National Park Service is also
responsible for managing a great variety of national and international programs
designed to help extend the benefits of natural and cultural resource conservation and
outdoor recreation throughout this country and the world.” (NPS Strategic Plan)

The proposed rehabilitation and reuse of historic buildings, the plans for habitat restoration, the
improvements for public access and the mitigation included in the Proposed Action have created a
project that is consistent with the NPS Mission.  For a discussion of issues related to dredging, please
refer to Master Response #9 – Dredging.

16-B
Comments noted.  The environmental issues raised in this comment are discussed in greater detail in
the later comments presented in this letter.  Refer to these and the corresponding responses for a
comprehensive response.  Please note that the proposed beach restoration would be to coastal strand
habitat.

16-C
See Chapters 1 (Purpose and Need), 3 (Affected Environment), and 7 (References) for information on
the project need and analysis conducted in support of the planning and environmental review process.
Throughout Chapter 3, the analysis and sources of information are described under each topic
heading.   Analysis of the existing conditions of the cultural and natural environment, evaluation of
the condition of buildings and infrastructure, an inventory of natural resources, and the public scoping
process were used to evaluate the need for the project.

16-D
Water coverage would be reduced under the Proposed Action because of the conversion from docks to
mooring buoys for a portion of the boats that would be accommodated.  In addition, an overall
reduction from 70 to 60 boat spaces would occur under the Proposed Action.  No sections of
Horseshoe Bay are currently closed to boats.  Section 2.6.4 includes mitigation for eelgrass beds
including education, signs and restriction of boats from eelgrass zones.  It also includes signage and
materials to educate boaters and other visitors to protect wildlife.  Please refer to Master Response #9
– Dredging.

16-E
The maximum number of boats accommodated under the proposed Plan is clearly identified in EIS
(see Section 2.2.3).  The NPS would be responsible for determining the instrument for operation of
the marina.  NPS would be responsible for future dredging and disposal costs related to the marina.
Please refer to Master Response #9 – Dredging.
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16-F
Dredging would only be conducted to the extent necessary to allow for Coast Guard operations and
the marina small boat use to continue.   Please refer to Master Response #9 – Dredging, for a
comprehensive response to dredging-related issues raised during the DEIS comment period.

16-G
Please refer to Master Response #9 – Dredging.

16-H
Please refer to Master Response #9 – Dredging.

16-I
Closure of the marina and removal of the docks and related structures was analyzed under the No
Action Alternative (2.5.3).  Please refer to Master Response #9 – Dredging that addresses dredging-
related issues raised during the DEIS comment period.

16-J
See Master Response #5 - Ferry/Water Shuttle.

16-K, L
See Master Response #3 - Treatment of Waterfront.

16-M
The NPS believes that the factors presented in Section 2.7.1 provide an accurate assessment of why
restoration of the historic salt marsh and creek at Fort Baker were removed from further consideration
at this time.  The commentor’s recommendations and criticism of these factors and conclusions are
noted, and were reviewed and considered by the NPS planning team.

16-N
See Master Response #2 – Parking.

16-O
See the response to comment 14-C regarding trails, and Master Response #3 (for waterfront
treatment).  The boardwalk will protect the coastal strand area, accommodating walking and hiking
through the waterfront.  The boardwalk will enhance access to the waterfront for people of all
physical abilities and provide interpretive and other informational displays.

Paving of trails is not proposed.  Surfaces may be improved but would be permeable except where
existing surfaces are paved.

16-P
See Master Response #3 - Treatment of Waterfront.

16-Q
Overnight camping is not included in the Proposed Action.  It was included in the 1980 General
Management Plan alternative.
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16-R
Impacts to eelgrass are discussed in Section 4.2.4.6 of the EIS.  As stated in that Section, eelgrass
beds located along the bulkhead could be damaged during construction activities or through
temporary increases in turbidity due to construction.  Approximately 90 plants are located along the
north shore that could be impacted in the short-term by the Proposed Action.  The total number of
eelgrass plants in Horseshoe Bay is approximately 260, accounting for approximately one percent of
the total eelgrass population currently existing in San Francisco Bay.  Please refer to comment 3-A
and the accompanying response.

Figure 3-6 of the EIS (Vegetation and Habitat Map) provides the location of eelgrass within
Horseshoe Bay.

