


The fundamental purpose of all units of the National Park System is to
conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wildlife
therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by
such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future
generations.—From National Park Service Organic Act, 1916 as amended
1988.




Environmental Assessment for
Crissy Field Plan

Prepared for:

National Park Service
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
San Francisco, CA
Contact: Nancy Hornor

Prepared by:
""" Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc.
Sacramento, CA
Contact: Christy Corzine

June 1996












353 WaterQuality ......... . 3-21
3.6 Biological Resources ............... ... ... 3-24
3.6.1 Presettlement Habitats and Historical Changes . . .... .. 3-24
3.6.2 Existing Biological Habitats and Resources .......... 3-24
3.6.3 Special-Status Species .......... ... ... ... 3-27
3.7 Transportation ... ...... ... . .. 3-30
3.7.1 Crissy Field Roadway System .................... 3-30
3.7.2 Current Traffic Conditions ....................... 3-30
373 Trapsit SErvice ...t 3-32
3.7.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Traffic .................... 3-32
375 Parking ... 3-32
38 AirQuality ... ... 3-34
3.8.1 Air Quality Regulatory Framework ................ 3-34
3.8.2 Air Quality Pollutants and Ambient Air Quality
Standards .. ... ... 3-34
3.8.3 Existing Air Quality Conditions ................... 3-34
3.8.4 Air Quality Monitoring . ........ .. ... . ... ... 3-34
3.9 NOISE ..ot 3-37
3.9.1 Noise Regulatory Framework ......... e 3-37
3.9.2 Existing Noise Conditions ....................... 3-37
3.9.3 Noise-Sensitive Areas ... .........oouenirnirnn... 3-37
3.10 Hazardous Substances and Environmental Remediation . . . .. 3-38
3.10.1 Regulatory Framework for Hazardous Substances . ... 3-38
3.102 SitesatCrissy Field .................. ... ..... 3-39
3.11 Scenic RESOUTCES .. .ottt iinn e 3-41
3111 Viewer Groups .. .vovivinn et 3-41

3.11.2 Views of the Site Plan Area from within Crissy Field . 3-41

3.11.3 Views of the Site Plan Area from Surrounding Areas . . 3-41

3.11.4 Views of Swrrounding Areas from the Crissy Field
SitePlanArea ........... ...t 3-42

" Section 4.0 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed

ACtIOn .. .. e 4-1
4.1 Summary of Environmental Consequences .................... 4-2
4.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action ........... 4-8
421 LandUseImpacts . ..........ooiuiinnenneannnnnn. 4-8
4.2.2 RecreationImpacts ............. .. ... ..., 4-9
423 Cultural Resource Impacts . ................0ouiuenn . 4-12
4.2.4 Geomorphology and Soil Impacts ..................... 4-13
4.2.5 Water Resource Impacts . .......... ..o, 4-14

4.2.6 Biological Resource Impacts ....... .................. 4-16

4.2.7 Transportation Impacts ........... e 4-19
4.2.8 Air Quality Impacts .......... e e 4-22
429 NoiseImpacts .................. ot e e eanranns 4-24
4.2.10 Impacts on Human Health, Safety, and the Environment . .. 4-2§
4.2.11 Scenic ResourceImpacts . ............. .. ... ....... 4-26
42,12 Camulative Impacts . .......... ... .. ... . ... ... .. 4-26
4.3 Environmental Consequences of the Dune Alternative .......... 4-29
43.1 Land UselImpacts . .......... .. .. . ... 4-29
4,32 Recreation Impacts .............. e 4-30
4.3.3 Cultural Resources .. ............. e 4-30
4.3.4 Geomorphology and Soil Impacts .....................430
435 Water Resource Impacts ....... ... ... ... ... ... .. 4-30
4.3.6 Biological Resource Impacts ......................... 4-31
43,7 Transportation Impacts .......... ... ..o .. 4-32
438 AirQualityImpacts ........... ... ... ... ... ... 4-32
439 Noiselmpacts ...... ... ... . . . i, 4-32
4.3.10 Impacts on Human Health, Safety, and the Environment .. 4-33
4.3.11 Scenic Resource Impacts ......... e 4-33
4.3.12 Cuomulative Environmental Effects . .. .. ......... ... .. 4-33
4.4 No-Action Alternative .. ............ .. ..., 4-34
4.1 No-Action Alternative ........... ... .. .. ... ... ... 4-34
Section 5.0 Consultation and Coordination. .. ............ ... ., 5-1
Section 6.0 Bibliegraphy ................. P 6-1
Printed References . ................... L i iiinanes 6-2
Personal Communications ................................. 6-5
Section 7.0 Preparers, Contributors, and Cens}simms ............ 7-1

Appendix A, Plant and Wildlife Species

iii






3.9 Hazardous Substances and Environmental Remediation

Areasat Crissy Field ............................ 3-40
4-1  Habitat Types under the Proposal ............... Follows 4-18
4-2  Habitat Types under the Dune Alternative ......... Follows 4-32

e



























PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

occur, removing non-native vegetation, and providing access through
sensitive dunes along designated paths; and

providing adequate protection for wildlife currently on the site and
anticipated to occur as a resuit of planned improvements.

