DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
GOTH ATR MOBILITY WING (AMC)

7 Dec 98

60 SPTG/CC
400 Brennan Circle
Travis AFB CA 94535-5049

General Superintendent

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Building 201, Fort Mason

San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Sir or Madum

My staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Lmpact Statement (DEIS) and Proposed Plan for Fort
Baker. Our review focused upon idemtifying the potential impacts the Fort Baker Plan, if implemented,
will have upoa the active-duty military members, rstiress, and dependents currently authorized to use East
Fort Baker’s manina facilities. Although the DELS and Proposed Plan idontify some patential impacts to
Presidio Yacht Club (PYC) members who curently inoer their boats at the Travis AFB Marinz, these
documents do nof identify the impacts that closuee or displacemeat of this facility wifl have upon active
duty miltary members and their dependents. We submit the foilowing comments for your consideration.

Travis AFB Comment }: The DEIS an ed Plan do not adequa identify or dise
im i om the displacesent and relocatipn of the Trayis A ring.

The DEIS at pasagraph 4.2, 11.2 states that the preferred altemative will result in the “displacsment™ of
current PYC users and that carrent members “wouhd be required to travel greater distances wo fing facilities
at comparable rates to thoss curreitly sponsored by Travis AFB and member voluntesr maintenance offorts
which keep rates low.” Vlus paragreph docs nat accurately depict the effcts of Travis AFB Marina
closure. We are not aware of any marina facilitics to which the Travis Marina could relocate aud therzaster
esiablish rates comparable to those curreatly available. Marker rescarch reveals that current users (to
includg both those who permaaontly moor boais at the factlity and those who rent or lease available
expipment and services on a daily basis) will incur substantinily higher costs even at faciiities in much less
desirable locations.  Faced with the lack of relocation alternatives, the EIS must filly address the ienpacts
of tetocating the PYC and Travis Marion. The impagt anaiysis should be based upon relocation to o faciliy
offering comparablé survices o that offered by the currcnt Enst Fort Baker facility. The impact analysis
should include the cosis of activity relocation, short- and long-rerm financizal impacts 1o users resulting
from higher vser fees, and environmental issues associated with building a replacement facility for each
oliernative identified 1o the EIS that would require relacation of the Travis AFB Marina and PYC.

Travis AFB Comment 2: T] 4 Propesed Pian isemss morale and welare

imsiracts that closure of the Travis AFB Mariaa will have upon sgtive dufy military members.

Tt is well-recognized fact that maintaining troop merale playe a vital rolc in ensuring readiness of the armed
forees. The availability of affordable and high-quality recreational and entertainmcnt opportunities for ouz
active-duty military members is an essential ¢lgment in maintaining morate. Unfartunately, economic
barriers present in high cost-of-living arcas often deny many military members and their depeodents access
to entertainment and recreationa) opportinitics.
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Unlike civiltaz gakacics thar often roflon twe coonomics of tee local comemunity, the xatanss of milicary
mcn trers de il inercagE in propor ion bo the cost of [iving in & high ooet of livirg srea, When stitioned 1
a high onst anen mech 10 San Feaneaca, many of our Jower-rnking manbere and their Samilies tove ot oz
n&ar the poverty ling and simply camnat afford the eost of many reordational activities available oo #ha loca!
coomoy. 1o help offser this cconamis impad, te military provides mubsidized recieational cpperupities
tor active=tuty srvice mtmbirs ol bolow “local market'” cost. Unfortumatety, a6 3. result of bage dosutes
i the San Francisco arda during past yesrs, fow of these recreational egportmities rensin.

Tha eliminpion of ia Travis AFB Manm would be & subgtandsd Iega that will have an, sdverss fnpact oo
the morale of thags aetive-duty militry members in the Losa] aran thit s ths resreanionsl fazilsy. The
gz oF the Traves AFE Marina will aizo have a pegative Sscal impact an othor recreationzl eetlvities
spansared by the miliary  ds 2 mvenue geverdor, the profis csekiag from Travis AFE Marina
opavations are wsed i offee and defray e costs of othwr reerodong] progrems for serive darty treiDers

- thak operaie aia boss. The closure of the Travis AFS anawwid ;eault in the loss of wperadng crpiml
ke Lo Furd Ade F oo moTeional progTans. g

Thue E15 should inzhude 1o anniysio of adverss impans 10 militbey s redfion sphonitiey and relared

impzets to moral for cach pheouateve tat could resalt in permaneet closure of th: Travs AFE Mariog and
CE.

Travis AFB Coenwen) 3 The DEES ang PF’W
recruitment or retention of reililary wepbecy

Tnan een of DO cuthavks and fsonl constenints, the prtcptiat lose of the Toavis Maring macky the loss af
#1ill ancther benefin avadahle ko miliary membaery and dependents. Althengl it s Siffcult to quantify tha
impact that closure of the Travis ATE Maring will kave o and of ibself, the loie of thie recreation Breiticy
will acld to thé grewing bist of quality of fefe copcerns. The dation's ability to bath recmit and {more
wrportanty) retain qualified perenngt is gurrontly in ersis. The oyedas of gucnt i of aufficiens concern
S, the: semir lvila of bath the Administrstion wnd Congress ars divising strategies t ravecss this wead.
The lpas of this recreationa? factline will detract fom the quality of tife of active-duty military members ad
thidnr dtpendeats, avd further Banger forts 10 retuin quality persoone!.

The: EIS thould identify and thiasuss [robentint onpass 1o reeouitnént and retention for wach abervetive th
could resdein closw re of the Travis AFE Marim: and PYC.

“Fhank you for the oppertnity oo comment ah fhe Braft Environmental Iopact Statement for Fort Baker. I
o haveany quesfinns reramiing thisge Sommen s, plaase contaet Me, Mark Dusees o {77} 424-534)
‘Qincerelj' -

DAVID E BIRE., Ir . Colonel, USAF
&t Support Sraup Cormander
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

Letter 1. David F. Byrd, Jr., Department of the Air Force, 60" 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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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
. REGION 1X

- 3%
W 75 Hawthore Streat

San Francisco, CA 94105

Brian O'Neill, Superintendent

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Building 201, Fort Mason

San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Mr. O"Neill: _ - T

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Staternent (DEIS) for the Fort Baker Plan. Our review is pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality {CEQ) regulations 4
CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. EPA provided scoping comm
on the Fort Baker Plan in a letter dated September 26, 1997, and attended a GGNRA Adviso;
Committee meeting on Septemnber 9, 1998 which included a presentation on the proposed pl:

The Fort Baker Plan DEIS analyzes four altematives, including no action, for the fon
use of Fort Baker’s facilities and grounds. The DEIS does not specifically designate a “prefe
alternative,” but the first alternative, the Proposed Plan for Fort Baker, is denotad as the Park
Service’s “Proposed Action.” The Proposed Plan alternative features the construction of a -
conference and retreat center, expansion of the Bay Arsa Discovery Museum, retenticn of the
Coast Guard Station, changes to the existing marina to support public use, removal of a bulkj
to accommodate beach restoration, restoration of native habitat for the mission blue butterfly

restoration and interpretation of historical structures, and plans to improve access and traffic
circulation.

EPA supportts the Proposed Plan alternative, and commends the Park Service for
designing a plan which balances increased use of Fort Baker as a “self-supporting” park with
plans to restore and preserve the park’s historic and natural resources. The Park Service dese
special praise for clearly identifying mitigation measures designed to minimize environmentsz
impacts, and for effective use of the Internet to disseminate praject informatien and solicit py
comments. We are pleased to rate this document LO (Lack of Objections).

We appreciate the apportunity to review this DEIS. if vou have questions about this
letter, please contact Leonidas Payne of my staff by phone [415-744-15713 or e-mail -
[payne.leonidas @epamail.epa.gov].

Sincerely,

R—— ==Y I
David }. Farrel, Chief
Federal Activities Office

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
3-10



FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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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National Oceanic and Atmaspheric Administrastion

Ry UNIIEUY DIAIED WISFANI MG U GUIHERGE
‘%. @ NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SEAVICE

ragpy

October 19, 1998 FIS3W04:I.XH

General Superintendent
GGONMRA

Building 20!, Fort Mason
San Francisco. CA 94123

Dear Superiniendent:

Thank vou for requesting comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statzment for the propased re-use of Fort Baket, a unit of
the Nationai Park System. Fort Baker, the last military holding within the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, is tocated on the
north shore of the mowth of 5an Frencisco Bay. in Marin County, California. The National Park Secvics, in partnership with the
Golden Gate National Parks Association. evaluated the environmental consequences of four alternatives for the management and
re-use of Fort Baker. The preferred alternative includes the ereation of a conference and retreat center in the historic buildings of
the Fort: expansion of the Bay Area Discovery Museur; retention of the Coast Guard Station; conversion of the bistoric boat shop
inte a public meeting space: conversion of the existing marina to short-texm public use; removal of the wooeden watgrfront
bulkhaad: beack restoatian; Inprevements i the fishing pisr stabiliviticn of hiszoric milkary etjuetures: ereation of a Matianal
Park Service visitor center and interpretive teail aleng the waterfront; and restoration of native habitar.

Available information indicates that the following species may occur in the project area:

Sacramento River winter-run ESU chinook salmon
{Oncorhvnchus tshawvischa) - endangered

Central Valley spring-run ESU chinook salmoa
{Oncorhyvnchus tshowvischa} - proposed-as-endangered
Central Valley falktate fall-run ESU chinook salmen
tOncarhvnchus tshawyvischa) - propozed-as-threatened
Central Valley ESU steethead

{Oncorhynchus myvkiss) - threatened

Central California Coast ESU steelhedd
{Oncorhvnchus mvkiss) - threatened

Central Califernia ESU cohio salmon

{Oneorhvnchus kisuteh) - threatened

The site is also locuted within the designated critical habitat for winter-run chinook salmon (58 FR 33212) and the proposed
critical habitat for spring and aliflate fall-run chinook salmon (63 FR 11482) and coho salmon (62 FR 82741).

To minimize impacts 1 listed and proposed-tor-listing species, as well as hemring spawning habitat. NMFES recommends that the
fullowwing mitization mensures be considered:

I Bulkheadiriprap removal. beach restoration, marina conversion, and dredging (including future maintenance dredging)
activities shall oecur during the months of June through September.

2. Mitigation for impacts to selgrass from bulkhead/riprap removal, beach restoration, marina conversion, and dredging
finclhirding future maintenance aredping) activities shall conform with the Northern Califomia Ezlgrass Mitigation Policy
(pttachedt.  Impacts snall be dewiied throush pee-nrniect and oost-project surveys performed in accordance with the
P 1_ = | T w - p

olicy .

If the National Park Service modifies the Fort Baker conversion project with these recommendations and then determines that the
action 15 not likely o adversely atfect listed species or critical habitat, this letter will constitute a written concurrence: that the
proposed action is not likely to adversely affect listed species or critical habitar pursuant to 30 C.F.R. section 402.13(b).

if vou have questions concerning these comments. please contact Ms. Laura Hamilton of my staff at (707) 575-6082.

Sincerely.

cay f ‘é"i!]iam T. Hogarth, Ph.

Regivpual Administrator

attachment
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NORTHERN CALIFORNIA EELGRASS MITIGATION POLICY
(Adopted July 31, 1991)

Eelprass (Zostera marina) vegetated areas function as important habitat for & vardety of fish and
other wildlife. In order to standardize and maintain & censistent policy regarding mitigating
adverse impacts 1o eelgrass resources, the following policy has been developed by the Federal
and State resource agencies (National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
and the California Department of Fish and Game,

Far clarity, the Following definitions apply. "Project” refers 1o work performed on-site to
accomplish the applicant's purpose. "Misigation" refers to work performed to compensate for any
adverse impacts cavsed by the "project”. "Resource agencies” refers to National Marine
Fisheries Service, LS. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the California Department of Fish and
Game.

1. Mitigatian Need. Eelgrass transplants shall be coesidersd only after the normal provisiens
and policies regarding avoidance and minimization, as addressed in the Section 404 Mitigation
Memarandum of Agreement between the Corps of Engineets and Environmentel Protection
Agency, have been pursued to the fullest extent possible prigr to the development of any
mitigation program.

Z. Mitigation Map. The praject sponser shall map thoroughly the area, distribution, density and
relatiotship to depth contours of any eelgrass beds likely to be impacted by project construction,
This includes areas immediately adjacent to the project site which have the potantial to be
indirectly or inadvertently impacted as well as areas having the proper depth and substrate
requirements tor eelgrass but which currently lack vegetation.

trotocel for mapping shall consist of the following farmat;

1Y Coordinates
Horizontal datum - Universal Transverss Mercator (UTM), MAD 83, Zone 11

Vertical datum - Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW), depeh in feet,

2) Units
Transects and grids in meters.

Area measurernents in square meters’hectares.
All mapping efforts must be completed during the active growth phase for the vegetation

(typically March through October) and shatl be vakid for a period of 120 days with the exception
of surveys completed in Oetober.
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A survey completed in October shall be valid unti) the Tesumption of active growth (i.e., March
1). Afeer project construction, a post-project survey shall be completed within 30 days. The
actual area of impact shall be determinad from this survey.

3. Mitigation Site, The location of eelgrass transpiant mitigation shall be in areas similar to
those where the initial impact occurs. Fagtors such as, distance from project, depth, sediment
type, distance from peean connection, water quality, and currents are among those that shoukd be
considered in evaluating potenrial sites.

4. Mitigation Size. In the case of transplant mitigation activities that oecur concurrent to the
project that results in damage to the existing eelgrass resource, a ratio of 1.2 to 1 shall apply.
That iz, for each square meter adversely impacted, 1.2 square meters of new suitable habhitar,
vegetated with eelgrass, must be created. The rationale for this catio is based on, 1) the dme {i.e.,
generally three years) necessery for a mitigation site to reach full fishery wtilization and 7) the
need to offset any productivity losses during this recovery period within five years.

Transplant mitigation completed three years in advance of the impact (i.e., mitigation banks} will
not incur the additional 20% requirement and, therefore, can be constructed on a one-For-one
basis. Howewver, all other monitaring requirements {outlined below) remain the same irrespective
of when the trangplant is completed. Project proponents should consider increasing the size of
the required mitigation area by 20-30% to provide greater assurance that the success criteria, as
specified in Seetion 9, will be met.

5. Mitigation Technique, Techniques for the conatruetion and planting of the eelgrass
tnitigation site shall be consistent with the best avatlable rechnology at the time of the praject.
Donor material shall be taken from area of direct impact wheoever possibile, but also should
include & minimum of two additional distinet sites to better ensure genetie diversity of the donor
planis. Wriiten permission to harvest donor plants must be obrained from the California
Department of Fish and Game. Plantings should consist of bare-root bund|es consisting of 8-12
individual nuriens. Specific spacing of transplant units shall be at the discretion of the project

sponsor. Hawever, it i3 understood that whatever technigues are employed, they must comply
with the stared requitements and criteria, :

6. Mitigation Timing. For off-site mitigation, transplanting should be started prior to or
corcurrent to the initiation of in-water construction resulting in the intpact to the eelgrass bed.
Any off-site mitigation praject which fails to initiate transplanting work within 135 days
fullowing the initigtion of the in-water construction resultiog in impect to the eelgrass bed will
be subject to additional mitigation requirements as specified in section 7. For on-site mitigation,
teansplanting should be postpened when construstinn work is likely to impact the mitigation,
However, transplanting of an-site mitigation should be started no later than 135 days after
initiation of in-water construction activities, A construetion schedule which includes specific
starting and ending dates for all work including mitigation activities shall be provided to the
resource agencies for approval at least 30 days poor to initiating in-water construetion.
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7. Mitigation Delay. If, according to the construction schedule or because of any delays,
mitigation cannot be started within 135 days of initiating in-water construction, the eelgrass
replacement ratio shatl be increased above the 1.2:1 ratio specified in section 4 at a rate of seven
percent for each month of delay. This inerease in mitigation obligation is necessary to ensure
that ali produetivity losses incurred during this period are sufficiently effset within five years.

&. Mitigation Monitoring, Monitoring the sucesss of eclgrass mitigation shall be required for a
period of five years for most profects. Monitoring activities shall determine the percent coverage
and density of plants at the transplant site and shall be conducted at 3, 6, 12, 24, 36, 48, and 60
months afier completion of the transplant. 411 monitoring work must be conducted during the
active vegetative prowth period and shall avoid the winter months of November through
February, Sufficient flexibility in the scheduling of the 3 and 6 month surveys shall be allowed
in order to ensure the work is completed during this active growth period. Additional monitoring
beyand ihe 60 meath period may be required in those instances where stability of the proposed
transplant site is questionalle, :

The menitoring of an adjacent or other acceptable control area (subject ta the approval of the
resource agencies) to aceount for any nanural changes or fluctuations in bed width or density must
be included as an element of the overal! program,

& monitoring schedule thar indicates when each of required monitoring events will be completed
shall be provided to the resource agencies prior to or concurrent with the initiation of the
mitigation, .

Monitoring reports shall be provided o the resource agencies within 30 days after the completion
af each required monitoring period.

9. Mitigation Suecess, Criteria far determination of transplant success shall be basad upon a
comparison of vegetation eoverage {area) and density {turions per square meter) between the
project and mitigation sites. Extent of vegetated cover i defined as that area where ealgrass is
present and where gaps in ¢overage are less than one meter between individual turions clusters.
Density of shoots is defined by the number of turions per area present in representative samples
within the control or ransplant bed, Specific criteria are as follows:

8. a minimum of 70 pereent areal coverage and 30 percent density after the frst year,
b. a mininum of 83 percent areal coverage and 70} percent density after the second year.

¢. & sustained 100 percent areal coverage and at least 85 percent density for the third,
fourth and fifih vears.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
3-15



Shouid the required eelgrass transplant fail to mest the established criterig, then a Supplementary
Transplant Area (3TA) shall be constructed, if necessary, and planted. The size of this STA shall
bz determined by the tollowing formula:

STA = MTA X (A, + D/ - A, + DJ}

MTA = mitigation transplant area.