In the recent past, dredging activity has occurred on the other side of Horseshoe Bay, away from the
northwestern perimeters where eelgrass is located.  Locations for future dredging are dependent upon
movement and buildup experienced on the Bay floor, as a result of wave-generated surge and erosion.
Pre-project and post-project surveys for eelgrass would be required prior to implementation of any
dredging. Please refer to Master Response #9 – Dredging.

Mitigation measures incorporated into the Proposed Action to protect eelgrass are included in Section
2.6.4 of the EIS.  In addition, it was noted that a plan to restore/enhance eelgrass would be prepared
and implemented at a later date.  This is not intended to mitigate for impacts on eelgrass, but simply
reduce impacts.  Other mitigation considered includes installation of silt fences and relocating plants
and associated animals to other areas of the bay.  All feasible efforts would be made to avoid impacts
to eelgrass.

As identified above, boats would be restricted from eelgrass zones in Horseshoe Bay. This measure,
combined with an avoidance of dredging activities in eelgrass areas where feasible, would enhance
the potential establishment of shallower eelgrass in the long-term.  Pesticide use would be restricted
during the winter and spring and subject to compliance with prescribed Best Management Practices
(BMPs) during the remainder of the year, aimed at compliance monitoring for contaminated runoff
from the site.  Periodic monitoring of runoff would be conducted to ensure compliance with identified
parameters and maximum contaminant levels.  Herbicide use would be limited and performed in
accordance with the NPS integrated pest management species.

16-S
Resident and migratory birds that depend on open water and shoreline and upland habitats may be
disturbed as a result of the noise and disturbance associated with construction, vegetation removal,
and habitat restoration.  Section 2.6.4 of the EIS describes mitigation to reduce impacts to migratory
birds, nesting birds, and wintering waterbirds.  All removal of vegetation, as stated in Section 2.6.4,
would follow GGNRA guidelines for protection of nesting birds.  Sections 4.2.4.7 and 4.2.4.9 address
impacts to waterbirds, seabirds and land birds.

A Natural Resources Inventory was prepared for the project site prior to the DEIS.  In addition, the
Point Reyes Bird Observatory, under contract with the NPS, conducted 6 winter water bird surveys
within Horseshoe Bay from December 1998 to February 1999.  These surveys were conducted as part
of an ongoing inventory of avian resources within GGNRA.  Surveys could not be completed of the
nearshore area, from the fishing pier to Lime Point, due to ongoing lead remediation for the seismic
retrofit of the Golden Gate Bridge.
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Diving birds could temporarily be disturbed as a result of construction activities at the pier and
marina. In addition, increased recreational boating and use of the boat ramp may disrupt wintering
water birds and diving birds in the area.  However, mitigation incorporated into the Proposed Action
(2.6.4) would minimize disturbance to winter water birds and herring spawning.  Impacts of
construction and dredging would be temporary in nature and no long-term adverse impact is
anticipated. Please refer to Master Response #9 – Dredging.

16-T
Comment noted.  As stated in Section 2.6.4 under “Nesting/Migratory Birds,” park guidelines would
be used in implementing proposed vegetation removal and/or construction activities at Fort Baker to
avoid or minimize impacts to nesting birds including cliff swallows nesting on buildings.  The park
guidelines require a search for active nests sites prior to construction and restrictions on timing of
proposed construction activities so that disturbance to nesting species is avoided.  As noted by
commentor, bats could also be effected during construction activities, and mitigation also presented
under Section 2.6.4 (“Bat Survey”) addresses this issue.

16-U, 16-V
Mitigation to reduce the impacts raised by the commentor are included in DEIS Section 2.6.4.

16-W
Due to the lack of natural habitat, only limited nesting of neotropical songbirds and wrentit is
expected to occur.  Although noise and disturbance associated with construction, vegetation removal,
and habitat restoration activities might temporarily disturb nesting birds, mitigation incorporated into
the Proposed Action addresses those impacts (2.6.4: Nesting Birds and Vegetation Removal).