Objective 3. Preserve and enhance cultural resources.

This objective inclodes:

restoring the historic grassy airfield to be consistent with the airfield’s
period of greatest significance (1920-1930) and

protecting the historic and prehistoric archeological resources located on
and adjacent to Crissy Field.

Objective 4: Improve transportation and circulation.

This objective includes:
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providing automobile acéess to the Torpedo Wharf area in a non-
intrusive manner, reducing cut-through traffic, simplifying overall
circulation patterns, and improving safety for all modes of
transportation; |

providing parking, as defined in the GMPA, that supports uses of the
site, while minimizing visual impact and maximizing compatibility with
other plan elements and future recreation;

establishing bike lanes along roadways to separate fast bicycle traffic
from more leisurely travel, as well as from automobile traffic; and

improving pedestrian connections to the east, west, and south.

Objective 5: Develop a sustainable design.
This objective includes:

*  incorporating sustainable design practices such as incorporating native
-plant materials requiring low maintenance and providing habitat values,
creating a self-sustaining landscape that minimizes maintenance needs,
and using appropriate excavated materials onsite to create topographic
variation and eliminate the need for offsite disposal;

= incorporating design features built of durable materials;

»  eliminating unnecessary paving and impervious surfaces and removing
excess asphalt, rubble, and concrete; and

e incorporating best management practices for stormwater management.

1.2.2 Existing Conditions

The following paragraphs briefly describe existing conditions and issues for
those elements relevant to the objectives described above.

1.2.2.1 Recreational Setting and Opportunities

Existing conditions at Crissy Field are not consistent with the GMPA concept
for this area. Crissy Field is the setting from which to enjoy expansive views
and is a prominent site at the entrance to San Francisco from both land and
water. However, much of Crissy Field has a derelict and transitional
appearance, created by large areas of deteriorated concrete and asphalt, and
fencing and building demolition.

A wide variety of recreational uses and a relatively high level of use exist at
Crissy Field. Crissy Field in its current condition is a popular recreational
destination. However, currently only two-thirds of the site plan area is
accessible for public use. Other portions of the site are closed to public use.
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At the east end of the site, parking to serve recreational uses is spread out in
an unstructured space with a variety of surfaces, much in badly deteriorated
condition and not screened from view. Areas of parking at the east end are
too close to the beach to allow for protection from storm wave overwash and
are often buried beneath sand. Parking in this location also prevents the
formation of dunes of sufficient size to capture blowing sand and provide
protection for recreational facilities along the waterfront from storm waves.

1.2.3 Issues and Concerns

The issues and concerns described in this section were identified during
public meetings, workshops, and scoping sessions concerning development
of Crissy Field. They represent the challenges and opportunities associated
with developing a plan that achieves multiple objectives.

1.2.3.1 Restoration 0f“ Tidal Marsh

Throughout the scoping process and afterward, tidal marsh restoration at
Crissy Field was the greatest issue of public concern. Comments were
expressed in support of and in opposition to including a tidal marsh in the
design. Strong support for tidal marsh restoration was voiced, along with
concerns that the tidal marsh be of adequate size to function naturally and
provide ecological and educational values. Comments supportive of a tidal
marsh also emphasized the importance of demonstrating the feasibility of and
commitment to future expansion of the marsh south of the current planning
area, and questioned the location and size of parking areas at the east end of
the site. é

Many concerns were also raifff.ed regarding compatibility of a tidal marsh with
existing and proposed recreational uses. Some commenters strongly voiced
concerns about the uncertainty of viability of a constructed tidal marsh, the
potential to create unwanted tonditions conducive to pests such as
mosquitos, the cost of censtr%zction and maintenance, and future evolution of
the tidal marsh. The space allocated for a tidal marsh was seen by some as
detrimental to existing uses of the site and introducing the potential for
conflicis between natural razscémrce preservation and recreational uses,
especially off-leash dog walking.

1-1r

1.2.3.2 Plant and Wildlife Habitats

In addition to the tidal marsh issues, a number of other issues related to the
natural environment were brought up during the scoping process. Most
comments related to natural plant and wildlife habitats were in favor of
keeping the natural elements in the site plan. Support for retaining and/or
expanding the dunes was voiced, along with maintaining native vegetation
and removing non-native grasses and trees. Concerns about the potential
conflict between dogs and natural areas were also expressed. Commenters
both in support of and against establishing the waterbird protection area
voiced opinions.