A, = transplant deficiency or excess in arga of coverage criterion (%6).
T, = transptlant deficiency in density criterion (¥4).

A, = natural decline in area of control (%4).

D, = natural decline in density of comwrol (%6).

Three conditions apply:

L} For years 2-5, an excess of only up to 30% in area of coverage aver the stated critedion with a
density of at least 650% a3 compared to the control area may be used to offset any deficiencies in
the density criterion.

23 Densities which exceed any of the stated critera shall not be used to offset any deficiencies in
arca of coverage.

3) Any required STA must be initiated within 128 days following the monitoring event that
identifies a deficiency in meeting the success criteria. Any delays beyond 120 days in the
implementation of the STA shall be subject to the penalties as described in Section 7,

10. Mitigation Bank. Any mitigation ransplant success that, after five years, excesds the
mitigation requirements, as defined in Section 9., may be considered as credit in a "mitigation
bank"”. Establishment of any "mitigation bank™ and use of any credits accrued from such a bank
must be with the approval of the resource agencies and be consistent with the provisions stated in
this palicy. Monitering of any approved mitigation bank shall he conducted on an annugl basis
until all credits are exhausted.

11. Exclusions. Placement of a single pipeline, cable, or other similar utility line across an
existing eefgrass bed with an impact comidar of ne more than 12 inches wide may be exciuded
from the provisions of thiz policy with concurrencs of the resouree agencies. After project
congirection, 4 post-project survey shall be completed within 30 days and the results shall be sent
1o the resource agencies. The actual area of impact shall be determined from this survey, An
additional survey shall be completed after 12 months to insure that the project or impacts
attributable 1o the praject have not exceeded the allowed 12 inch cotridor width. Should the
post-project or 12 month swrvey demonstrate a loss of eelgrass greater than the 12 inch wide
corridor. then mitigation pursuant to provisions 1-140 of this policy shall be required.

(last revised $/30/67)
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
3-17



Pare Wilson
GUWER N

Paul F Miner
DIZECTCh

STATE OF CALIFORNTA

{rovernor’s Office of Planning and Researc

[+ TENTEI STREET SACRAMEINTO, CALIFTHRNIY Q1312-10da

Tovember 6, [498

BRIAN ONEI.

NATIOMAL PARK SERVICE - GGNRA
BUILDING 201, FORT MASON

SAM FRANCISCD, CA 94123

Subject: FORT BAKER PLAN
SCH#: 98104016

Dear BRIAN O'NEILL:

The Stace Clearinghouse has submitted the above named propesad Drafk EIS to selécied state agenciss for
review. The review period {5 now closed and the eomments from the responding ageney(ies) ia(are)
enclosed. On the enclased Natice of Completion o you will note that the Clearinghouse had checked
the agencies diat have commented. Flease raview the Natice of Complction ta ensure that vour comment
package is complete. |Fthe comment package is not in ceder, please notify the Stats Clearinghouse
immedlately. Remember to refer to the project's cighi-digit State Clearinghouse number 3o that we may
respond promptly.

These comments ane forwarded for your use in preparing your fTnal Draft EJS. Should you need more
informarlan or tlarification, we recommend that you centact the commerting agency at your earlisst
convenience.

This letter asknowledges that you have complicd with the State Cleatinghouse review nequirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Envirormentzl Quality Ae, Please contact the
Seate Clearinghavse at (9£4) 4450617 if you have any quostions regarding the environmental review
[HOCess.

Sincerely,

W
Antero A, Rivasplat

Chief, State Clearinghnuse

Enthsures
tt: Resource Agency
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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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STATE OF CALIFCRMIA—THE RESOURCES ASENCY PETE WILSCOM, Govenar

DEPARTMENT OF BOATING AND WATERWAYS
1429 & STRERT

SACRAMENTD, Ch 958147791

(18] 4434281

December 3, [99%

Superintendent Brian D'Neill

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Building 201

Fort Mason

San Frangisco, California 94123

Dear Superintendent O Neill:

The California Department of Boating and Waterways {Department) has reviewed
the Draft EIS for the reuse of Fort Baker, located in the Golden Gate National Recreation
Ared (GGNRA), and has the following eamnments:

‘The Department endorses the Office and Cultural Center alternative becauss it ]
would retain the existing marina at Fort Baker. There are few opportunities today for the
construetion of new marinas having coastal access. The loss of such a facility is not in
the best interest of California or the boating public. We are aware that the current marina 5-A
is in need of repair. Therefore, we would like to suggest that if the GGNRA were willing .
to lease the marina faciiity to a local public ageney, the Department could entertain a loan
request from that public agency to fund the necessary rehabilitation and upgrades to make
the marina a recreational centerpisce for the GONRA.

The Departmant would be willing ta discuss this proposal in further detail with
¥OU &t ¥your canvenience,

Sincerely,

P 5t

Frank Dowd, Supervisor
Local Assistance Planning
{9161 3127-1096
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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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Statq of California ' The Rasources Agency
MEMORANDUM

To: Project Coordinatar Dale: Havenber &, 1394
Resources Agancy

Mr. Brian O'Neil, Superintendent
Galden Gate National Regreation Araa
Mational Park Sarvice

U8 Deparment of the Intadior
Building 201, Fart Masan

San Francisca, CA 94123

From: Dapartment of Conservation e :‘“.’:/
Office of Qovernmental and Environmental Relaticns -
Subject: Geology and Seismalogy Cormments - Draft Environmental Impact

Statement, Fort Baker, Golden Gate National Recreation Area, Marin
County, SCH # 58104018,

The Califarnia Dapartment of Consarvation (Cepartment) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statemnant prepared by the Natignal Park Service (NPS) for Fort
Baker. Gaologists and saismalogists within the Department's Divigion of Mines and
Geology (DMG) have prepared tha following comments. Our comments are focused on
Section 3.1. Geology and Soils, and Sectioh 4.2 1, Enviranmental Consequences af
Propased Action, Geology and Soils.  The purpuse of aur comments is to strengthen the

geolagic harards section af the report with respect to California seismic and gaologic
standards. :

1. The terrain of the San Francisco Bay Area. and the Golden Gale in particular, is
profoundly affected by the bedrock farmations and surface deposits. Therafors, an

acourate geolagic map is an assantial starting place for environmental planning
decigions.

The geologic map, Figure 3-1, conlains cartographic drafting errors for the bedrack
formation immediately west of Horseshae Bay. The steep slape batween the Coast
Guard Building and Vista Point is composed af greenstone badrock of the Franciscan
Farmation. The correat symbal for this farmation would be KJg (not fig, as indicated,
which is for o/der landstide deposits}. There shoukl be a leader-ling to the small Glo
depaesit map polygan, which is located on the map near to the Qly pelygon.  Alsg, the
gealogic unit known as Guatemnary bay mud is mislabeled as Qm and should be Qm.

We suggest that the published color geclogic map (plate 1) within U. 3. Geclogical
Survey Professional Paper 782, Geolegy of the San Francisco North Quadrangle
{1974}, be consutited to ensure that the mapping designations shown on Figure 3-1 are
carrecl. This 108-page formal publicalion is a mora complete source ta cite than USGS
Map 1-272 is.  Also, we suggest that differenl. mare readabie, patterns be used for the
geotogic units in Figure 3-1; the dark shades of gray used are difficult bo decipher and

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
3-22




Mr. Brian O°Neil
Novembar &, 1008

Page 2

therefore could lead ta misinterpretation of the map. An expedient altarnative would ba
to use a color copy of the USGS colored version of the gealoglc map. Finally, we

recammend that all geologic maps be drawn Io scale, including Figure 31, currsntly
labeled, “not to scale,”

Far the sake of clear attributian of infarmation, the spelling of Julius Schlocker's name
an Figure 3.1 should be corrected.

The San Gregorio Fault Zone is not correctly shown on Figure 3-2, This active Type "A"
fault is continugus north of Paciflca and materially affacts the earthquake ground motian
at the Golden Gate. Refer la the Fauit Activity Map of Califamia prepared in 1994 by
Charles W. Jennings of the California Division of Mines and Geclogy. Pleass contact
DMG if you naed a copy of this publization,

We suggest that maors information abaut earthquaks ground motion be added to the
infermation an pages 3-1 and, particularly, 4-12. Thara needs to be a clear disclosure
undar NEPA and CEQA that calculated sarthguake ground maolion potentlal is very high
within thoge partions of the Fort Baker campus that ara underlain by soft Guaternary
sadiments. \We suggest that mare specific seismaiogy infarmation be added to the
sentence on page 4-12: .. and new congtruction would meet applicable saismic codes,
laws, and MPS policies.” The reader needs to know what the specific codes, laws and
policies are and how thay apply to this project.

Maore te the point, the DEIR shauld explicitly shaw how the new tilding will be “built to
Code” for sufficient structural safety, This is important, a5 is demonstrated in the
follawing paragraphs and attached charts, because ths calculated ground mation
excezds the safaty envelope of the 1997 Unitorm Building Code for the saft Quatemary
sediments underlying most of the Fart's buildings (Figura 16-3).

From the perspective of the Uniform Building Code, Table 16~J {site classification far
seismology design), the geologic subgrade within Fort Baker is of two general gaokgic
types. DMG used thesa geclogic subgrade classifications ta compute two separate
.earthqualke ground-motion levels for the Fort Baker praject.

UBC Type 3p - "stiff soil": composed of unlithified Quaternary sediments (Qu, Qsr,
Om. dal), and subject to soit-sediment amplification during a significant earthquaka;
and,

UBC Type Sa “rock™ composed of Franciscan greanstone and chert,

With these two geclogic types, the Fort Baker site presents a seismic situation
analogaus to the 1969 Loma Prieta Earthquake where the earthquaka shock Yerha
Buena Island maderately, while the adjacent Treasure |sland was shaken severely, This
condition of wo different levels of calculated shaking needs to be disclased in the Drafl
EIS. The information is needed for any newly planned construction (such as the
cenlerence center), and &ny seismic retrofit for axisting histeric buildings,
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4. Abtached please find a pair of response spectra prepared far twa locations within Fart
Bakar. The area of the Discavery Museum was modeled using the stiff sl subgrade,
This ia typical for about 90 parcent of the buikdings within Fort Baker that are situated
on low-tying terrain narth and northwest of Horseshoe Bay. The bedrock quarry
situated north of the Capehart Historic Area was modeled as “rock™.

A compiate probabiligtic geismic hazard analysis was performed uaing the
COMG/USGS statewide model that is published in Petersen, et gl, (1996) CDMG
Open-File Report 98-04, alsa simultanegualy numbeved as USGS Cpen-File Report
96-706. {Note that thiz citation needs ta be corected on puge 7-7.) We evalusted all
tha seismogenic fauhs in the Bay Ares using the following two Buikding Code
parameaters In aur probabilistic selsmis ftazard analysis:

The Uppar-Bound Earthquake
Results of the model run for Peak Ground Accelaration were:

- FGA = 0.82¢ for stiff soils (2.9., Dlscovery Museum and Confarence Canter)
- FGA = 0.48g for rock {most of the bedrock ridge areas)

This ground mation has the following paramaeters, and is applicable to public schaools
and hospitals and essentfal services buildings:

10% chance of exeaadance in 100 vears
Statistical return period = 949 years

Since pubiic school children would be principal users of tha Disgovery musaeum and
other planned educational facilities at Fart Baker, the NPS may wish to consider using 6-F

this ground metion for seismic safety design. (Citation: 1598 Califarnia Building Cade
Section 163442 8}

The Design Basis Earthquake
Results of the mode! run for Peak Ground Acceleratian were:

- PGA = 0.64¢ for stiff soils (such as quay walls and dock areas}

PGA = 0.37g for rock (most of the bedrock ridge vista areas and historlc
artillary areas)

This ground motion has the following parameters and is applicabia to *requiar

regidantial and commercial structures.  (Gitation: 1597 Unifarm Building Code, Section
TE2Y, 1629.1)

- 10% chance of exceedance in 50 years
- Slatigtical return period = 475 years
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§. The Important outcome of this modeling axercisa for the project is that for & soif sites
(encompassing most of the buildings at Fart Baker) the calculated ground motion far
exceads ths envelape of Figure 18-3 of Uniform Building Code. This is a matter of
concerm for tha building design of this project. The FEIR shoukd explicitly stats that 6-F
building design at Fart Baker will rely on custom garthquake geound motion that has :
been carefully calculated using probabilistic seismic hazard analysis.

7. UMG suggests that NP3 use the authorifative referances for liguefaction analysis,
strang ground motion, and landslide anakyais that are contained in Califarnis Divislan of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 117, Guidelines for Evaluating and M
Seismic Hazards in California, 74 pages, 1997. This document has been adopled by 6-G
the California State Mining and Geclogy Board and reprassnts the state-of-the-practics
in Califarnia. It particularty applies ta areas that have hean legaity zoned by the State
Geologist under the Seismic Hazarde Mapping Act.

We hope that our comments about earthguake ground motion will contribute to the
design of a safe project. If you have any questions about qur commaents, please feel fres Lo
contact Senior Engineering Gealogist Hobert H. Sydnor at 918-323-4389, or by e-mail at
RSydnaor {@cansmv.ca.gov, :

Jason Marshall
Assistant Biractor

Abttachments

oL R.H. Sydnor
Ciision of Mines and Geology
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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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CITY OF SAUSALITO

COMMUNTY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
A2 UITHO STRART » SALMALITO
CALIFOANUL SN » TEL - [415) 14100
FAK: (410} X0 3200

December 7, 1998

Supenniendent Brian O Neil!

Golden Cate National Recreation Azea (GGNEA)
Building 201, Fort Mason

San Francisco, Ca 94123

Dear Superintendent O'Meill,

The City of Sausalito supports the wansfer of Fort Baker Fom the Amny to the Mational Fark
Service by 2001. Although this area has remained a somewhat “hidden jewel™ near our own shores,
the City recognizes the need to improve the public amenities and address the dererdorating
infrastricture. Having now reviewed the project proposal and discussed the matver with staff, other
Counci! Members, and our invelved citzerry. | can sincerely conclude that the proposed
Conferance & Retreat Center concept is an appropriate solietion For ce-use of the site,

HMowsver, the City is concerned about the inteasity of the proposed projecy, it effect on the fragile
environment of the Fort Baker sits, and the impact on the limited infrastroenre of the surounding
tands and the City of Jausalita. The City is the nearest wban center and shares a special, yet
somewhat tenucus, relationship with the Site. Although the City of Sausalito is nearly built-out, the
1993 Ceneral Plan recognizes the potential te add approximately 430 dwelling units and 400,000
square feet of commercial square footage. The development potential of the City was zet by curent
zoning linitations in 1963 and has not been increased sinee that time. The development potential of
the majocity of conunercial lands wer cut in balf by a vorer initiative in 1983 (termed the Traffic
[mitiative) and this reduction is reffscted in the 1995 General Plan. In this way, the City of Sausalite
has recogrized the limited infrastructure in which it exists and is attempting to minimize growth to
maintain & high quality of life. Despite these efforts, the City sireets, parking lom, and public
amenitiss are under increasing presyune from regional, national, and intemational visitors baveling
to and through our City. As both a destination and as a thru-way of the Bay Trail, the City curmently
expariances a slaggering amount of vehicle, bicycle. and pedestrian tmffic on the Bridgeway
comider, particularly on weskend days. On weekend days, our three downtown parking lots
regularly exceed capacity by noon and our main downtown intersection experiences level D
service. The General Plan anticipates level F service at that intersection with Bl build-our.