16-X
The effects of project implementation on native habitat is addressed in Section 4.2.4 of the EIS.  In
summary, all new construction, buildings and parking lots are proposed within previously disturbed
areas.   Existing trails would be improved where surfaces are degraded or where improvements to
access are possible without conflicting with other resource values.  New trail construction is proposed
to create a loop trail from Battery Duncan to the parade ground area.  As described in the EIS,
construction would occur in conjunction with habitat restoration and this trail would be constructed in
grassland.  (Please refer to Section 4.2.4.4 and see Figure 3-6.)  Mitigation for these effects has been
incorporated into the Proposed Action as described in Section 2.6.4 of the EIS.

16-Y
Comment noted.

16-Z
Comment noted.  Dust control is also included as mitigation in DEIS Section 2.6.7 and 2.6.4.
Proposed restrictions are consistent with those established by US Fish and Wildlife Service for similar
projects.
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Letter 17. Kathy Lowrey, President, Marin Conservation League, November 5, 1998.

17-A
Figure 4-1 shows an elevation of the proposed beach concept.  Figure 2-6 shows an illustration of the
waterfront and coastal strand restoration areas. The waterfront treatment and beach restoration are
described in Section 2.2.5 and Master Response #3 - Treatment of Waterfront.

17-B
The meadow/grassy area would be located upland from the proposed coastal strand area, and is
intended to be used for passive recreation.  Detailed design of picnic facilities would be done
following implementation of the beach restoration/coastal strand project.  The primary purpose of the
“meadow” area is not to provide habitat restoration values (as is the case for the proposed Mission
Blue Butterfly habitat areas).  Rather, its primary purpose would be to provide open space for public
enjoyment and to preserve important views between the historic Parade Ground and waterfront areas
in a concept that is more sustainable and would require less overall maintenance and irrigation than a
more traditional lawn.

17-C, D, E
Please refer to Response 17-B above and Master Response #3 – Treatment of Waterfront which
address the issues raised in these comments.
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Letter 18. Brian Huse, Regional Director, National Parks and Conservation Association,

December 3, 1998.

18-A
Carrying capacity of Fort Baker was considered in several ways during the planning process.  Based
on the NPS Mission and objectives, several factors were considered including the visitor experience,
sensitivity of the resource, and resource protection.  Also considered in defining the carrying capacity
were traffic impacts and the capacity established by parking resources allocated in the plan, with the
goal to limit parking to previously disturbed and developed portions of the site.  All elements of the
plan were weighed against the objectives identified in DEIS Section 1.3.  Resource protection and
habitat restoration are addressed in the Proposed Action and in mitigations that have proved effective
in other similar situations where recreational activities occur in proximity to important natural
habitats.

18-B
Comment noted, thank you.  “Financial sustainability” is one of several objectives of the Plan.
Environmental sustainability, promoting the NPS mission, retaining and relating to the site’s special
qualities, promoting public access, and minimizing environmental impacts are also objectives.  (See
Section 1.3 for a complete description of the Plan’s objectives.)  Section 2.6 of the EIS describes the
mitigation measures that have been incorporated into the Proposed Action by the NPS. These
measures are focused on reducing the potential effects associated with the Proposed Action – the
reuse and conversion of Fort Baker to a new unit of the National Park System.  NPS is confident that
meeting the objectives of the plan is possible within the framework of the Proposed Action, and will
not compromise the NPS mission.  Based on the concern expressed by the commentor, and other
comments received on the Draft EIS, the Final EIS has been revised to include a mitigation measure
that specifically addresses the size of the proposed retreat and conference center.  Please refer to
response to comment 7-G and Section 2.6.6 of the FEIS for a detailed explanation of this new
measure.

18-C
See response to comment 15-B.
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Letter 19. Elizabeth Goldstein, Regional Director, National Trust for Historic

Preservation, November 30, 1998.

Comments noted.  Thank you.

19-A
See Master Response #4 - Battery Cavallo.

19-B
Buildings slated for demolition are small utility structures and several garages.  These building sites
would be used for future parking, rehabilitation of the utility infrastructure or restoration of the
waterfront and beach.

19-C
See response to comment 15-B.
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Letter 20. Johanna H. Wald, Senior Attorney, Natural Resources Defense Council,

December 3, 1998.

20-A
Comment noted, thank you.
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Letter 21. Daniel Evans, Laura Williams, Michelle Hester, Kelly Hastings, Point Reyes

Bird Observatory, November 19, 1998.