1.2.3.3 Restoration of the Historic Airfield

Most comments relating to cultural resources focused on the issue of
restoring the historic airfield. Most commenters were supportive of having
an airfield component to the plan, but there were varying opinions about how
that component should be implemented. Some wanted a new grass
multipurpose airfield restored to historic dimensions, and others wanted the
existing airstrip o be retained. Opinions about various lengths and accuracy
to an important historic time period were voiced. Concerns about “intrusion”
of the tidal marsh into the airfield area, and vice versa, were expressed.
Supporters of restoring the airfield to its historic dimensions were concerned
that creating a large tidal marsh in the central/east portion of the site were
competing objectives.

1.2.3.4 Providing for Existing and Planned Recreational
Uses

Use of Crissy Field for recreational activities was also of great public interest
and concern. A huge amount of public support was expressed for
maintaining access and facilities for existing activities at Crissy Field,
including walking, running, bicycling, rollerblading, picnicking, bird
watching, photography, and other activities. Proponents of maintaining these
current recreational uses voiced support for incorporating features that
support these activities, such as the Promenade, other pathways, beach and
shoreline access, and parking, into the pian. Strong support for retaining off-
leash dog walking was voiced, along with desires to reduce or eliminate dog
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Table 2-1. Summary Comparison of Major Elements of the Site Plan Alternatives

Element

Site Plan Alternatives

Proposed Action

Dune Alternative

No-Action Alternative

Golden Gate Promenade improvernents

and realignment |

Mason Street redesign

Coastal dune restoration

Central dune field construction

East Beach and entry improvements

East entry

Boardsailing access

Parking

Yes; a bridge would be constructed
on the Promenade to cross the tidal
marsh channel to the bay

Yes

Yes; existing dune restoration areas
would be expanded to approxi-
mately 8 acres north of the
Promenade

No

Yes; a 2-acre entry grove of
Monterey cypress would be planted
inside the east entrace. Stabilized
dune landforms would screen
parking from Mason Street and
Little Marina Green

Improved and expahded facilities;
beach extended by rubble removal

Approximately 120 paved
oversized spaces would be
accommeodated in the boardsailing
area; additional parking on grass
would accommodate approximately
280 spaces; 100 spaces would be
provided south of Mason Street

Yes

Yes

Yes; existing dune restoration areas
would be expanded to approxi-
mately 8 acres north of the
Promenade

A 20-acre stabilized dune field
vegetated in dune scrub would be
created in the central portion of the-
site

Yes; a2-acre entry grove of
Monterey cypress would be planted
inside the east entrace. Stabilized
dune landforms would screen
parking from Mason Street and
Little Marina Green

Improved and expanded facilities;
beach extended by rubble removal

Approximately 120 spaces would
be accommodated in the
boardsailing area; additional
parking on grass would
accommodate approximately 280
spaces; 100 spaces would be
provided south of Mason Street

Existing Promenade alignment
would remain

No

No new dune restoration work
would occur

No

No

Unchanged from current conditions

Unchanged from current conditions
(space for approximately 560
vehicles located in the boardsailing
area and associated with structures
on the northeast corner of the site)




Table 2-1. Continued

Element

Site Plan Alternatives

Proposed Action

Dune Alternative

No-Action Alternative

Airfield restoration

West Bluff improvements

Passive recreation area

Parking

Rubble removal and beach reconfiguration

Retention and removal of existing

vegetation

Waterbird protection area

Tidal marsh construction

Total area

Yes; the grassy surfaced airfield
would be restored on 28 acres

Yes; approximately 2.5 acres would
be developed for picnicking and
small gatherings

Approximately 160 spaces would
be created at the west end of the
plan area

Yes; rubble along 800 feet of the
shoreline would be removed or
graded

Most of the existing non-native
vegetation would be removed,
except for Monterey pine and
cypress, the row of eucalyptus
along Lyon Street, and the
vegetation along the edge of the
U.S. Coast Guard compound

Yes; 1,600 feet of shoreline and
adjacent waters

A 20-acre tidal marsh would be
constructed in the central portion of
the site

100 acres

Yes; the grassy surfaced airfield
would be restored on 28 acres

Yes; approximately 2.5 acres would
be developed for picnicking and
small gatherings

Approximately 160 spaces would
be created at the west end of the
plan area

Yes; rubble along 800 feet of the
shoreline would be removed or
graded

Most of the existing non-native
vegetation would be removed,
except for Monterey pine and
cypress, the row of eucalyptus
along Lyon Street, and the
vegetation along the edge of the
U.S. Coast Guard compound

Yes; 1,600 feet of shoreline and
adjacent waters

Mo wetland construction would
occur; however, some partial
excavation would occur in the
central dune field construction area
to allow for the option to construct
wetlands as part of a future project

100 acres

No

No

Unchanged from current conditions
(approximately 25 spaces located
near Torpedo Wharf )

No

Existing vegetation would remain

No

100 acres





































Proposed Action

2.1.2.6 West Bluff Improvements

The West Bluff is at the wind-sheltered base of the steep bluffs at the west

‘end of the plan area. A 2.5-acre portion of this area would be enhanced for

use for picnics, small gatherings, and events (Figure 2-12). Soil and rubble
from excavations elsewhere in the plan area would be used to create minor -
topographic features oriented to views of the bay and bridge and provide
screening and separation from the parking area. The surface would be
irrigated turf, and picnic tables and related visitor amenities would be
provided (Figure 2-13).