For these reasons, the Ciry must express concern with the polsntial intensification of use as it will
affect the City's waffic, parking, and penetad services, Although the propesed project may result in
less maffic demand than that the two lopment altematives, the conelusions af the study on this
matter seem somewhat skewed. The comparison 1o the 1930 OMP eats Fort Baker as an isolated
site and does not aeem to recognizs the reduction of traffic to other areas of the Park, through Danes
Crives. due to the closurs of Rodeo Yalley road and the relocation of other uses from the Radeo
Valley area, as nvisioned under the GMP. Tn essence, some of the peojected demand is part of the
exisling demand., mercly being re-routed. Additionally. the EIS does recognize that the proposed
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use will invite the types of visitors that will add o Sausalito’s tourist waffie, whick is particularly
heavy on weskend days, We have the Bllowing comments regarding the project proposal and its
accompanying Environmentml Impatt Sratement:

1. The project proposal and EIS do nat clearly define the parameters of the Confersnce and
Retreat Ceater use. The City is concerad about the potential For the Concessionaire ta expand
the peneral howel and lodging use I i3 understandabie that in-fil lodging is typical of
conference and cttreat centers, However, what prioriry is given to lodging conference and
retreat groups? What prionity i given o non-profit. cultural, aklier envirommental
organizations over proftssional and carporate groups? How will these priorities be enforced
upan the concessionaire? As a general haotel use, the potendal for implernenting the Traffie
Demand Management (TDM) Plan becomes mere difficulr, Funther such uses would
with Sausalite’s existing hotel uses rather than support them, ax stated in Saction 4.2.9.5 of the
EIS {Potential Effects on Surmrounding Hotels). W¢ oquest that the B[S hetter define e

ard . . QLET L%

14
& Rerem O jt 5 to be enfopced as a mi

g irnpacts. We also request that the k i)
gomment an the draft REP for sclection of a concessionajre for these and other reasons
iscussed below. We wi +vitw the Draft RFP hefore it § i t anut oy bd,

2. Page 3-1 of the Transportation Study by Wilbur Smith Associates indicales that the prapossd
traffic volumes wiil remain “well below the capacity of & two-lane arterial ™ However, the
study docs npt define the capacity of this two-lane arterial. In gur experience, the evening
southbeund traffic regularly gets backed up well past Danes Drive and sormetimes to the City
limits. particularly on Sunday evenings. The study makes no recognition of the impaet and
back-up caused to reverse commute flows due to the meduttivn in reverse comanule lanes on

ihe CGolden Gate Bridge (switching cones). Further, the Trapsportation Study determined the
existing traffic conditions Dased en road counts taken on_ogly 7 weckdays and 3 weckend
davs in fanuary of 1998 Due to Winter weather factors, it is questionable whether this
limited count provides an accurate determination of sxisting traFfic conditians. Due to the
high level of recreational activities that occur in Southern Marin during warm weather days
(particularly weekend daysh, a higher level of waffic will almost certainly may ocour L these
counts are low. then the traffic projections could zpproach or exceed the capacity of
Alexander Avenue and result in greater queuing at lefl hand rums andfor poocer tevels of
scrvice at intersections, We are particularly concerned about the performance of the tam-off
from Alexander Avenue to Danes Drive, which will serve as the primary entrance te Fort
Bakar. The Traftic Study indicates that this intersaction would be reduced to fevel © service
during weekend days, with mtinor back-up of left hand qucuing. Given the significance of this
project. the City requests & re_thorough tea nalysis of existing conditio
condycted with additionjal msaswements teken at two periods in Spring and Summer be
pmvided. Mitigatipn measures, such as ap extansion of che left wm jape or an efficieat
signaling system at the Danes Drive intergection. should be shadied and implemented if
higher traffic volumes result in a servige level P ov worse during peak limes. As iraffic o
both Cronkijte a er shate the left wmn lane, the studw 1d alsa pegvige a
cumulative analysis for changes of uses and Future traffic levels expecred at Cronkite.
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3. The EIS essentially ignores the impact of additional taffic loads inte Sausalito, particularly

on weekend days, focusing largely on the peak commute hours on Alexander Avenus. Tha
Transportation Stady finds that the project will ‘result in an approximately 40% increase of
vehicle irips on Alexander Avenue during peak weekday and weekend day hours and
attributes zpproximately 19 and 33 sdditional vehicle wips in the weelday and weekend day
peak hours on Sausalito streets, The EIS finds this amount to be “minor™ and “within the
capacity of the strests”. As a weekend day peak hour is considered to be from 5:00 to 6:00 7-C
p.m., the study does not ideniify the potential increase during the early weekend day hours
(12:00-3:00 p.m.} when Sausalite expertences ity lowest service levels at downlown
inezesections. The City requests that the traffic sidy be expanded to jdentify the goteptial
inergage in tafflc jp the downtown area during weekend day periods. We have a Fairly recent
downtown parking and traffic modzl that may be belpful |
algo ceguest that the Study b i

n conducting such a meview, We

aﬂ :igi,nﬁ;;ﬂ g gccu;in the immediate f! iy

4. The influx of gueststvisitors inta the Fort Baker area, will likely rsult in a notable increase
of borth pedestrian and hicycle riders crossing into Sausalito via East Road and Alexander
Avenue, This Type of visitor will be more apt 1o tave] to Sausalite for recreational purposss
than peeple working in offices or anending daytime conferences, The streteh of Alexandar
Avenue just before the Sauthem City limits provides no defined pedestrian ¢ bicycls zone
This steebch of road at the entrance of the City has been identified by the Cigy's Bicycle
Safety Task Farce a5 3 hazardous situatian. The City raquests o thotough sounr of hicycle ang 7-D
pidestrian traffic at the Cioy entanee at Alexander Avenus be provided with prajectigng of

15 bicycle and i ¢ volumes for that location. Improvemes
Ade Avegnue al the Saysalj ¢g, utilizing class 1§ bike paths and ]
pedestrian_way along the edge of sirest, must be considersd as a mitigatiop for highly
nazardgus traffic conditions at that |pcation

The EIS indicates that the Construction Activity should take place for approximately 12
months, requiring approximately 400 on-site workers and an estimated |50 to 200 truckloads
of deliveries during “periods of construction™. Further, approximately 3000 truckloads of
material would be hauled off-site. The EIS indicates that the proposed action could affect
morning commute periods, since deliveries and site workers will often arrive during 7-E
commute times. The City agrees that the construction phase could, and almost certainly
would. significantly impact traffie flaw an Alexander svenue, We are concemed thar the
réport does not explain how the assumptions as 10 the number of workers, defiveries, off-sie
hauling, and construction time have been determingd. A model Traffic Mapagement Flan

hedulin af workers and deliverizs theguph the course of the proge Id be

Suaft notes that the EIS findings are based upen a maximum of 330 units for a conference !
Tetreak center and assumes 90% of guests will amive by autamobile. In essence. the analysis 7-F
is pased On a “worst case” scenario, Te decrease this worst case scenario, the plan encourages

praject pattness and programs to participate i a Traffic Demand Management (TDM)
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program to decrease auiomobile usage by guests (page 2-28). The NP5 has indicated that
such a progtam has been impletnented fairly successfully in ocher similar conference center
uses around the country, Given the limited infrastructure of both Sausalits and the Forr Baker
area, it ks in the interest of the City of Sausalito that the TDM program be rigorausly
enforced. However, the current wording of the EIS basically ideatrifiss the TDM as a
“desicable™ program, employing words Like “coutd™ and “should”. 1t is understandabie that
same gf these pragrams, like the fery service, be oprional. Some of thesa proposals involve
cooperation with other outside agencies as well. However, most of these concepts appear to

be reascnable, beneficial. and workable. The City requests that the following clemenes of the

datol
a.
b,
c.
2. Info a.t:cnal 1 wigi gl
altemative tmnsmr‘:ati,gn gources
f. Promgtin ative scheduljng. and largs ay lanmiyng for BADM.

The City requests an opporiunity o review ths dizft RFP on 1hj

. The traffic increases discussed in the ETS arme significant 1o the community of Sausalito. As

we are atlempling, [0 marage our exizting growih to minimizs the burdza upon infrastructure,
we hope that the Park Servies will, in turm, ateempt to minimize the intensity of this use as
much as passible. ARer all. it is the mission of the NPS w convert this area to a public
parkland. which everyome can enoy. 'We fear that ihe extensive numibee of units will result in
crowd lavels 1hat detract from pencral public enjoyment of the Fart Baker arca. For both our
rabfic and sabety concerns. and the benefit of 1he park itself, we request that the maxjmum
number of 350 lodeing units be reduced. We believe that 350 units is far moce than is
necessary (o serve such a use. With no ane group able to fill the facilities, it is less likely to
pravide “overflow™ visitors to Sausalita™s hotels, and will [ikely compete with our h{:'[:l uses,
We waul aticall t that ler facili 150-2 iv

sk mcans of ineantive napkag; in_the RFP. We recommend that only re-uge of sxjsing

trw:t_u ﬁ ae gg, Jgh a3 m]; mw canstrucnc-n as pos! ;ﬂ:le We @w

regdew ta din cuss: above.

. The ¢losure of Conzelrman Road 1w vehicular tmffic will result in a losa of a minoe. but
seenic, access route for focal citizens. Lt is understapdable thar the WES seeks o close this
enad oo minimize the use of Fort Baker as a thoroughfare, However, in its cument state the
rand does not experience much through waffie, This mad may continue to serve as an exit
r'rum Fort Baker, thereby decreasing the demand on Alexander Avenue, W_t;;gm_m
pad be improved to possiblv provide pge-way raffic, with hicyele lanes, out of the site. The
n:uact could be closed at a later date. if necessary.
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8. The City is concemed wath rgard to the additional demand on emergency services and lack of
shention to the issusz of disaster preparedness 1 j ;

Gl 5 Y L T

10, in providing nucmi?ht lodging, the proposed use may edd significandy mors demand to the
lacal wastewater colitction and treatment system than the development alternatives. The City is
aware that the Sauzalito-Marin City Sanitary Distmict is near capacity, In recent years, residents
at the Southern partian of the City have complained of odors emanating from that facility. The
City of Seusalito i3 pow rigorously enforcing local sewer connection and water quality
ordinances, requiring rchabilitation of deteriorated sewer lines in conjuncrion with mest
building permits or where public health i threatened. We believe that these and ather upgradey
2 the sysiem bave lowered stomm water infiltration. However, the EIS does not indicate

whether the Sanitary Dhstrict hay been consulied on this mater. We mquest that the SMCSD

ify if ) -.f. 111 Nl CONSCUON X Teiirrien |_-:__ “ Tl h

1. We recognize that the Park Service has arempted to provide adequate notice and public forums
for input for interested groups and citizens, However, we are concemned that bocal citizen

awartness s only beginning o recognize the reality of this project. As the adjacent neighbor to

the Fort Baker, we request that additional considetation be provided to allow o

participate in the review process. We peguest thar a final decisi i i

Please thank your staff, particularly Naney Horner and John Skibbe, For their diligent assistance in
this matier. [§ yau bave any questions. please contact me at 332-1126 ar Charlonte Flymm,
Community Developmem Direcror, at 289-d1 31 for assisiance,

Sincerely,

Dy Bl

Mayor, City of Sausalita
cc: Brock arner. City Manager
Charlote Flyrn, Communiry Development Director
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Final EIS

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.

7-1

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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5 GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE, HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT -

HERYIN G. SLLCOMMI, PLE.
DISTRICT EMGINEER

December 4, 1998

Mr. Lan McKenzie, Deputy Superiniendent
Golden Gate Mational Recreation Area
Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

RE: Comments on Fort Baker Plan and Draft EIS
Dear M. McKenzie:

The Distriet commends the National Park Service for a well-prepared plan and draft
environmental impact statement. Our comunents pertain to the portion of the plan that
impact the ability of the Disrict 1o maintain and operate the Bridge in areas permitied to
the District by the Deparment of War.

These portiona of the plan are represented on Figure 2-24A, “Proposed Plan for For
Baker" and consist of 47 Parking Area and 4K Interpretive Trail both of which are in the
District's permitted area. Parking Area 4] impacts a maintenance and storage area
essential to the foture maintenance and operation of the Bridge. Interpretive Trall 4K
impacts access essential to the maintenance of the North Tower of the Golden Gawe
Bridge. [n addition, continoed accees is required from Conzelman Read on the west side
of the Bridge to provide for the mainténance and operation of the Bridgs.

Sincerely,
Mervin

. Giacomini, P.E.
[istrict Engineer

MG/ gEm

B0 SO0 PRESIQIE STATION + AN FRAMEMEED, DALIKCMNIS D 10 - TELEPMUNE 315, 911 585
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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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MARIN MUNICIPAL
N WATER DISTRICT

g

220 Nellas ez

Corte Muders, CA H4925- 1165
H15.904. 4500

FAX 4150774053

October 12, 1998

General Superintendant
GGNRA

Buiding 201, Fort Mason
San Francisco, CA 94123

Subject: Fort Baker Plan Ijraft EIS

Dear Sir:

Our staff has reviewed the domaestic water supply section of the above referenced EIS.
We find that the information therein is genarally accurate and presants a reasonakls full
disclosure picture of the waler system. However, one itsm needs more clarification.
The third sentence of Section 3.12.1 (pg. 3-37) stateg, "The system is supplisd with
water from the Marin Municipal Watar District via & metered {4-inch meter) 8-inch
diamster water main with a reparted supply capacity of 500 gallons per minute {gpm) or
720,000 gallons per day (gpd)*. While the stated capacity for the meter is correct the

actual water entitisment that is granted Fort Baker is 215.54 acre feet per ysar. If this —‘ 9-A
amaunt were allacated on a daily basis it would aqual 192 420 gpd.

Thank you for the apporturity to review the DEIS, and if you have any furthar qusstions
don't hesitate to contact ma &t 9244500 ext. 251.

Sinceraly, ) ] . ’
3 % . M

Eric MceGuire
Environmental Services Coordinator

RS N [ D — FRNNTE e P —.
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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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Sausalito-Marin City Samitary District
#1 Fort Baker Acad + PO, Box 38 = Sausallto, Callernla 24566

Talgphens: (ilce (415) 2220244
Plart [415) 2x2-0240
Fax (415) Xer.0453

December 1, 1908

General Superintendent

Mational Park Sarvice

Goklen Gate National Recreation Area
Building 201, Fort Mason

San Francisco, CA 94123

BUBJECT: COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN FOR FORT BAKER AND DRAFT
ElS (OCTOBER 1958]

Thank you for the opportunity to review and commaent on the prapased plan and
associated srvironmental impact statement (EIS) for Fort Baker. The District is very
interestad in this important project and its associated impacts on the Diatrict and
camriunity, District comments are limited ta aspects of tha plan and EIS that may affact
the District.

PRGPOSED PLAN

Sawar Collacticn S8ystem

Thee District 15 pleased that the plan includes provisions to make significant
improvementsireplacement to its wastewater aystem and infragtructure. The
inflowfinfitration /1) probiam In SGMNRA is severe and advarsely impacts the oparation
of our wastewater treatment facility. The District supports tha plan to improve the
callection system in East Fort Baker and further suggests additional, aimilar afforts at
this ather Forts in GGNRA 56 wastewater flows are minimized.

Althongh the sewer wark which will be performad is not within the District's boundaries
and jurisdiction, the District would be happy to provide its standard specificationg and
drawings for sawerzge facilities to project designers as a guideline for design.

Coannection Fees

Altheugh this subject is not specifically addressed in the plan, the District charges a

connection fee for provision of service to new dwallings, busingssea, faciiities, ate. The

new conference and retreat center will constituta a new gonvics and tha Distrct should

be provided a set of plans {including plumbing connecticns) ence they are completed 10-A
and available. This applies to all new or rehabilitated structures which will have

conmections ko the sewer systam,
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Ganeral Superintendent Sausalito-Marnin City Sanitary Diatrict
National Park Service Page 2
Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Decamber 1, 1998

The amount of the fee will be caleulated once plan review is accomplished. Connection A
feas are $2 750 per equivalent dwelling unit, and this figure should be used to estimate 10-
financing casts.

Wazatewater Collection and Trgatment

There is a statement that exceasivaly high wet weather flows are as much 23 five times
narmal dry weather flows, and thay cause the system to exceed ite contractuat
maximum discharge to the SMCST treatment plant. In fact, Cistrict and GGNRA
records indicate recent instances of more than ten times normal dry weather flows. The
planned replscemant of sewers noted in this section is sssential. This item is critleal to
the District because its treatment facility s not designed to fully treat more than three 10-B
times its normal, dry weather flow. The result is inability to treat ali sawage completely,
violation of NPDES discharga penmit standards, adverse impact on the receiving water
(San Frangigco Bay), and potential for substantial fines and/ar lawsyits. Therefore, the
impaortance of sewer system replacementirehabilitation at both East Fort Baker and,
beyond the scope of the curment subject plan, the remainder of GGN HA-managed area
can not be emphasized enough.

Additional Wastewater Flow

There 1 no mention or estimate of how much additional wastewater flow will be
generated by the plan. The conference and retreat center will certainly be a wastewatar
producer, and there should be some analysis or estimate o quantify the amount,
Unless there is sarmathing not readily apparent, the ameunt should not pese & prablem 10-C
in relation te normal dry weather capacity or ability to treat, but we balisve it is
incumbent upan the EIS authors to provide this figure. The above comments regarding
flows it the YWastewater Collection and Treatment section shauld make it obvious why
fow is a concern and should be addrasaad.

Infrastructure {2.6.10}

There is a mention that the NPS would explore the possibility of using reclaimed water
from our District for nanpotable water uses such as irrgation of the parade grounds.
The District would like to work with the NPS to explore possibilities for the use of 10-D
reclaimad water. Water reuse pravides a great beneflt to the community, avgids using

water lor nonpatable uges when it may bettar serve as potable yags, and aise provides
benefits ta the District, —

The Dhstrict encourages an investigation of possibilities for water reuse at Fort Baker
{and olher areas of GGNRA a5 well),
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General Superintendant Sausalits-Marin City Sanitary District
Maticnal Park Service Page 3
Golden Gate National Racreation Area

December 4, 1998

List of Recipients (6.6

A minor point, but SMCSD is not listed as a recipient. Central Marin Sanitation Agency 10-E
is listed and thair jurisdiction is nowhare near Fart Baker,

Flease contact me at {415} 332-0244 If there are any quastions regarding the above
comments.

Sincerely,

(4

Doudize ©. Humphre
Ganeral Manager
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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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PO Bar 481, MowaTo Ca Joagag

ViA FACSIMILE
Original via U.S. majl

Decambar 4, 1938

Brian O'Ne+!

Superintendent

LLS. Departrment of the intarior

Mational Park Service

Fart Baker Planning Team, Building 201
Fort Mason, San Franciscg, CA 94123

Re: Eort Baker E1S
Dear Ms. Homer:

On behalf of our tribal coungil, please find enclosed the following comments to
the draft £15 reganding the planned reusa of East Fort Baker, in Sausalitc, California.
These comments are being submitted by our tribal organization which has a vested
Ierast in tha effective reuse of East Fort Baker, which Is located in the Ancestral
homeiand of the Coast Miwok peopla.

Tha tribe has been involved with tha reuse process of East Fort Baker since
Cctober of 1997. As part of that process the ribe submitted a proposat to NPS
planning staft to astabiish and operate a Coast Miwok Gultural Genter as part of the
final reuse plan for East Fort Baker. Qur cornments 1o the EIS will incorparata both our
concarns regarding potentlal impacts on cultural resources as wall as our origina!
cuttural canter proposal submitted in November 1997.

Infroduction Page of EIS

There are four altematives listed for the rause of East Fort Baker. Under
alternative #3, is the Office and Cuftural Centar Altemative. Is this whene our Coast 11-A
Miwck Cultural Center proposal is to be considerad? —
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! - Plan - i

Undier the proposad plan for East Fort Baker, is the NPS Proposed Action which
anvisions the creation of a confarence and retraat centar (which under the EIS
proposes t occupy every available building 2digibie for reuse). In addition (on page
i), within the proposad action there are "potential adverse effects” impacts invalving
the restoration, rehabilitation, installation and impraving the structures and the area of
East Fort Bakar to resuit in the NPS Proposad Action.