21-A
Comment noted.  The Proposed Action calls for a combination of docks and moorings.  Docks would
continue to be available for distressed vessels.  Please refer to Master Response #6 – Preference for
Docks over Moorings which further responds to this issue.
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Letter 22. Barry C. Hibben, Chair, Richardson Bay Maritime Association, December 4,

1998.

22-A
Maritime skills education could be compatible with the proposed use of the boat shop.  NPS would be
willing to consider this concept in the context of the overall program, which would also include other
classes, exhibits, and interpretation.
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Letter 23. Niko Letunic, San Francisco Bay Trail, December 4, 1998.

23-A
Comment noted.  The map (Figure 3-7) will be improved and the error in mapping the Bay Trail will
be corrected.  Every effort will be made to keep the Bay Trail through Fort Baker as close to the
shoreline as possible.

23-B
The Bay trail alignment adjacent to Battery Cavallo was incorrectly shown in the DEIS Figure 3-7.
The correct existing location was shown in Figure 2-2b. Figure 3-7 in the FEIS has been changed to
show the correct alignment.  Because of mission blue butterfly habitat and delicate earthworks of
Battery Cavallo, it is not possible to locate this trail closer to the shoreline.  The existing alignment
was developed in consultation with the Bay Trail staff.  Additional assistance during plan
implementation is welcome.
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Letter 24. Betsy Kramer, Sausalito Historical Society, December 7, 1998.

24-A
See Master Response #1 - Conzelman Road Closure.

24-B
Dog walking would not be banned under the Proposed Action.  Consultation with U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service could identify dog restrictions to protect mission blue butterfly habitat.

24-C
Park archives are located in the Presidio.  Uses such as museum storage for others were addressed
under the Office and Cultural Center alternative.
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Letter 25. Phillip Peterson, Co Chair, Sierra Club Marin Group, December 1, 1998.

25-A
Comment noted.  Please refer to Section 2.7.2 of the EIS that addresses this issue.  Also, see the
response to comments presented in Letter #16.  Please note that the proposed beach restoration would
use coastal strand habitat.

25-B
Please refer to Master Response #9 – Dredging.

25-C
The location of proposed trails is shown in Figure 2-2a and 2-2b of the EIS.  The potential
environmental effects of the trails have been analyzed and mitigation to reduce or avoid impacts
identified.  The commentor is referred to Sections 2.6.4 and 4.2.4.1 of the EIS for a discussion of
these issues.
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Letter 26. Art Beckman, December 6, 1998.

26-A

Comments noted.  Please refer to Master Response #6 – Preference for Docks over Moorings and
Master Response #7 – Preference for Retaining PYC/Travis AFB.



27-A

27-B

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
3-108



F O R T  B A K E R
Final EIS

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

3-109

Letter 27. Glenn Billinsgly, December 3, 1998.

27-A
Comment noted.  Please refer to Master Response #6 – Preference for Docks over Moorings.

27-B
Comment noted.  Please refer to Master Response #7 – Preference for Retaining PYC/Travis AFB.
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Letter 28. Frederick Bold, Jr., November 12, 1998.

28-A and 28-B
Comments noted.  Please refer to Master Response #6 – Preference for Docks over Moorings.

28-C
Comment noted.  Please refer to Master Response #7 – Preference for Retaining PYC/Travis AFB.
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Letter 29. B.H. Bolt, November 1, 1998.

29-A
Comment noted, thank you.  Under the Proposed Action, the boat ramp would remain.  The DEIS
acknowledges that parking for the ramp would be less convenient than under existing conditions
(4.2.11.1), but would be accommodated within reasonable distance of the ramp.  NPS believes that
tradeoffs required to achieve restoration of the beach are acceptable and benefit the park and the
resource to the greatest extent.
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Letter 30. Rick Boyce, Farallon Patrol, November 16, 1998.

30-A
Comments noted.  The Proposed Action calls for the provision of docks and moorings.  Please refer to
Master Response #6 – Preference for Docks over Moorings for additional information on this subject.

30-B
Preliminary studies indicate that removal of the wooden bulkhead will not increase shoaling.  Final
design of the waterfront will address beach stability including beach material and geometry.

30-C
Comment noted.  Future design of layout, number and location of docks and moorings will consider
these factors.