As currently envisionad, the Proposed Action and its accompanying
anvironmental effects and any mitigation meastres are of sericus concern to the tribe.
Each of these concerns will be addressed in thair respective sections of the ELS as
rafergnced.

M LR LRM LTI Y Ll o3 anter Allemaive - Fago vi-vi

The Tribe prefers this akemative to the Proposed Action by the NPS, if it includes
our Coast Miwok Cultural Center proposal as submitted in November of 1957. The
tribe sees this alernative as more in titing with the NPS mission, as well as having
fewer adverse environmental consaquences than the Proposed Action.

The tribe would disagres with NPS Planning Staff on the increased visitor
usage and resuiting impacts on East Fort Baker due to a to a facility such as the tribe
has proposed. The facility proposed wouki be low impact, occupying an axisting
building at East Fort Baker. The proposed daily visitor usage at the Goast Miwok
Cultural Center would be less than those average daily vistors to the Bay Area
Discovery Museum, Tha visitors to our Cultural Centar would be those visitors already
In East Fort Baker who may want to visit the Guttural Center In addition to other
facilities in East Fort Baker, such as the Bay Area Discovery Mussum,

idP n i

{1.5 Issues - impacts on Natural and Culiural Resaurces - pg. 1-4) & (1.7
Salaction of Impact Topics - Cultural Hesources - pg. 1-6)

The tribe wauld oppose any impacts ta cultural resources located within the
proposed action area. This would include any planned disturbance archasological
resources which may uncover significant culttural resources which might contain
Nativa American burials.

2. i Iydi Pr jor

{2.6.5 Culturel Resources - Arghaeological Resources - pg. 2-27) - There shouid
be ne research 2nd or test excavations conducted without Native Amarican
participation, Since East Fort Baker is located within the ancestral teritory of the
Coast Miwok peoaple, our tribe requires that Native American monitors be present
(through an MOA) to help identify cultural rescurces that may bé uncovered due the
proposed action.

{2.6.5 Cultural Resources - Nativa Amarican Consultation - pg. 2-27) - The fribe
would inslst on consultation prior to any werk or discovery regarding prehistoric sites
and or burials. Thig pre-work consuttation would result in a iemorandum of
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Agraement (MOA) hatwean the NPS and the fribe regarding the scopa of work o be
completed regarding culturat resources. Objsctives and goals would be cleary
defined as well as maximizirg the protection to both prehistaric sitea and significam
cultural rescurces which may include Native American burials. The tribe has emersd
inte several of these agreements with property owners and or davelopaers regarding
currant development projects kecated in Marin County. A pra-amangesnsn consisting
af an MOA wouid ensure that any disturbance of cultural resources would be
agraaable to the tribe 30 long as there Is no significant disturbance 1o these important
aspacts of Coast Miwok heritage.

2.4 Alected Envirgnmant
[SEGulmm He@nums pg 317) - The tnba would {ike to cbiain a copy of the

(3.5.1 Physical History - pg. 3-18) - The lands of East Fort Baker are in the =]
ancastral territory of the Coast Miwok pecpée. The land was never given up, sakd,
axchanged for or included in any treaties by and between the Spanigh, Mexican or
LS. govemment and the tribe. The fribe has ethnohistaric data that a tribal viflage
was directly visible across from the San Francisco Presidio during historic times.

{2.5.4 Archaeclogical Resources - pg. 3-20) - All archaeciogical resources
kxcated within East Fort Baker should be preserved and pratected as is planned for ali
the historic buildings lecated around the parade ground. Tha tribe would be involved
through the implementation of an MOA regarding ANY request for archaealogical
clearances. Thare should be a program implamermad to identify any and all
archaeological resources within East Fort Baker to avoid any archasclogical resource
prediciions. An accurate survey should ba completad which wouki locate
archasological teatures and allow those features 16 ba inventoried and protected.

(Table 4-1 Summary of Environmantal Impacts - Guitural Regouces)

Undar the proposed action, thera should not be *no adverse effect” listed under
"New Construction™. I all cultural rezouscas have not bean located or adequately
identified, prior ta this EIS, then, the NPS is premature in stating that thers would be ne
adverse effect because of naw construction. This same cancem by the tribe applies to
"realignment, impravameants, orremoval of roads: no adverse effect” under the
proposed action.

As stated previously, the wibe is VERY concerred abolst potential impacts 1o
archaeciogical resources as a result of the proposed action. Thnore should be na
disturbance, as any disturbancs 10 these sites would have an adversa effect from a

tribal perspective. Again, we fesl NPS is wrong in stating distrubance o these sitas
would have "no adverse effect”. -
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{Table 4-1 Summary of Environmental [mpacts - Cultural Resouces - pg. 4-8) - i
must be pointed out that under the Offica and Cultural Center Alternative, “fewer
actions to disturb archaeclogical resources” s proposed. The trine would favar an
alternative with less impacts 10 thase archagological rescurces.

{4.2.5 Cullural Rescurcas - pg. 4-26) - Any maps on archaeology and sermgitive = |
culiural resource site locations shauld be preparad in congultation with the tibe. This
type of activity could be inciuded in an MOA with the fribe in order to preserve and
protect these vital cultural resources fram being severaly impacted due to the
proposed action.

Any assessment of impacsts to the cultural resources would include input from 11-H
tha tribe as allowead under Section 108 of the National Historie Presarvation Act of
19686. The assesement of impacts should provide for the maximum protection and
preservation of identifled and inadvertertly discoversd cubural regourcas to the extert
that project redesign would occur if adverse offects would ba propossd on those
aftected cultural rescurces,

(4.2.5.6 Archaeciogical Resources - pg. 4-31) - The proposed action calls for
redasign away from known archaseological rescurces. Tha tribe would like 10 sea the
same action should inadvertant discoverias ba made dusing the cocumentary
regearch and test excavations be conducted as a result of the propozsed action. Again,
tha tribe would ingist an monitoring and actively consulting with the NPS regarding this
process involving any and &fl archaeglogical resources and gther Native American
cultural resources.

Tha tribe is not in favor and will not support any archasological monitoring
program which calls for the recording (for cultural preseration purmoses) than
destroying (through removail) of any discavered cultural resources which may include
burials, The tribe feels that these sites are a direct link to the rich cultural history of the
tribe and are a vital ingredient to what defines the tribe in contemporary terms. This
cuiturai lagacy of the triba in relation to sites within East Fort Bakar should be
preserved as a legacy to the park in keeping with the NPS mission.

11-1

4.0 Envi -

i4.2.9.% Consistency with Relevant Land Use Plans and Policies - pg. 4-46)
NP3 Managament Policies - (Cultural Resources) - The tribe believes the best way to
“fostar, preserve and appreciate the cuttural resources located within East Fort Baker ™ 11-J
is to devalop a Coast Miwok Cultural Center operatad by the tike. The iribe would be
the mast appropriate group in which o devetop the programs of research, treaiment
and protection ard intarpretation of the cultural resources Iocated within East Fort
Baker. The NPS is in possassion of a proposal from the tribe dated November 1997,
as what our Cultural Genter would consist of and how those programs and initiatives
developed by tha tribe would be consistert and fulfiil the NP5 management policy
ragarding these important cultural resources. -
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{4.2.9.4 Potentiaf Effects on Minority and Low-Income Communities - pg. 4-51}

The tribe disagrees with NPS park staff regarding affects on mirerity
populations. The proposed action calls for enviranmental impacts to archasological
rascurces which would affect the tribe as a minarity population. In addition, since the
Cultural Center Alamative iz not the proposed actian, this has an adversze sffect on the
tribe as a minorty popuiation since tha trbe was expected to be considered for &
building to housa the cultural centar within the proposed action.

The tribe has suffered immensely since the first missionaries invaded Marin
County in the sarly $70Q's. Tha tribal culiure has been disrupted s0 much throughout
the histarical pericd, that schools in Marin Counity up 1l recently were taaching that the
Coast Miwok people were extinct. A Coast Miwok Cultural Center woukl go & long
way to establish the Coast Miwok people again in a location prehistorically known fo
the fribe as wel as relate that importance of Coast Miwok histary 1o the visiting public.

As a reminder, the tribe would submit that the "Cuftural Canter Alternative would
“have fewer adverse or baneficial environmental consequences that the Proposed
Agtion”.

{4.4.6.3 Increased Parking Damand due to increased Visitor Use - pg. 4-70)

The tribe wolld dizagree with NPS sfaff regarding the increasad parking
gemand as a resuit of gur Cultural Center proposal. As stated earlier, the tribe waoulc
ba relying on park visitors already in East Fort Baker on some other visit. Whethar that
visit be educational or recreational based, the tribe forsees no further parking demand,
than already exists for access to current faciliies within East Fort Baker or that under
the proposed action.

In addition, the tribe would again disagree with NPS staff regarding the
increased daily vehicle trips to East Fort Baker for the reason explained under
Increased Parking Demand.

0_Susiainabii { Long:Term M m

As staled by NPS staff, the Cultural Centar Aternative productivity of park
resources woukl be sirnilar to the Proposed Action. In addition, the commitment of
rasources would be the same a3 the Proposad Action. The tribe does disagres with
the NP$S stalf regarding the advarss impacts on parking and vehicls trips under the
Cultural Camer Alternative. Finally, tha growth-inducing impacts of the Cuttural Center
woukd ba comparable ta the Proposed Action,
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6.0 Consyltation ang Coordination

{6.3.7 Native American Groupa - pg. §-8) - Tha tribe {alzo known as the
Federated Coast Miwok) has met with the NPS staff to exprasa their concem about the
nar-inclusion of the Cultyral Center as part of the Propased Action. The friba has
axaminad the location of the Cultural Center within East Fort Baker very clogely and
have datermined that such a centar would ba a fine compliment tc the MPS misgion as
wall a5 & vital companaent regarding effective cultural resoirce mansgemant within
East Fort Baker.

At this point in time thare is no formal agreement hetween the ribe and the NPS
regarding any aspect of citural resource protection that the tribe haa brought to the
attention of the NPS. The planned discusslon and implemantation of any
archaeglogical investigation with tha tribe is not adaquats. Active consultation and &
govemment ¢ govamment redationship shoulkd ba instituted with the tribe fo preserve
and protect Imeplacable cultural resources of the Coast Miwok people as well as in
effectively interpret those Coast Miwak rasources 1o the visiting public,

Thank you for your time and consideration of these comments. Cur tribe looks
forward to haaring back from NPS staff regarding any and or all of the anclosed
comments regarding the proposed action and the preferred alternative by the tribe for
the evantual reuse of East Fort Baker. i you should have any quastions, please teel
frea to contect out tribal office at {707} 763-8143.

Sincerely,

7 bt

Tim Campbell
Cuttural Resource Officer

¢t FLG.R. Tribal Council
Califormia Indian Legal Services
1.5, Sanator B. Boxer - California
U.8. Housze of Representative L. Woolsey - 8th District
State Assemblywoman K, Mazzoni, 6th District
Suparvisor A, Aose - Marin Co. Bd. of Supervisora
Natlve Amarican Heritage Commission
M. Groza - Marin Community Foundation
N. Hoemer, NPS Planning Staff
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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.

11-1
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.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
3-52



FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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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Ta: General Superintendent
GGNRA
Building 201, fort Mason
San Francisco, OA 34123

From:  Bay Areg Sey Kayakers
Date: December 4, 1998

Subject: Response to the Gast Fort Baker Fnvironmental Impact Statement

The Bay Area Sca Kayakers, otherwise known as RASK, bave long usad and apprecigted
East Fort Baker, which we refer to as Horseshioe Cove. BASK became mvolved in the
planning process becauss we consider this an exceptional kayak launching and ascess
point to Sau Francisco Bay, The Golden Gate and the outer coast. Our gaal is to maintam
continued access to East Fort Baker for all kayakers.

Bay Area Sea Kayakers is a non-profil elub dedicated eo the safe cnjoyment of sea
kayakiny in the Bay Area and beyond. Founded in 1986, BASK sponsory day thps,
expeditions and clinics for the development of leayakimg skills. and other social events.
BASK has a current membership in exeess of 500,

The rembers of BASK, as well as many other kayakars have been enjoying East Fort
Baker for many ¥ears. As well us an incredible launching spot, East Fort Baker iy &
beautiful and historic place to visit. This only adds to the kayaking experience.

Tntnnsically, kayaking is an envirnmentally tow impagt sport. It therefore tends io draw
2 low impact type of participant. We in BASK greatly appreciate the besuty of East Fort
Baker and slways strive tv minimize our impuct there. We patively carpoal during cur
activities and always attempt to leave any place we visit cleaner than when we came.

Tast Fort Baker is a small oasis of shelter in an otherwise exposed part of the Bay. The
calm and protected beach of Horseshoe Cove is in stark conteast to the conditions found
Tust a short distence away. Onee clear of the shelter of Lime Point at the base of the North
Tower, you are completely exposed to the wind, waves and currents of the Golden Gate.
This 1s the grandest and most exposcd place in the Bay. These very conditions and the
proximity o the Guter voast is what draws expertenced kuyakers here.
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BASK 1 very pleased with the planning process 2o far. While we suppont the Proposed
Plan, we find no probiem with the other alternatives. 'his (s because we are essentially
asking for nothing more than continued access to thia yreat plase.

Spuecificably our interests anc:

+ Caonvenient access 1o the beach with automobile parking to facilitate the loading or
unloading of cartop kayaks.

=  Convement day parking, including overnight parking for overnight trips on the hay.
s Mearhy restrooms,
Cime issue not addressed in the draft is the mater of user fees and parking fees.

Reparding the overall plan of East Fonl Baker, the BASK members who bave been
involved tn this process, support a low impact plan with atention to open apace mmd
matural habitats, and the sensible application of sustainability.

BASK appreciates the sinoere efforts of the Mational Parks Service and all other parties
invnlved. We have enjoyed being part of this proceus and look forward to a comtinacd
active toll at East Fort Baker. It is our singere hope thet Fast Fort Baker will eemain a
beautiful and enjaoyable place to visit.

Hingerely, The Bay A Sea Kayakers

Trepared and submitted by Ken Mannshardl
Authonzed by the BASK Executive Committes

Ken Mannshard;
843 Kingston Ave.
Caldand, CA 94611
S10-633-262%
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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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Dhacember 4, 1995

Brian (rMeill

Superintendent

Golden Gake Mational Eecreation Area
Building 201, Fort Mason

San Francisco, CA 534123

Dear Brian:

On behalf of the Board of Trustees and the staff of the Bay
Area Discovery Museum, I present the following comments on
the Fort Baker Flan, Draft Epvironmental Impact Siatement,
October 1998 (EI5), The Museum is pleased to have bean
mchuded in the Fori Baker plan and commends the excellent
work of your staff and consultants in preparing this
comprehansive document.

We would like io take this opportunity to address five
issues in the Environmental Impact Statement; 1) endorsement
of the canference retreat alternative; 2) review of the Bay Area
Discovery bMuseum's Master Plan; 3) the need for additional
public parking close to the waterfront; 4} support for additional
public fransportation and; 5) the public planning process that
was used to create the FIS,

L Mm:mmmmmtm

The Bay Area Discovery Museum endorses the
recommendation of the National Park Service and the GGNRA
Advisory Commission to create a conference and refreat center
at-Fort Baker. This alternative supports the mission of the NP5
to conserve natiral and historic resources and will also provide
tor public enjoyment of the site. The 300 to 350-room conference
center, located in the historic buildings around the parade
graund and in other appropriate buildings as designated in the
plan and the 28,000 square feet of new construction will provide
adequate space for meetings, diving and accommodations. The
plan calls for a private operator to be selected through a
campeliive bid process managed by the NPS, BADM bolisves
that Lhe development of the conference center with a focus on
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Brian Oheill
Drecember 4, 1993
Page Two

meelings that address environmental and educatinnal issues
will be supportive of the Fort Baker sife's special features and
both the NFS and BADM's missions and goals.

The Museum also supports the additional improvements
ta Fort Baker recommended in this alternative incuding:

« The restoration of Horseshoe Bay's beach and
landscaping of the waterfront. BADM will be able to use this site
more fully for qur outdoor education programs.

« The use of the Presidio Yacht Club and related buildings
for public use and visitor service activities.

s The conversion of the marina to public facilities.

» Expansion of the Bay Area Discovery Mussum with new
exhibits and classraoms.

+ Dpen space improvemsnts ineluding interpretative
signs, traits and a picnic area.

» Respurce protection and enhancement of the natural
habitats and historic features of the site, with more than 40 acres
of habitat restored.

« Creation of an NP5 wisitor center.
» Eotenhon af the 5. Coast Guard Station.

Finally, the Bay Area Discovery Museum strangly
endorses the rccommendations in the E1S that the NFS
raintain primary responsibility for improving the ukility
structures and other infrastructure needs such as water and
sewage. As you know, BADM regularky expariences power
outages on Ehe site that significantly effect our ability to operate
the Museum.
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Briap O'Neill
Trecemnber 4, 1998
Page Three

2. The Bay Area Discgvery Museum's Master Plan

The rativpale for expansion and improvements of the
BADM is based on 11 years of service to our community,
ipcluding the operation of the Museum at Fort Baker since 1931
Annually, over 180,000 children and their adult gare givers,
parents and educators, engage in the Mugeum's dymamic
educational programs and exhibitions focused on the themes of
the bay, bridges and boats and interpreted through unique
interdisciplinary programs that incorporate the aris and natural
sciences. Emportantly, over 30% of the BADM's visitors—nearly
55,000 a year— ¢ome on a free or subsidized basis. The Bay Area
Discovery Museum has demonstrated its commiiment to the '
Matonal Park Service and the GGMRA through our excellent
work as a Park Partmer and the raising of over $7.5 million of
private capital b develop our site.

The plan cutlined in the EI3 fulfills the ¢ision of the
Museum Lo offer an enriched educational environment and to
more effectively serve children ages 0-10. BADM's Master Plan
is desigred to help the Museum accomplish two goals: 1) 1o
ipcrease our educational impact and services to the public and 2)
1o provide the capacdity, support and infrasiructure necessary o
assure aur financial suslainability.

The BALNM Master Plan is being prepared by Moore,
lacofano and Goltsman (MIG) of Berkeley.  The Master Plan will
focus on the increased use ol our vutdoor spaces and will
improve the interpretation of the interior exhibition and
program spaces to accomplish our goals. The Master Flan
includes recommendations for the development of the
Museum's indoor-outdoor site to educate children about the
beauty and importance of nature and its forces in sustaining life
in the Bay Area. Lacated at the foot of the Golden Gate Eridge,
with its extragrdinary vistas and unigue access to the Bay, the
Museum will engage children in their role as stewards of the
local envivonment and their impact on the planet.

The plan indudes the creation of a large-scale outdoor
learning environmeni—Discovery Park--which will include
srulpture, water play, and pathways, and will provide
opportunities for artists, scienlsts and children to work together
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Page Four

and learn how the Bay supporis life. In additien, the Museum
will create new exhibitions and classrooms to enhance the
educational programs. Currently, the Musewn is devaloping an
educational framework, My Place By The Bay, that will be the
core of the Muscum's programs and exhibiions. My Plrce By
The Bry has been developed with the advice of stalf from the
GOMNERA, scholars and educators. The educational framework
will enhance the quakity of the visitors” experience and inerease
theit understanding of the ways that the Bay supports life-

The Master Flan, as developed by MIG, recommends the
following itemns, which are ineluded in the Forg Baker Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Staternent, October 1994

+ The addition of 25,000 square feet in new consiructon i
buildings to be compatible to the existing structures for visitor
sorvices, exhibitions and educational resources.

» The addition of approximately 10,000 square feet of space
in existing historic structures {Buildings 837 and 870} for
exhibition fabrication, storage and offices.

* The desipnation of 240 parking spaces for primary use hy
the public whao will visit the Museum. The life safety issues of
young families with children crossing streets has been discussed
extensively and will negd to be addressad in the final design.

The Museum will be launching a mager capital campaign
from the private sector. The campaign goals include support for
. the tenovakions and upgrades of the existing buildings and the
development of Discovery Park on the Museumm's campis.
BADM will make these investments sublect to an exlension of
aur Park Partner Agresment.

3. Parkinp for Tublic Use at Fort Baker

The increased publicity about Fort Baker over the past few
months has dramaticafly increased the number of visitors to this
site. Dog walkers, ski boaters, kayakers, hikers and bicycists are
all using the facililtes al the site. BAM remains concernad thal
when the Fort Baker waterfront, the meadow, public docks and
olher aliractive facilities for public use are completed, there will
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be increased demand placed on the parking allocated for the
Museum. The Musewn strongly supports the public's use of the 13-A
site and recommends that increased waterfront parking be
considerad, ]

+ The Bay Area Discovery Museum supports the EIS
planning process that led o the recommendation of 240 parking
spaces for the Museum's visitors in two parking areas adjacent 13-B
to out cathpus., Changes in the roads are needed to slow down
vehicular traffic and provide for safe and secure crossing aveas
for parents with young children coming to the hMusewn.

¢ BADM supports the concern of the other Fark Partners
that the EIS needs to increase the number of public parking
places close to the waterfronl. The incareased use of the
waterfront by the general pubiic will require additional parking. 13-C
This may be accommodated through reinforced burf, but the -
atlovation of these spaces is essental if the use of the site by the
public is ta be fully accommeodated and not displace the visifors
to the Discovery Musewmn,.

4. Support for Public Trinsportation at Foxf Balker

The Bay Area Discovery Museum supparts the
recommendations in the Fort Baker EIS to develop alternative
ways for visitors bo get 1o the site, which include:

* The Pedestrian/Bicydle Improvements recommended in
the plan will help to increase the use of these methods of
transportation by staff and wisitors to the site.

= The NF5 will coordinate with public transpartation
officials to determine the best routes and the size of buses that
will be on Forl Baker. A public roule to Sausalito and the
Golden Gate Bridge will provide access for both staff and visitors
to the site.

« Promating ride sharing programs. Cwrently 20% of
BADM's staff is involved in ride-sharing programs.
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» Promusting the development of a shuttle from the
conference center @ the Sausalito Ferry and airport by the
Confgrence aperator.

+ Renovating, the existing wharf to provide trans-ba}r ferry
service for visitors and etnployeess,

+ Working with schools to increase the number of
students arriving via buses.

5. The GGNEA's Pla.l"ming Process For thg Fort Baker EIS

The Bay Area [liscovery Museum would like to comrnend
the staff of the GGNEA and, in parficular, Wancy Horner of the
GGNERA and Cathy Bammer of the GGXT'A, wha led the planning
for Fort Baker. The TFort Baker project team worked with the
staff of the Bay Area Discovery Museum extensively o develop
the recornmendations in the ElS. The GCNEA and GGNEPA met
with the Museum's Board to keep it informed of the
developments and recommendations in the EIS. We are
grateful to yvou and vour staff for your excellent work.

BADM also participabed in the public planning process for
Fort Baker, including the formal scoping and informal meelngs
that were conducted to describe the planning process, identify
issies and comment an the 1980 GMP development for Fort
Baker. In addition, the Museum has participated in the
Headland Park Partner meetings that have developed a
framewnrk for the relationship and program offerings that
might be provided {o the confercnoe organizer, The GGNEA
has provided the participants in these meetings with helpul and
trmely information. BADM would like to commend the staff of
the GGNRA and GGNIA who have participated in the research,
planning and writing al the EIS for their excellent work,

Conglusion

The Bay Area Discovery Museum remains committed
maintaining and building upon oor excellent relationship as a
Park Partner and resident of Forl Baker, The Mussum's
comnmilment s manifest in our willingness ta move lorward
with the GGENEA, to supporl the EIS and to develop the
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architeckural and site plans for our future at Fort Baker. The
Museum looks forward to developing a memorarndum of
understanding with the GGNRA and negobiabing our new
couperative agreement as a Park Partner to recognize the EIS
commikments and to help us with our fundraising plans.

Thank you For your assistance and cooperation,

Sincers ds,

Tl

atterson
President
Bay Area Discovery Museum

BEF:rw

o Hamid Moghadam, BADM Boacd
Kurt Mobley, BADM Board
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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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THE EMVIRICHMENTAL FORLM OF FRRD
Pk BOEE 74

LARKEPLUA, CA 4a¥y?

TELEPHOMNE: (a1k) 479.T0d

& HOK=PACFIT CIMZEN GROUP DEVOTED T EDLUCATION IN MARIN COUNTY O ENVIROMMENTAL MATTERS.

Pecernher 4, 1893

Superintendent Brian O*'Neill

Mational Park Seryvics

Galden Gate Nationa) Recreativn Aren
Buildlng 201, Forc Masan

San Francisce, CA 84123

ear Mr. O'Neilk;

The Envirotroencal Forem of Morin has reviewed the Draft Enviroomental Impact
Statemnent for the Furt Baker Plan and submics the followlng guestions and concerns
that we regpuest be addressed In che Final EIS.

1. With a conference cenler at Marshall, is there really & need for o new conlerenos _] 14-A
cetber in this county? Wuas any research podertaken for the PEOErL? -

4, The proposed ptan wauld significandy locreage the number of peopls aptracted to the
site and would also increase the amount of development by adding new buildings and
parking tots. We recommend that a plan siternative be prepared_that provides for a
level of development that (does not excesd ehe capacity of the existing parking, This
wonld reduce development to @' leval shniler to that which existy now and would,
Liwerelore, ik jucceese diFasl I0pacis.

14-B

4. TProvlle more infarmacien an the contemplatad new trail and exlacing Lrails that
wanld be improvid by widering or paving, Show these Lrails on a plan. Fravide an nwre 14-C
cienplere analyals of the impacts of incressed use of chese Lrails on wildlife and
habltals,

4. How much addivinoy] bost taffle i uoticipated? Desarihe: the Jmpacts of boat ]
traffic an the birds and uther: wildlif: Lhut use Hﬂrse:shne E!zl_-r as welt s o0 t.h:f- quaht:g 14-D
of water and sediment. We are concerned abouc bled disturhoance and elevared levels of
polyurnmatic hydrocactwos, arsenic, copper, lead and mercury found near che docks
which are clearly from boal yse,

3, eranten e ccied papes Bringing Environmental Issues Into Focus
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3. The seéction addressing why a salt marsh ‘was not careled fprward doesn't reelly
provide a clear explanation. ss to why this decislon was made. A marsh would provide .
more habitat value for wildlife and would be an Lm[ior&_ant historlc restoration as well, 14-E
W urge that restoring 8 section of salt marsh between the restorgd beach and the
upland be reconsidered. [ peed oot extend for the entire lengch of the waterfront,
Salt marsh plants could belp to stabllize the shoreling and would noorlsh the waters of
the Bay for fish and other wildfie io u.ddltmn s prﬂvldlng an educational tanl for
vlsn:ors

6. A narrow band of dunes is proposed to be constructed inland of the restored beach.
The benefits of and potential for suceoss of the dune system that is propesed would are 14

unclear, The dunes are proposed to have a reised boardwalk For public scoess running -F
throwgh them. What is the purpose of creating these dunce? What witdllfe would use |
the dunes? s the dune are wide cuough to allow oy birds or other wlldhfe to vae it .
while peopie are walking ot the hoardwalk'? - CL

We appreciate your adqire.ssing our r:ar-l-c;szrns,

S:II'IL.FTEI}T, i

wle et
Grance
P1¥bidunt e - J
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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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4 December 1998

Superinlendent Brian O"Neill

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Ruilding 201, Fort Mason

Lan Franciscao, A 94123

Dear Superintendent O Meill:

I am wriling on behalf of the Furt Point and Presidie Historical Agsociation, on whoss board I st and
where [ serve a3 co-chair of the srohitecture and archaeology committes. Our comments are informed
by owr participation in warkshaps and tours argasized by GGNPA and the Park Service, and baged on
a review of the Draft Eavirenmental Tmpact Statement, and two meetings with staff. We bave
completed vur review of the EIS, and have the following comments to make,

Qur main concerm is aiways that the coltural distory be respected and appropriately interpreted and the
tistoric fabric be treated well and that the bajance between the future uses and the historic past is
comiortable. The current Proposed Plun appears i be & balanced., feasible and respectul approach to
the goals of public participation, preservation historic [abric, and we are delighted that the process has
resulted in 4 plan which proposes to preserve and share the special qualities of the site.

We definitely prefer the “proposed action” plan despite some congerns, Our concerns ang the
Folbowin,

1. It is impurtant to us that the Fort Raker plan include a plan for the conservation and interpretation
of Battery Cavallo. Although this last iteo has been made a separate project, we feel that it is key
to the understanding of East Fort Baler since it provides a tangible proof of its historic purpose.
Interpretation of Battery Cavallo will help Lo motivate the interpretation of the entire gite, as well
as adding an epportunity for enjoying inspiring views.

2 Alack of maintenance of the existing structures during fhe iransition peried appears o be a
serivus issue. This 1ssue was raised by the Nationa] Trust representative, Courtmey Damkroger,
and has serious impast on historic resources beyond amything cutlined in the plan. Perhaps it
merits being discussed in the EIS. A plan for mainizining snd stabilizing the sdsting buildings in
case the Army fails to do so should be provided, beyond shat provided (after take-over) in
paragraph 4.4.5 |, along the lines of paragraph 4.5.5 in the “no action alternative.”

3. The proposed expansion of the Bay Arca Discovery Mussum, and the increased amount of traffic
it may generate in the future, may cause an adverse effect. The moniton ng of visitor impacts will
be essential as well as soine strategies 1o contain, control or mitigate this itcrense.

Page | .
PO Box 20145 = Peesidio of San Francisco, Cahfors:s R0 w 415 93§91
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1n.

11.

12

13

"There should he ferry service to the site as a way of intensifying the visitor’s arrival with changing
views of the enhanced siee. Tt would also aid with mteepretation of the site in relation to Its role ta
coastal forofication  Finaly, it would belp o reduce auto traffic and parking needs.

The existing mooring slips shoutd be preserved as the preferred methed of mooting small craft,
since the bay is too small to accommaodate many mootings. it addition, the fact that these slips
pravide habitat for juverile dungeness erab is an additional argument for retaining them.

The boardwall through the restored meadow seems a curnbersome, expensive, high maintenanece
and intrusive feature. Could there be less of #t? Or could disabled ascess and view of the restored
meadow be provided from the beach or the lawn? I the plant spectes used truly are thoss that
“can accommodate informal recreational nses, (parapraph 2.2.57" perhaps paths would work as
well. Elsewhere, it appears that foot traffic is viewed 2s potential distutbance (paragraph 2.6.2),
The boardwalk seems more appropeiate when the plants are more voinerable ko damage by
“jnformal recreational uses.” Perhaps paths could be provided in conjunction with coastal
pratection, such as the “riprap revetments at the boundaries of the beach,” if such are needed
{4.2.1.2)

The conference center should be worled out at the lowesst econemically teasible size 1o preserve
the tranquillity which mukes Fort Baker special. Concerns about the pressure of raffic and wear
and tear arc ongoiag, Monitoring ooly helps if there is a remedy available, and prevention and
anticipation of problems will work est.

The new vses and activities of the vonférence center must contribule o the mission of the Park
Service, and not be too orthogooal te ik, We recognize this io be in your evaluation critena, but
we will be watching with interest to see its workbeg out,

There shonld contimue o be 4 helpful nauitcal prasence in the form of vnluntesrs or park partners
1o keep the present Travis yachtspeople on hoard. Their presence is a way of maintaining some
military prescnce, and coneection with the past which will ptherwise only exist in the struchsres.

Sgme of the Capehart housing should be rescrved for employees, both to preserve & presence and
cash flow during slow times, and 1o reduce Lhe traffic and parking needs on site.

The character ol the site hghting should be in keeping with its history, and that its “naturat
darkmess™ be presecved {surely a sustainable approach). The provision of adequate security could
be provided by lighting the users rather than the space.

There is no definition of “mfic calming festures™ (paragraph 2.4.6), which onc assumes are
bumps in the road, stop signs, poorly banked curves, trafhic circles, ete., but one hopes iraffic
calming featires will not be employed to the extent of boeoming sn annoyancs.

1t might be best to consider sctually separating pedestrian and btevele traffic. (paragraph 2.6.6)

Page 2
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14. Consider use of Clivis Muhtrum or other similar composting toilel alternatives, at least in new j 15-0
structures, to avoid adding to the wastewsater systom load. (paragraph 2.6.10}

L5. Typo on page 3-19 fourth paragraph “sixte] 6en” should be “sixteen” or “16.” :| 15-P
We applaud the effort and the process by which this excellent plan has been brought forth, and we will
watch with interest as it comes to fuition. We urge the NPS to open Battery Cavallo on a limited 15-Q

basis, a5 seon as practicable, both give the public an appreciation for its importance to the site, and &
help ensure thet vandalism is reduced or eliminated.

ly yours,

cia Bnga?am\""‘v

Co-Chair of the Architecture Commillee

co. Steve Haller
Tohn Martim
Nancy Homer
Courtney Diambroger
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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.

15-1
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.

15-0
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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Marin Audubon Society  Box s9g Ml Valley, California 949¢2-0599

Decenter A, AREE .o

Arian Q"Heill, Superintendent
Golden Gate Nakional Recreation Area
Fort Msaon, Building 201

Sar. Franeisoo, TR 94123

RE; FORT BAEER DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPRCT REFORT
Cear Juperintendent 0'kaill:

The Marin Auduban Society aporeclates the opportunity to comment on the DELS
For the Fort Baker Plan. #e agree that potential damage Lo the ecological
valuas of the site oould result from the increassd dewvelogpwent of the site apd
public use generated by the ceojoct. It is mot clgar, howsver, that Ehe
eovicaomental impacts would be less than nignificant or khat the propodéd
mitigation mensures would he adequate to reduse the sigrificanes of the
impacts. We are particularly coccerned about incUesged impacts on wildife and
Tngs of hahitak.

Vi tequest that the followiag informakion: —_

+ myaluate the conformsnce of Ehe sreject wikth che WNPY miesicrn "ded:oibed to
prngerusng unimpsired the natural, .., resources of the Malticnal Park
System...." Tt wppsacs that a cumber of compoments of the projecl would nok 16-A
canserve the notural regources of the park owez, bo the contrary, wonld degrads
or destroy them. WaterfBay resources of Harssshos Bay, waldlife =ad enslengered
gpecies, amd d-edatieg impacts are of partigular cencern.  Ta accosd with the
Timsicon, —he Chijectives relalod bo Tnviroomantal Ingacts should call far
avording advorse irpacts, ant Just mindnlsing these omgasts,

v To better sddress regmures conservation, we reqeest that ap Zovoronmental
Albarnative ke davaloped that includes: eliminaking oo significactly reducing
miring Facility snd dyedging (see discussicns below), avoidance of &1l impacks 16-B
~a eeigrasz, ceatoration of bidal salt marsk aleng the wabecfront, instead of
zan? dones, and avoidicg Lrails through Mi=sSied Blus Buttecfly Huhitat.

v Zescribe tac analyeiz that was codertaker ko determine the need for the 16-C
project. because tne projecs w-11 change the charaster of the site and damage
fwbboral roooueces, a clear Seneficial public need for the projesh shoald ha
Cermonstrated.

« Mazina/Nredoing Tssues: The proposed waximet oumber of slips L8 stated ko

be G0. would tAs wa-er coverage aod nuober of boats be ceduced frem Lhe

axiszing ouwbcr o thet icsacts could alze be pedhuoedd  Are any acctions of

Hors=snoe Bay currentiy olozed Lo hoat use? Would Lhese Avea rewads the same 16-D
me shangs Lador the Plan? we sre corcerned thak boating impects to wildlife

bz zvaided Eo kEhe maxizum eabert pogsslihle.

ntler selated questians: Bow would ik be asscred the oumber of boat mocrsings
worle mot be increased in the Faturet  What iF  private operaldc cannct ba
found for the oacins? Whe pays Zor the dredping and disposal? 16-E

Sredged sediments are vucrenktly disposed of =t Alvalrar.  The Department of
azericr July ‘Y, 496 comnenl lotter on the LOME TRREM MANAGEMINT 47RATAGY FOR

@ A Chapter of National Audubon Societty

DT FAMEY
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THE RISPCOSAL OF DREDGED MATERIAL raieed numersus issues related to the
digipnsal of dredged materizl at kie Alcatraz gite and the impacts of this
activity on the bird copolzabionz pasting oo Alpakraz Island.  Thiz ETE shonlid
address the sediment, water guality and other impacts of GGHMRA dispoaing of
ita owr =sedimentz=, and thg consribution of these gsedimects to the cumnlative
adverse impackts, ot the Alcatrar disposal site. How con GGNRA justify
dispesing of material that is resulting in advarsa impacvts to an important
resource SONRA is responsible to pratect? GEMRA's eedimente are just as
imgdcting as dredge material frowm other locations, and they ars gerhaps worse
than some because of the elevated concentrations of chemicala {page 3-8). If
dradging continues at Horgeshos Bay, GGNAR ghould zech another disposal eite,
praferaibly an upland site, in accord with tha LTMS program.

Evary ofloel should e made bo soduca or climinate deedoing in order to aveld
or sigaificantly reduce the dredging relabed impacts. In addlelon ko
eliminakting impact=s at the alrcatraz diaposal site; reducing torkidity in
Acrzeshoe Bay aad reducing or eliminating igpacts o0 waker birds using the
Hay, chemicale in docking area identified on page 3-B would be avoided or
minimized if dredging were eliminated or reduced.

Aa a firzk srep to roduding bhess iopacts, the oeed for dredging shounld be
deternined., How much of the 15,000 cubic yards currently deedged li o
ralntain navigabilibty for the marina and how auch for the esaskt guard? How
Erequently doesa dredging need to ooour?  How =uch dredging could ba eliminated
by eliminating or significantly reducing the 60 berthing slots?

To reduce dredging acd diegposal impacgts, we recommens that zhe marina be
elicinated or the ounber of boat slips that require dredging should ba
significantly reduced ¢ @lininoted. The only dcedgiog that should ke assured
woiald be for emergency use of the Coaar Guard. I[f the Jozat Guard currently
requires dredging, rcelecating them to a place that would not reguire dredging
should be avaluated.

The discussion oo page 216 indicates that water-based transgorktation could be
provided in tia future and would be the subject of a separate sovironmental
#anasysis. If this is a fufure poasihility, the ootential impacts should be
agdressed in thiz OEIR where they fan boe bettor analyzed for individoal and
uditlative adverse impacts.

+ Waterfront MavshiDunes: Bxbensve ackive uges are proposad along the
shoeraline cof the waterfront, 1In fack, it apmears that respurce proteckion is
being ignored in faver of astive recreaticn alcng this entire waterfront.

Hiztoric photos of the =ite shew & cowe with extensive salt marsh inland from
the shoreline, Howewver, the praferred projact would craate dunes which would
ot promobe the natural functions of the ecosystem. Further, ewen if it would
b habitat for some wildlife, the drawlngs show 2 slighbly ralse boardwalk
public access path Lhrough the duces.” There should be a discoussion of what
wildlife this Aune would be expected to suppart and an assessment <f tha
habitat walue thoe dune wouid Lava with a trail and ceocle walking through the
parrow band of dunes. We doa'k zee aoy biolagical walue fgr this artifiecial
habitat and seggest that it would ke a waete of public money to create ik

Wetlands, however, did exizst historically on the site. We stil peliove Lhat
3 <coasktal marsh saould be restored behingd the proposed fringe beaclk: aE oncwe
axisted on thiz site, Tha azgumenkts ab 2.7.2 page 2-33 a3z to why restoring
5alt marsh habhiftat waszs not given furlher consideralbion are nob conwincing.
The explanation states that marsh testoration is censidered marginal far a
supcesAful project. what are the reazens for this assessnent? We don't See
why the potential for a succeszful aaly margh reslorakion are less cptimistic
than for 3 gresacting o dune system that never was there. Marsh restcoration
would be accomplisghes by cemaving Sha wodsden bulkbeod, ripragp and Fz11 and

2
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reatoring a section from the Bay edge to an elevation suitable for marsh
plankts to recolonize,

Furthar, we ee2 no ceascn why restoraticn of a tidal galt marsh would be any
morg #aiatenance intensive, god therefore expensive, than the proposed doangs,
1f restored to tho appropriate elevations, & salt mareh would take care of
itself. #wWhy couldn’t grant or mitigation funding be cbtained for a wetland
project at this site aa haa cocuwrred at frisey Field? why ehould thia slte be
denied a marsh restoration simply bacause other marsh resktoration projeckts ace
being coneidered elsaphers? A marsh would have suth more ecological benefit
and have just as great a success potential than the proposed dunes. Sand dunes
could blow away and would be much mere subiect to pecple going off the
beardwalk trampling tha vegetabion, Bome people are less inelined ko tromp
through marehee becauze they are wet.

The primary justification Ecor not having a marsh seems ta be that a marsh is
rviewed as being incompatible with the anticipated public uees and accesa
regquicements. We suboit thet any access can e provided around -and inland of
a rastorad watlands. The notion that ao hiseoric habltak that iz reduced by
about 90% in the bay, and that would provide an wital benefits to the
razobrces oF the Bay, 1=z balng rajected bacaunse it wonld inkerfere with public
access is way out of line with the mission of GGRRA, and should ba rajectaed.

we strongly —ecommend that an option of restocring a ealt margh be revisited
and that the addicional wave study also igcluwls additional study of potantlal
mdreh —estoraticon. The primacy reasan fer promoting a marsh restoration is
that a2 aalt marsh would have many benefitz, It would Lelp to filker and
gbsorb polluzants from the Bay, thereby improwving the water guality and
Nobitay, e s Eood gource for fish and wildlife wsing the bay and that would
oe attracted to the marah itaelf. It would alec be vsed to educate people
about khe historic conditiona of the aite.

With regard to creek restcration, Zf creeks can be deylighted in the City of
Berkeley, we ses no reasan why that could mot occur here. [t souads a3 thoudgh
the preservacion of aulbural reSourees sce Daiog given far graatec peoferance
tkan zegtorasion of native cdreess which, it should be recognized, predate the
£ill angd dewelopment on the site. —

geveral now parking lets te accommedate 50 and 60 cars a5 well as other
parking areas are proposed. How many new parking spacesn are proposed owes the
exlsting number? The mogh expandsd garking and other Facilities would
increate urbar runoff from the site intc Horseghoe Cove? What surface wonld
be plared on tne proposed parking lots? Vegetated buffer is dasirable as
degeribed oa page 4-1B, but we aaggest pervious suwcfaces, such as gravel anc
hlacks, alze be used on the parking arssz because they allow runcff to he

filtered through thse earth before reaching the Eay.

Traals: The inpacts of the trail system are not clear. To enable the
reader to assess the impacis, & 9ite plan showlng Lhe trail and tha habiltats
it would pass Shoough or near, should be provided. What type of surfacee
wauld be used for the trEfls? Descrihe where trails wouwld go through
habivalz, instesd of araurd or near habitats, and identiZy the buffer width
proposed for each area.

Plexse address the potential impacts of the propoeed boardwalxz-trail throogh
the propoged dunes. We are ool clear that any wildlife would bo able o uge

through ehe middle af it. Discuss what wildlife zpesies would use dune
Lebitata, whether these specias exist in the area, and whether they could be

16-M

16-N

tne dunes. The duns is 50 narrow snd the bpardwalk is shown extending right
16-P

sxpected to stavw or abandon the Sune habitabks when pecplae aro wsing the
boardwslhk,
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* Show on & site plan vhers the overnight canpsites would be located. wWhat
lppactks are aobicipated from this comstructicn and use? ‘what provisieona would
be wada to ansure impacts of overnight caaping would be minimal?

= Eelgrpzag 1z an lopoctant kabitak that is limdited i the San Franciaco 7
Estuary. Every affort should be sade to avoid impacta te the eelgraas hahitat
and to promote iEs expansion.

The dismusaion on page 2-25 doos not address evoldanes and pootection of the
celgrasg heds and i2 not clear about impacts of the project on eelgrass.

Tha discussion should be expanded to clearly indicate whether eesigrase would
be impacted with the preferred alterngtive, what impacts would e anciclpated,
21d to ldentify mitigation measures to ensure the igpacts are avoided or -
mitigated. To snable ihe readev to afsess imppacks, the location of the
eelgrazs beds shonld be shown on a Figure.

Tha dizeassion racognizes that eelgraee does better when water iz lesg burbid.
Is any dredging docne near eelgraids oow? HWheve would fubure dredging occour?

The dizcugzion indicates that a plan ta restorefenhance eelgrass within
Horseshoe Bay would be prepared and implemented later, This 15 not adequate
if it ia intended to mitigation for project relatad impacts to eslgraszs
because thera is oo indication that eelorass can bo sudcassfully rastored.
Attempts te resboro geslgrass in the bay that hawve all been unauccesaful {ees
ot of Gakland 150 fook Dredging Project EIR and Caltrang Bay Bridege EIR).
Becauss of the sen=itivity of rhis regource and oncertaickty of replacemant
—echnigues, every effgri ahould be wade to avoid impasts to eelgrass. A plan
Lo mitigate wanawvoidable impacts to eelgrazs soonld be prapaced now acd
presented for raview,

Eelgraza mitigaticon alao zhould incluwda a conmitment to protecting eelgrass

beds by problbhitdng bhosats, unless it ia absolutely certain that beats would

have no adverse impacta. wWe recommend that dredolog be poohdbdted aear

eelgraaa beds and the gae of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizera he

prohibited ar all fimes of year to avoid impacts to eelgraes and the waters

apd £fizh using tha bay. —

Migrabory Birds/Wildlife: Migratory Birds chat depend on open water and
gheraline habitate chould ke discussed in the Rinlogical Hesource dizcussion.
The dizcussisn on page 2-15 and 3-15 only addressea up..and apeciea.

Horsashoe Bay is one af the few areas i the Bay that pulagie birds, such as
marees, loons, specios use along with other diving Lbipds, such as grabes,
brown pelicans, and diving ducks can be found. The SPIS should address the use
ol Horseshos Bay and adjagent waters by diving birsds and how the projest,
pacticularly the hoating and dredging componente, would impact these gpecies.

GGMRA should have aurveyed during cverwWinfaring season migration, and epring
rasking to detarmine actual resource walue of uplabds ond wabers. In our wiaw
the project, particularly the hoasting and dredoing components, would adversely
affect ¢naztal water habitat and diminish water quality, hakbitat Por
endangaergd species brown pelican and possibly endangered salmon aod sheelhead,

Building removal and rehabilitaticn could oot opoly adversely affcct batg, bat
Ihy_iwgllﬂws that nest in the wiginily. what nesting seaszcn should he
avoided.

Increazed wisitor use alomg Horgeshow Bay and kayak and boak use in khe water
would increase disturbance of marine mammals, sea bitds acd migratory
wdterhirds. Increaaed kayak and boat use would cavse wildlife to awaild areas
or to fly away and should oe addressed asg an impack. Mo mitigabion measures
Ire proposed to elimdnate or teduce this impact. The DEIS should address this
igsue. Mitigatior to zeducs thesze impacks should inelude restricting ooat use
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in one or more specific areas and restricting vee of a gection of phoreline
pdijgcent to the resktricted boating area. Perhaps this also oould be in aras
whorg Ehere ia selgrass. Alse, instrugtinsnal material should e Qevaleped for
kayakers warning them to aveid birds and oarine memmale, and if necessary,
further restziction shouwld be enacted.

Ragarding wildlife impacts of increases public use on-shore, we strongly
recommend thak po trallzs be located in areas where nasting apd roosting marine
birdz could be impasted. All trails should be limited ko 300 fest or more
away Erem gengitlive habitats.

- Uze by neotrppical aongbirds and spocialized reeident species of local
importarcs such &2 wreantit ghould be addressed more thovoughly. We cannot
balieve no nontropical sonoghizds nest on khe pite. Would any areas of native
hahitat be deatroyed for parking lots and baildings and trails?

- Bemgval of non-mative traos: We stropgly support the removal of non-native
auetalypbus, acacia, Monterey Pine and Cygoess and reskoration to native tree
habitats. .

« Bata: We recommend avoidance of hae hahicat areas be implemented as &
mitigation.

v Migsion Blua Butterfly: ot clear that 50 feet buffer is enough bo reduca

of eliminate dugt impacts. We recommend that no Work he Jdone during time the
tutterfly are present.

Thi:i”xéﬁ tor respending to the issues raised abava,

Vi

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
3-71

16-U

16-V

116w
—_]16-X

] 16

—_]16-T

16-Z




FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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.

16-1

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.

16-0

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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MARIN CONSERVATION LEAGUE

55 Mitchell Boulavard, Sulta 21 + San Rafagl, CA 34903
{4156) 472-6170 » Fax [4158) 472.1404

e-mail; mol@nbn.oom * web site; www.nbncom/mel

Movamber 3, 1993

Superinkendent Bran O'Neill
GUGMNEA

Building 201, Fort Mason
San Franosce, T4 94123

RE: Fart Baker
Dear Mr. OMeill,
We are responding to the Dreaft EIS and Proposed Plan far Fore Baker.

raft

e are particularly ntsrested (o plans for beach and coastal steand cestoration:
removing bulkheads, regrading to shallow slape, and revepetating the §-acre beach and
meadow. Itis currently a degraded area of asphalt, bare ground, end non-native plants.

The EIS genemlly describes site improvernents for this arsa #3 including a boardwalk,
grassy meadgw and picnic site; however, thers are no specific plans given, except for a
lise of low-growing plants in Appendix B, A "picnic area is listed, but not defined a5 to
size of fucation, and appears to be in conflict with restoration of the "meadaw” a3 enastal
strand a5 briefly desceibed in Section 4.2.4.5.

The "meadew” aren, planted with coastal strand vegstation as proposed, could provide
much impraved wildlife habitat, especially in combination with the reatared beach. Tt
wiuld be habitat for land species (sparrows, mesdowlarks, killdeer) and also could be
wery useful habitat foc waker binds {sandpipers and other wading birds) which need
upland aeeas for roosting and resting at high tide. This should be pated in the EIS, along
with recopmmended measures for protection from dogs and people and fram, the various
aclivities of the "picnic area™ if that is to be located in the stme peneral &mea,

Section 2.6.2 The boardwalk is tisted in this secton as mitigadion, The document stales
the baardwalk would be constructzd across the beach to buffer vegetatian from ineressed
foat traffic nad minlmize visitor distuchencs. Agsin, measures for peatection of the
“meadow” habitat areas shawld also be ineleded for protection from activitics of the
"picnic arca" if this is neashy.

A ranprofit corporation fourdad in 1934 to preaerve, pretect and enhanca e Ratural assets of Mann Coynty for all peoale
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Yapr 2

Section 22.6 This section notes that broom and other $xotic species would be removed
outside the historic Jandscape within identified restomution areas. We sttongly suppoct
removal of brogem, pampas grass, and other invasive exotics in all areas, whether in or
out of the hiztoric lendscaps or within testoration areas, These plants wili cantinue to
vigarously colonize new arcas if any planis gr seed sources remain.

Figure &-2 This figure shows Native Habitat Restoration Areas.  IF the "meadow"” area
is to be restored to coastal strand vegetation, it should also be incleded oo ihis map.

Proposed Plan

The propasad plan for Furt Baker has exciting possibilities with its resteration plans for
buildings and lands. The view across the pamde groved to the Bay from the prmposed
confarence center as shown on Figere 2-5 caprures the spirit of future possibilities of this
beautiful area, ‘We look forward o further specific plans.

Sincerely,

et

Kathy EoWrey, Presids

I3

|

17-E
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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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National Parks

and Conservation Associalion

Pacrrig Weoloqal Onrmer

Faasn Huseg
Jeh sl S nAer

3 December 1598

Tirian X Neill

General Superintendent

Guolden Gate National Recreation Area
Building 201, Fort Mason

San Francisco, CA 94123

RE:  T[ORT BAKER PLAN - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Drear I‘iéglgﬂﬂ:

The National Parks and Conservation Association (NPCAY s pleased to respand with comments
to the gbowve referenced document, As you know, WECA is the onby private non-profit citizen
arganization dedicated solely to protecting, preserving, and enbancing the T3, National Park
System. W have nearly 400, 000 members natiowwide, inchuding more than 70,000 in California.

NPCA appratiates the offort that has gone into praducing the Fort Baker Plan  Throughout the
planning process, the Mational Park Service and CGolden Gare Naronal Park Association planners
have done an admirabte job of including the public and interested organizations in developing the
plan. This work has resulted in an ambitious and worthy plan. WPCA penerally sepports the
Froposed Action

The emphasis on protecting the natural and cultural resources is the highlight of the plan NPCA
strongly supports the plans for restoration of the niission blue buterfly, oak woodlands, and
coaistul strand habitats. In addition, we belicve that plans for the historic structures will enaure
their restoration and continued preservation. As & whole, the Proposed Action has the potential
te create a dynamic and cngapging district with the Golden CGase Matonal Recreation Ares.

W are also pleased to see the retention of current park pantners whose misstons are cum saient
with park purpases. The Bay Area Discavery Museym gnd the U5, Coast Giward have played an
integral mle in maintaining the site and in developing a viable plan, Finally, NPCA strongly

oy

Macific Hepiomal Offiee matiound Ohoe
PracUhes 2289, Ouklind, b D400 TG Masa Ave, MR, Washingpon, DG, 20020
Tl £5:00 GA0AKEE = Foe (37100 B40-00053 el (A2 LAARTEE w B (2020 G390 0630
HeicnMPCA®aolaon + R Sweaw npcasrg
(5]

LB TR BN L T
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supports the park’s istenton to eonvert the marina and boat shop to NPS managed public
faciliies. All efforts to retain preferentiei privileges at these facilities must be registed ag they will
inhibil public aceess and could tead o similar requests for inappropriate uses.

NPCA is conserned with sume apparent contradictions in the Proposed Action. First, the plan,
when fully implemented, has the potential to attract many visitors to Fort Baker. The
combination of indging facilities, & popular mugeum, moorage for boats, and the spectacudar open
space may wall create visitation levels which would undermine the important resource protecton
woals and habitat restoration plans. Forumately, such conflicts can be amicipated throsph an
analysis of the site’s varrying capacity. Without such an analysis, the plan is fundamentally
incomplets,

The plan also states an intention for the site to be financially sustainable, Thig emphasia an
financial stability has the potential to undermine the Park Service’s averarching mandate for
regource preservation. Our comeern fiyr carmying capacity is relevent to this issue. For example,
the level af ovemtight use necessary to generate revetus may, when added to day use visitation
levels, lead to more peapls than the site can support, NPCA regquests (bat these Issues be
addressed in the final plan.

In closing, NPCA is aware of the Navy's refisal to provide adequate maintenangs o the historic
struciures pending transfer to NPS. Given the acoelerating rate of damage the buildings are
experiencing, ™WPS mugk do everything in its eapacity to assure this =sue is resolved and,
therefore, aveid becombng responsible for the deferred matatenance. WPCA will gladly assist the
Park Service in any way possible with this matter. Thank you again Ffar (he apportunity to
cottnent on the Fort Baker Plan. Plessc keep us ioformed with any developments.

si!f_l_lm[}ﬂ ¥,
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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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National Trust for Historic Preservation

Movermnber 30, 1908

Triun O Neill

Crenetal Supenintendent
GOMNEA

Buitding 201

Fort bason

San Franciscn, CA 94123

HE:  DNraft Bavieonmental lopact Statement, Fort Baker Plan, Golden Gaie National
Regreation Avea (OGGMEA)

DNear Superintendent (Ml

The Maticnal ‘Frust for Flistoric Preservation 15 pleased 10 submil our comments in
support af the proposed plan {or histerie Fort Baker. We recognize the preat opportunity and
challengy: o the GONEA and Golden Gale Nativoal Parks Association {GGNPA) in planning Far
the conversion amd reuse of histonie Fort Bakeer.

The Mational Tronst, chanercd by Congress in 1949 35 a private non-profil orgaaizmtien
dedicated to protecting the irveplaceable. We fight to save histerie buildings and the
ncighbothoods and landscapes they anchor. Theough education and advoeaey, the National Trust
is revitalizing communities across the country snd challenges cilizens to ereate sensible plans for
the futare. The National Trust has 25000 members in California and 270,000 nationwide. We

have six regional offices, own 19 historie siles, and work with thousands of local community
groups inall 50 states

Fart Duler iy listed 15 an historc district in the Mational Begister of Historie Places due
isp 315 signilicance in the development of defense systems for San Frapeiseo and Lhe nation. Fifty-
tive structures assoctated with the site contribate to the MNational Register listing, Upon fransfer
of tha site from the Army to the GONRE A, the pack will be charped with maintaining and
upgrading these facilities for public use. Muny of the buildings on site are in serions need of
repair. We belivwe Lhat the conferenee and rewmeat eenter plan for Fort Baker achieves u sulid
balance berwesn income generation as g means for rehabilitation and public use.

While the MNational Trus! is supportive of the propozed plan for Fort Baker we wouwld like
to draw vewr attention to several sugpestions. They are as [ollows:

' Westemn Hegianal Gffice -~ Kalionat Oifice: o
(hpse Sukter Sreet, Soize 707 | 745 MlassacTiiseees Avemue, 3 W
Ban Prancisca, soalil 94104 1-l"n'a.5]'.I.i.I:!Ig,l.'?.l.'-'l_. 1.0, 20036
LA ERGLATL T TANR 1415 9A0-0837 12031 GaE-GD0
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Use of the Conferemce and Reoreat Center

The poal of creating sn idenrity for the site that "srengthens the velationship of uscs of
the center's facilities t national park purposcs” is stated on page 2-6. The Nationul Trust
applawds this cancept and recommends that consideration of this concept be piven when
selocting users of the conference and retrest center in addition to programnatic yntereats so that
they, too, may enhance that identity.

We understand that the maximum conferene size of 350 rooms 15 based npon the
financial requirements of the site. We truse that 350 rooms is the outside Himit, and that the

CHINRA and QGNP A will work to maintain a balanee between the [or prohit use of the site and
its park mission,

The MNadonal Trust sirongly supports the proposal of making the conterence and tetreat
¢enter available to non-profit and other vsers st below market rates as noted on Mage 2.11. Here,
the concept is to offer the site to these users onee sufficicnt income has been generted. We
suggest consideration of addifionut aitematives which would include spacial off-season rates, last
mimute booking and the like,

Interpretation

We were pleased to ses the emphasis given Lo intcrpretation of the site throughout the
DELY, and we cannot state strongly enough how important this is. We encourage the Bay drea
Children’s Disenvery Muscura to work with the GONRA and GONPA to coordinate site
intcrpreaticn inta their educational programs as welt.

We would fike to underscore the Impurianee of a well-designed intetpretive program for
the batterizs Cavallo, Yates and Dunvan and their importance 4 e history of the
stle—particularly in light of the facl that the bateries may contibute to a coastal fortifications
listing for the CGGOMEA a5 a4 National Historde Latdmerk district. Tn addition, we encourags the
FOMEA and GGNPA o set & ime fame for completion of the proposed multi-disciplinary plso
for the ™ stabilization, preservation and interpretation™ of Battory Cavallo (page 4-27).

Cuntribuiing Boildings Plannid for Kemoval

A brief disctssion of the buildings largeted for removal is found on Page 4-28. A fuller
dhizvussion of the rational for demalition would be welcome here. How, for exaenple, do the
butldings hinder the meeting of park operational needs?

Mainicaynce of the Buildings Durine the Transition

In erder for the plas for Furl Baker to be most etfeclive, the buildings must be well
maintained unti| they ure tuned over to the GONBA, It s critical that the Armmy be g
enhsciemtious steward of the buildings during Lhis transition pedud prvr 4o the rehabilitation and
reuse of the site. Ordinary maintcnance measures such s clearance of gutters and down spouts,
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stabilizing building elements like porches and steps, regrading to prevent water seepage inio
builidings and turning on low levels of heat will better enable an affective revitalization of this 19-D
important site.

Fleasc do not hesttate o call on 15 if’ the Naticnal Trust can be of assistance in this
planning effort.

Sincorely,

Nzabeth Goldstein
Rewxionad Cirector
Western Office

o California Office of Histonic Proservation
Culifornia Pregzervation Foundation
Fort Point and "resicdio Historical Association
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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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Diecember 3, 1998

Brian 0" Neill, General Superintetdant
Cinllen Geate National Becreation Area
Fort Mason Building 210
San Francisen CA 54123

Dicar Superintenderit (' Neill;

[ am iwtiting on behalf of the Naturat Rescurces Defense Council (NRLC) to express our
suppott Tor the proposed plan for Fort Baker, once it is transferred from the LS. Army to the
Jurizdiction of the Mational Park Servics. MRDC is a national nonprofit environmental
advocacy organization with move than 400,0000 members nationwide, some 80,000 of whom
live in California, NRDIC has a long-standing commmitment to costring thit the resoumes of
America’s public lands, including especially the resources of our parks, ate protected and
ménaged such that firre generdtions will be able to snjoy thetn 43 we van today, :

We welenme vour plan to praserve 1'ort Daker's ooy history sy o military nstallation as well
as its outstanding natural and cullural resowrces. Wi support ¥our comnziiment ko restare the

- historic buildings on the base v well ag the area’s important habitats, including habitat for the

endangerad Mission Blue botterfly and healthy pak trees. And, we support vour intention to -
remave much of the developoicnt along the waterfront. Wa look farward to the day when the
Fort's buildings have been converted to appropriate non-military activities and native coastal
strand and serub comymunities have been ratored aleng the waterfront,

Frankly, we wish that the (%, Amy would match the Park Service’s commitment to
protection of this unique acea and ils resourecs. We are dismayed by the fact fhat they have
essentially abandoned the historic buildings of Fort Baker two years before it is to be
transferred b the Park Service. Serious damage has already occurred 10 these historic
structures, and conditions will become even worse if they do twot assume their shars of

respensihility to protect these structures. Please equst NERE among the groups thal support

your eifoets to convinee the Ay to chanpe its position and 1o transtir this art in goad
repair. : '

Sincerely,

Jedianng 1. Wald

Funior Attomcy

Dircetor, Land Propram
T 1 Stewiriion ey B E AT e Fewalew o) 1200 Mo Yo b e RLAY A1 e A0t et
Suike TH2S Sagits 251 e e MY N |
San Franasce CA 4105 Tl AT R RS el e 2
415 P70 REEE-E T | . 2 NU-GHER bax e e I
Faci 415 4453 - R L E L) | i 100235 JRED )
WHw.OrdLANE - .
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FORT BAKER

Final EIS
Letter 20. Johanna H. Wald, Senior Attorney, Natural Resources Defense Council,
December 3, 1998.
20-A
Comment noted, thank you.
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
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Farallen Blawd Sttion P Malonerir, Fiebd Staticn
) in l."nnpcra hor wild Pasnt Rr':r'r': Rird Ufhservatary
5. Tigh sl Wild e Service

CLM2ERYATION THRDUGH RCIEMOE

Movamber 19, 109%

Mr, Brian (I Meili

Suprrintendent

Matiomal Park Service

Golden Gate National Recrealion Arwa
Ft. Mason, Duifding 201

San Francisco, CA %4123 7

EE: Proposed Flan for Fi. Buker and Fresidio Yacht Club

Bear (teneral Superintendent O'MNeil:

The Point Reyes Bird Obzservatory (PRBOY wishes to submit comnient abowut the
proposed pluns (o the Presidio Yacht Club at Ft. Baker. FRBO is a non-profit, hinlogical
research organization that works closely with many agencies moeleding SONRA, NPS,
CTFNRTE, and LISEWS. For the last 30 yaors, PRBO bas been able o protect and
conserve the Farallon Nattoosl Wild(ie Refupe by maintaining a suceegsfil research
station on the Faralloncs in cooporation witl the LS. Fish apd Wildlike Service
(LSIWSE) PRECY is dependant apon g group of dedicated Bay Area sailors knowm as the
Farallon Patrol lor transpor, to the islandz, Since 1972, volunteer. of the Fagallon Patml
(approximately 23 Capiainz) have been providing salt and dependable transportation year
round o and from our remole rescarch station on the Farallones,

The Preside Yacht Club and historic boat house at Florseshaos Bay have been wn
important resource (o NUBOPs Faralbon 1stand Program. Many of cur Farallon Patrol
Caplaing utilize this facility befome unl wller their journey through the Golden Giate o the
islamds, The docks allow the skippers and cress do load and unload eritical cquipmeat,
supplies and food which are important & maintain our Farallon Istand research station.
Many of eur Patrol skippers sail inte Horseshoc Bay the night before 2 rip and have use
of the docks and facilitics. Volunteer researchers are able to stay overmnight at the factlity
10 ease early marning trip Ingisties. Der Famllon staff have space to legve ingortant fuod
and supplies at the beathouse that will e loadsd onto these waiting vessels.

At Almke Auanrlic kastoan Fawshiv Cgoan Al Weskern Spates Rlegico Mang Lake
A2l EHOEEL R HILHA &Y, S0 TFATH, Ca wiws0-0700 TEL 0I5 Sud-1020 FaX dd1h) #ol Lvin
WED: Rlbpe s S rl‘!ﬂ.l-rs Fprbo NREAIL pabde g
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[age Two
Mr_ Brian OWeil]
Superintendent

‘I'he trips to the Farallones are often cancelled mid-voyage due to the exireme weather
experenced off centeal California. Horseshoo Bay is the closcst "harbor of mefuge" for
‘our Farallon Patrod Captainz. Tn such stormy conditions, due to the ddes, currents and
winds inside Horseshoe Bay, being ed t a mooring would not be considersd safe.

‘The idea of replacing the manina and docks with only monrings would eliminate this vital
"staging area" to our operation. Those docks provide rsliable and convenient access for
the Faralton Patrol hoats to exchange provisioms and personncl, PRBO supports the
Presidio Yacht Club organization in its endeaver to maintain this facility and to protoct
the marina.

In conclusion, PRBO) r&ﬁpecrﬁllly urges you to adapt the prcfc:rm:l plan and keep the
docks at Horseshoo Bay,

Sinzercly.

Gl

Tranicl Evuns, Ph.ID.
Execuative Dircctor

Sowsa lteWisncs-

taura b, Williams
Farallon Pulrol Coondinstor Farallon Biologist

Archiv ;‘;Ia.r'ka Andarcke  Eazleta Facigie Cipeap A Wealens Slaws Resicy  FMone Boks
4190 SHORELIME [IBCHWAY. STIMSOMN DEALUH, Cp 949705301 TES. [4130 3#R-1701 FaX [415] %h% 44
WEE: hitp ! faww prbo.arpfprbo Ml provéprba.org
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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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RICHARDSON BAY MARITIME ASSOCIATION i

4 Loring Avenwe, Mill Valley, Cal.54941, Phone: 315-383-2279

Fort Baker Planning Team 12/4/588
Building 201 Pert Masan
San Francisco, CA 94123

Daar Sirs:

Having just had a chagce to look over your Draft Environ—
mental Impact Statament for the first time today, I write

in ha=zte to beat the 12/7 desdline a5 T raad it. This -

letter iz supplementary t<¢ a phone message I placed this
afternoon at 561-4344.

our association ls recently formed to promote and publicize
the maritime history, activitles and traditiens of Richard-
son Bay, and to serve as a public resource for maritime ex-
hibits, learning and research activitiss. We are currently-
applying for our 50i{c}(3} nen-profit status, which we expect
to receive in a month or so. The list of our Board of Dirsot-
ors and our Mission and Goals statement are attached.

flur specific interast is the historic boat shep, which we
would like to see remaln in the active form of a school to
teach students maritime skills, sush as boat-building and
repair, which might dovetail with seamanship and saillng
classes cparated by the PYC. Wa have studied various facil-,
ities of this type, both here and on the east ceast, and are
very interested to establish a school to preservwe the mari-
time skills that used to be s¢ prevalsnt in Sausalite. We
envizicn such a school bpeing open to public viewlng.

Thiz afterncon I spent in hour introducing this idea to Mr.
Dwayne McQuillams, who told me the FYC had considerahble in-
terest in a =chool in the shep, but had been unable to come
up with a plan; we are hoping to explors this in more dakail
with Bim next week.

It would seem to wus to be a much better uze for the historle
boat =hop than & s=nack bar.

If there are others to whom we shoud be communicating on this
subject, I would be interested to explore further.

Thank you for your consideration,

Sincerely,

T@moard & - Bhlfoen

Barry CJ Hibben
Chair , RBHA
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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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December 4, 1998

Brian O'Meill

General Superintendent

Golden Gare Mational Eecreation Arca
Building 201, Fort Mason

5an Franciscr, A 94123

Subjeck: Draft Environmental Inypact Statamant far Preposed Plan For Fort Baker

Drear Mr. O'Meaill;

I am wricing to submat conunents oo behalf of the San Trancisen Tay Trail Project on the Drakt
Envircamental Tmpact Statement (EIS} for the Proposed Plan for For Bakee, dated Cetober 1994,
The Bay Trait Projecr is an organication sdmisistered by the Assaciadon of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) that coardinaces implamencation of the Bay Trail. When complete, the Bay Traif =il be a
comtinucus 430-mile netwark of bicyeting snd biking paths that will eacirefe San Francisco and San
Pabto bays in their entivery. It will link the shoreline of all nine Bay Area countics, pasiing through
47 cittes, and will cross seven of the sight 1oll bridges in the region. To dace, half the leagth of the
propased system has heen developed.

As you know, ehe Bay Trail alignment traverses Fort Baleer, an impnrtant sepmene that provides the
conneviion berween San Francisco and Marin County, Adter crassing the Gelden Gate Bridge, the
alignement connects to Ease Road under rhe badge via Conzelman Road, with a scparate trail brimg
inco Eas. Fead afong the shovelina Erom Lime Foint. 'The Bay Trail continues oo East Foad to
Elorseshoe Bay, whers it bifurcates. One route continues oe East Bead, eventualiy reaching South
Alemander Averne in Sansalito whike the ncher rowghly parallels Homseshoe Bay and Forl Baker's
snutheastern shoreline beflore it reconnects to Fagt Boad, Figure 3.7 of the Diraft IS, "Existiog Fort
Bakrr Tagout,” depicls Lhis slignment, bur che map is poorly reproduced and the legend is conlusing,
We eeeqiese tha the Finsl EIS includz 2 mers legiblé nuap of the Bay Trall alignment that cmits trazsr
service roules and that makes a clzarer distinetion between mohiuse and hiking-only paths. (Enctosed
for your eeference are a fullcolor wap of the Bay 'mil alignmene in Warin Councy and a copy of 2
mwre detailed in-house map of the area.)

Romercioncd By 17 AST0CRI 04 al By A Cmesmrals
TI1 lina A0y U prd oMM GeRH -G
Jdoreph 7 Bon Kaa e ¢ 121 S e 1 Sl Coblang Cadfeons 4607 <750
=g 3140475
[PELTAE AT |
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. Mr. Brian OFiNesll Pecember 4, 1798 /p g

We are delighted that the ™ational Park Scrvice is proposing, aumcrous site-sride improvements to

hikeing trails and bicycle routes, including co che Bay Trail, a; part of the Fort Baker Plan, We

enthusiastically suppunt 1he Park Service’s cifarts to promate public access and improve cycling and

bikimg coadiions o1 Fen Baler and are especially supportive of the following vhrer proposals 1o

imgrroye the Bay Trail alipnment:

= Providing an imterpretive trail [rom Lime Rock to East Road aloop the sraterfzenl,

* Converting Coneelman Bead between the bishing picr and the wrest side of the Golden Gare Bridge
Lu # reule for pedestrians, bicyelists and emergency and service vehicles ooly.

= Fe-stnpicg Fast Boad to reduce excess lane widdh in arder eo slow motor-sehicle erailic while
providing safe space for hikers and cpclists.

1o addnivn, we suppurt downgrading to trml dimensicas the ooe-wray loop road bevseen Barrery
*ates and Point Cavallo and providing a loop trail 1o Battery Duacan zad the chapel, [These facilities
are nar on the Bay Trall alipmenc but will offer attractive spurs for vsers of the Bay Trait) These
improvements are a commendable way of balancing the Fort Baker Plan's objectives to minimire
environmental impacts and promote puhblic access.

An isaue thar concerns us is the batuce of the Bay Trail scpmenc alang Tore Baker™s southeastern
shoreline and arcund Battery Cavalle to Bast Road. (This segrene i shown on Figure 3-7 a5 a doted

linc and labeled a “Bike/Walking Path ™) As shown on Figues 2-2h, the future trail will be shorer and .

[aniher from the waterbrene. This 35 counter to twa of the main Bay Trail policies: to seperate as
much of the trail as passible from roadways and to incae it s close to the shorcline as feasibie. We
request that ehe Final EIS address this conflict. We cocouragn you to retain che existing trail afong the
shoreline, and if this is ool possible dus to bahitat restoration plans, to construct a separale muli-use
path parallel 1 East Foad, Ideally, 1his pach wculd extend to Tort Baker's northern property land,
aear South Afexander Avenve. It would be a highly attractive facility, providing hikers and cyclisig
with & leng off-roal sepment wathout crass automabile traffic from intersections and drivesrays, We
are happyr to offer you technical assistance in developing this scpment.

In clewing, | again péler you var support and assistance in impeeving the Bay Trail throogh Forl
Baker. The Bay Trail is # unique regionsl resource that will provide residents of southern Mann and
Lhe entire Bay Area wilh increased aceess Lo the cutdoors and the shoreline, inexpensive recreation,
exercise and sighiseelny oppuriumiies, and grealer transportation oprions. Please call me ar (510) 464
715 i you wnuld like 1o disenss fumher e connnents noths leiter,

Simcerely,

e

Miko Letumc
Bay Trail Plannzr

Enclusures
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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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SAUSALLITO
HISTORICAL
SOCIETY

428 LETHGD

MAILING ADDRESS
F.O BQX 352
SAUSALLTDO
CTA 945866

415 . 289 4117

Detembar 7, 19393

Toz

FROM:

AE:

General 3uperintendent

CEMER

Building 201

Ft. Mason, %an I'ranclasco 94123

Betay Kraamer
Hoard Membar/Arohivist
Sauanaltito [Historical Secliety

Flan fer b. FL. Baker

A2 & local historian, 1 have heen very interested in the future

of F.

Gaker.

A1l in all, T hawe been very impresscd with ihe

plan that has besen generated by your stafs. Tt is well-considered
and Apprapriate to the area.

4 fe I have repeatedly noted in the discussion process, apatrt from
WwarTime rs3lricticns, the E. Pt. Baksr and Sausalito arcas have
historically been treated as one area. Sauszlito and B, Pt. Raxzer
residants [froo the Miwcks and bayond! have moved freely from
ok area to The ather. In thls context, T atill have a few
reservalicas about the plan ar detsiled or sugoosted.

11 T wsuld not recormend clesing Copzelman koad. Trafiic flow

ir thfg a

21 Trnaread of banhing deg walking--ar resiricting it te designated

rea 15 miready sericusly constricted.

arcas, T would suggest Lhe alternative of Llimiting it ro time
meriasds such as 6 AM - 9 AN oand 5 7N - 7 PA.

1) I would give more than llp service and a lictle sigunage to the
amaring historcy of southern Marin. & wondertul project wouold bBe
1o estditish a maseun housing youe atchives and thoese ol rhe
fausalirta lilstosrical Somierty,

41 LasL Bul net least, T hopa that z2nough atzention is glven ko
wilglita habkirat.
Toasl wos tzeming with evervining from elk +a oyEtETE.

¥igitor: in the 1800's raported LnAar this

ln clesiag I wauld nete that I will ke moving te Plumas Sounwy
in May so none of my abservaticons arc selz—szacving

Adain,

I truly applaud the plan and the affort that iz being

rAafde 72 use and presecve this histcoric site.
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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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SIERRA CLUB MARIN GROUP

Dexcenbwer 1, 1795

Zuperintendaent Grian O 'Meill

Oolden Gake Mational Recreation Arca
Building 20171, rorb Mazon

Gan Francisco, CA Barvzid

BE: LEIR FOR FORT HakTRE PLAM
Daar Superintendent O 'Meill:

The Fierra Zlubd Marin Creooup seguests chakt the followicg issuss be
addressed in bhe Final Frnyviroomenial Impacs Repcors.

* Restoration of historic sall warsh along the =dqge ol Purseshoe 25-A
Bay insicad of the praposed dunes, —

* How much dredging would kavs to ocour and al whal fescnency
witly the proposed projsct? Whoere would che material b 25-B
dixpnsed? —

Frovide o descriphkion of fthe locacion ot tba trails near Lho
endangered specis hab:oab?  Aow oloss would Lhoy be?  What 25-C
measneray wonld e2nsurs —rail asens wouid nok go ofL Lao braild

inlo Lhe habikab?

Thaok you for addTessing thesc issues.

E_in/'-:;;-i*:. cly, -

chillip;betarson, o Chair
Conscowatioonn Comnmd thes
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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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Author: Art Beckman <=akbeckmandagi.com> At HP--INTERNET
Caba: 12/6/98 §:1% PM

Priority: Normal

TO: FortBeakar at NP-GOGA-GONPA

Aubjeact: NPS Plan for Fort Baker

------------------------------------ MEESAGA ContEnER —-----s-s - - oo -

This email iz in response to the WPS's plan for reuse of Port Baker as
cutlined in

the Environmental Impact gtatament. I aM an Army reserve cfficer and
Joinad thw

Freaidio Yacht Club this Suoemer. I have baan very impressed ac the
efforts of the . )

Cluk Lo inglude Travia Alr Fords peraonnel in the Club,  Much of che
former uge

of tha Presidio seemed rather of marginal benefit to che zervice g a
whela.

The inciusion of this new sontitgent of peraonnsl into the Club has a
clear henefit bo

morale and walfara af the military. The Travie persmonnal that T hawe
met are N
anchugisstie and comitted members of tha club. The acklvity that I
havra obaarvaed

each weekend would meem to juskbify the contipued use by the milicary of
the existing

facilitims. T understand that cthe Cluk has pressnted plans to
lncorporate ugagae aof

the facilitiss by baoth military and =ivilians to be more inclusive of
tha publaic.

Tha exieting facilities are guite adfequacs foar the typea of use likely
to be made of

the area. Spending tax pPAyer money ke "improve® the facilitles seams to
bm a

waste of cime and effort. Tha boathouse 15, um, ruatio, but has
gufficient tyaining,

maintenance, office and dining capabilitima. The docks ard glips are
baing improved

and are adeguate for A marina. Spending money to tear chem oub and
raplace them

with a less functional replacement agaln saams to be poor use of tax
paver funds.

Replacing slipa with mooribge sasmy particularly adverme to the Club and
oaema ta

offer little to reconmend it kased on antlcipated ueage.

nrk

Arthur A. Beckman

volce: (E50} 933-816% fax: (50} FE4-0811

email: abeckman®sgl.com

Starage and Bandwidth Solutione Line Matager

Server & Supercomputing Pusiness Unit

9ilicon Graphice, Inc., M3 BL-855, 2011 N. Shorelina BHlwd.
Mounkain View CA 24043-1383
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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.
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Author: "glenn billingsley” <summrblu@concentric.ner> ar NP--INTERMET
Care: 12/3/98 3:13PM

Priarity: Normal

TOx FortBaker at NP-GOGA-GGNPA
subject: Fore Baker and Horseshoe Bay
Message Contents

Cear SirMadam:

| encourage you to retain the marina versus a public mooring. tha marina can
pravide 2 source of constant revenue that open moarings cannet. | do not see a
sea of moorings generating siginificant revenue. My position is based on my
belief that any recreational activity should be sponsored by its users and not

by the povernment.

As for your relationship with the Presidio Yacht Club, | belleva the FYC can

provide significant contributions to the Park Service efforts. | would not have

been able to purchats a boat and keep it if it were not for the training and
experienca | gzined from my association and membership with the PYC, Becauss of
my positive experience, | offer that the PYC can provide many services thag will
enhance the goals of the Park Service. | do encourage you to work ta make this

happen,

Sincerely,

glenn billingsley
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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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Frederick Bold, Jr.

1201 California Sipeet
San Frasciwce, Califoraia 947040
Telephones t415) 474.2206

Wevamber 12, 1908

Superintendent Brian O Naill

Golden {Gate Mationel Resreation Area
Building 201

Fort Mason

Zan Francisca, CA 94123

Comment on Draft EIS for Fort Baker Plan
Dear Mr. McNaill,;

These comments relate to the plan for the marina in the Proposed Action Plan and the
Creneral Management Plan in the October 1998 draft Fort Baker EIS,

1 have actively saifed on San Francisco Bay for 50 vears, the tast 20 of which have been
out of the marina at Horseshoe Bay. Based on this experience I respectfully submit that the
proposed removal of the existing marina at Font Baker i5 extremely ill-advised. This drastic action
would not only have serious adverse impacts, it is completely unnecessary, expensive and would
not to any extent enhance recreational use of Fort Baker or promote visitor safety and enjoyment.

The entire discussion in the EIS of the Praposed Plan for the Marina is the following;:
“Deteriorated dock and slips would be replaced to provide for day use and short-termovernight
use. A combination of moaring buoys and slips with dock access weuld accommodate up to 60
boats. {Approximately 70% of the spaces would be provided as mooring buoys and 30% as slips
with dock access.)” [page 2-14]. This means the maorings would accommodate 42 boats and
glips would be provided for only 18 boats. However at page 12-14 there iz added “Severnl slips
accessed from the dock would be provided for Coast Guard use as temparary mooring for
rescued disabled boars and for other program related boats.” Thus a marina that now provides
permanent berths for 70 yachts plus ample docks for guests and Coast Guard SIMETEENCY Le
wonild be replaced by accommodarions for 18 “less several® slips and a ot of moorings.

The EIS for the proposed use of the marina for moorings reflects a complete unawareness
of boating on San Francisco Bay. Moorings are not used extensively by loca! boatera because
they are a nuisance and unsafe. They use docks and slips or they anchor out. For example the
moorings at the Sausalito Yacht Club are sefdont used; the Presidio Yacht Club has from Hme tor
time maintained a single mooring in Horseshoe Bay which was very seldom used. It has only been
On rare occasions that any boars {never more than one ar two) have anchored overn; ght in the
harbor. Moorings in the Bay have recently been removed from the southeast side of Angel 1sland
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and from the cove south of the Ferry Building, People taking their boats to any destination in San
Francisco Bay want to go ashore when they get there. Compared to docks and slips moorings are —
hazardous and a nuisance requiring the preparation, boarding, handling and disembarking of a

dingy or thore boat,

Herseshoe Bay will not accommodate 47 moorings. Leaving space for the Coast Guard, 28-A
access to the marina and ramps for autriggers, surfers and kayaks, there isn’t room in the bay for
more than 10 moorings. The winds and currents in the bay require a circle of space around each
mooring to prevent collisions. The diameter of the circle would have to be at least twice the
scope of the buoy’s anchor line (10 prevent it from submerging in high water) plus the mooring
line of the hoat and the length of the boat. To be safe moorings should not be closer that
approximately 115 feet.

The existing marina has enough guest-dock space for visitors. Other yacht clubs and —
groups frequently cruise in to Presidia Yacht Club and never has & visitar been denied space gt a
guest dock ar slip.

The need in Horseshae Bay is for permanent berths, not accommodationg for overmight 28-B
visitors on week ends. Horseshoe Bay is indeed a beautiful spot but it does have considerable
wind, tidal current and cold weather. As a cruise destination it can't conpare with Ayaia Cove,
Paradise Cove, Clipper Cove, or almast any other harbor in the Bay, Thatis why there are
relatively few visitors, not the lack of mootings,

The existing Marina is wholly compatible with the park and its mission. Tt provides safe ]
end convenient marine access to the park for visitors, and there are ample public Bzcilities for

charter boats and sailing instruction. ¥t can be maintained safely by volunteers and be a source of 28-C
substantial income,

T join with many other urging you to rescind the propasal to remove the marina.

Yours very truly,
{Q;—;T\ :

[ -ff::c:/t.m t{ r}? il
“_Frederick Bold, ¥ |

-

-
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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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El71/a9R

Geneml Superintendent. GGNRA
Fart Masan, Building 201
San Francisco, Ca %4123

Diear SirMhvindam,

Thave fecently reviewed the present plan for the Fort Baker addition o the Golden Gaie Wational
Recreation Aren. T was happy 1o oee (hat the exigting boat ramp that is in fromt of the Coast Guard station
is slated to rémain. Fowever, if T have read the intended plan corroatly, it scems that ihe adjmeen
parking. thai is necessary for the practicat use of that ramp, i3 to be siminated. Waving a bost mmp with
1o place to park the tow vehicle and smipty maler withe the vessel 5 being opetated ot in the bay or
ocean i3 poor planning. The city of Sausalite now hag this sitxaton, and ey might st wredl remave the
TAMp sinoe ff recsives litle use. (No dombt eventaal remaval 5 their ulimade moal in climinsting all bowt
trwiler parking anywhere near the mmp). T we are #aing i have & bos ranp, snd T think it i definitely
something good (o have (here, then mmdwgoihﬂﬂemmmhmmmdm
parking. Tf having the parking near rhe existing ramp is not possivla, then what shoug ereating A new
ramp over near the proposed naring. where (here is parking presctitty planned?

Tn addirion, any baat launsh ramp is greath: enhanced by having A remparary tie np dock along
one side of the ramp. If the laurch fagility af the new Fort Baker is fer be first ciags, ther a dock needs 1o
be added ta the mmp, wherever the ramp evantuatly is, ’

I'hope you will give this sericus consldemtion. It wotbd be too bad 1o pot & k¢ of work and
meney into This comersion and ot quite get it rght,

Sineerely,
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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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avthor #* Rick Boyce <hoytedhdobe . O0M> at HP--INTERMET
Cater 11/17/88 2:20 FM

Priorikty: Normal

TCO: ForrBaker at NP-GRGAR-GHIDR

e boyce®hdobhe &0M at NP-- INTERWET

Subject: Plan for Ra-use of Fort Baker

------------------------------------ Mepsage ConbLafnts ----------—-----mmmmomoo

Novemher 16, 1558
Dear Superintendent O'Hefll,

I hava read the proposed plan of the Watlonal Park Service for the re-use
of Fort Baker, and I find many of the plan's provieicng ictereating and
exeiting. I'd like ta draw attenticon though, to several that I helieve &o
be problematic.

I am a member of the Farallonm Fatrol, a volunteer group of boat owners that
for the last 25 years has been commitbed to supporting the Paint Ray=s Bird
Obhaervatory (PREO}, the non-profit organlzation commissioned by tha o.g.
Fimh and wildlife Service to pursue wlldlife research at the Farallon
Izlands. We do this by traneparting people and supplies for PRBC Lo and
from the iglands ot & biveakly gcheduls, Bacauss of ics key looation jest
innide the Golden Gate on the Marin County side, Horseshoe Bay 1o by far the
most natural staging area for gur work. The Presidio Yacht Club hams placed
ite docka and other facilitiss bhars at our disposal on a contindiny basia
for many yEars.

My COCErTIE:

1. 1If the docks are removed from the Dresidic ¥Yacht ¢lub gite in Horssshos
Bay, we will no longer ba ahle toe ship pecpls and supplises thers. The
nearest alternatives would require a much longeyry drive for the PFRBO people,
who rome from Marin County, or a omuch longer paseage for the hoaks,

2. The ingredieat that hes made our acktivities at Horgeshoe Bay run ao
gmoothly over the years has been the Praasidie Yacht Club. Its people have
invited us bto uae thwir facilicias, hald space for ua at their docks on
Farallen "hoat daysa™ and gotten invelved directly in helping ua do oux
work. In egsence they are 4 gervice prganizaticn with a commitment to the
PFREO mission at the Farallon Islanda. We cannst raplacs them, as theiyr
departura from Eorsashoa Pay would ba a maripug astback Eor us.

a, If the retaining wall along the north share of Hoxseshoe Bay is remowved
and replaced by a beach, cthe insvicable wave and tcidal acticn will causa
contirmial shoaling in tha bay and make it much smallexr than it is now as a
havan for koacs. I belleve that this scenario shonld be actudied carefully
before the plan for a beach is implemented.

4. The Park Service plan envisicna an array of mooring buoys anchored
ingide Horseshoe Bay for the use of the boating public. Bub tha sea kottem
in the hay ig of very soft mud, ao the holding ground 1s poor. He knoew from
lang experience thare that our aachor is susceptibla ke dragying in anything
aver a moderats bhreaza. Parkticularly in winter with scrong southerly winds
driving sead into the bay, it is likely that a buny with a boat moored to ic
will drag its ancher toward shore. T kelieve that this scsnmrie too should
ke ptudied batore any implementaticn begine.

I hopa that these cooments/suggescicns ara helpful, amd that they are given
due conglderation. TYour decimions cm thess matters will be a significant
fackor in gur future wark.
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FORT BAKER
Final EIS

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.
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