2.1.2.7 Rubble Removal, Shore Protection, and Beach
Heconfiguration

The existing shore edge at Crissy Field contains exposed concrete, asphalt,
and brick rubble that has been used for fill material and to extend and protect
the shoreline. The exposed rubble is configured with a nearly vertical slope,
creating a defined boundary between the sand beach and the rest of the
project arca. Where possible, rubble wotld be removed to restore a natural

beach protile and allow windblown sand to sustain an active dune ecosystem.

Rubble would be retained in several locations where needed to continue to
provide shoreline protection. At the eastern project boundary connection
with the City of San Francisco’s abandoned pump station, terraced shore
protection would replace rubble, providing a transition to the sandy beach
(Figures 2-14 and 2-15).

In all other areas, exposed rubble would be removed and the beach graded to
a gentle slope. Through extraction of this rubble, the beach would be
lowered to a natural beach profile to allow blowing sand to accumulate. This
accumulation of sand would expand the beach area and allow increased sand
exchange with the established dunes.

2.1.2.8 Retention and Removal of Existing Vegetation

A small number of introduced shrubs and trees exist at Crissy Field. Typical
species include eucalyptus, palm trees, Monterey pine, and cypress. Some of
these plants would be removed and others would be retained. Palm trees
located along the existing asphalt airstrip would be removed and replanted

elsewhere. Various palms and shrubs in the East *Befach parking area and

shrubs near the World War II-era barracks would be‘

removed. Eucalyptus

trees near the west end of the site would be removed. The row of eucalyptus
trees along Lyon Street would be retained as a boundary between Crissy
Field and Marina Green. Monterey pine and cypress scattered on the site
would be retained. Existing vegetation that defines the U.S. Coast Guard

compound would also be retained.

2.1.2.9 Waterbird Protection Area

established as called for in the GMPA (Figure 2-1).
would be designated and clearly marked with signag
pier at Torpedo Whart (Fort Point) and 500 feet eas
Coast Guard station. Watercraft would not be permy
shore along the protected area. Dogs would also be
in this area.

2.1.2.10 Dog Use Areas

Dog walking is a popular activity at Crissy Field, an
provide for the continued enjoyment of that activity
acre area would be available for dog activities. Wal
voice control would be permitted on the Promenade
U.S. Coast Guard station, on the restored airfield, an
Dogs would not be permitied, even on'leash, on the
boardwalk crossing the tidal marsh or in portions of
be enclosed by barrier fencing hidden by vegetation

2.1.2.11 Implementation

Although it is desirable to implement all of the Criss
might become necessary, because of funding limitat]
Army-funded environmental remediation, or other d

Under either alternative, a waterbird protection area%wouid be officially

' The area for protection
e for waters between the
t of the former U.S.

itted to launch from the
excluded from the beach

¢ both alternatives

An approximately 70-
king dogs off leash under
and beach east of the

d in the East Beach area.
overlooks on the

the dune field that would

y Field plan at once, it
ions, schedule of the
elays, to phase

implementation. It may also become important to complete portions of the
project more quickly to take advantage of special funding and other
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opportunities. This phasing
forecloses future implements
other features outlined in the
and funding acquisition actiy
begin po earlier than summe

will not be implemented in such a way that it
ation of the remaining portions of the project or

GMPA., 1t is anticipated that the final design
ities would take 2 years, and construction could

r 1999.
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Land Use

> The NPS will conduct interpretive programs in all parks to instill an The City and County of San Francisco has included some policies concerning
understanding and appreciation of the value of parks and their resources; the Presidio in the recreation and open space portion of the San Francisco
to develop public support for preserving park resources; to provide the Master Plan. The following are relevant policies included in the San
information necessary to ensure the successful adaptation of visitors to Francisco Master Plan:
park environments; and to encourage and facilitate appropriate, safe,
minimum-impact use of park resources. s Preserve the open space and natural historic, scenic, and recreational

features of the Presidio.
» Trail design will vary to accommodate a range of users and will be

appropriate to user patterns and site conditions. ¢ Provide new public open spaces along the shoreline.
» Facilities will be provided to assist park visitors in appreciating and = Develop the Crissy Field area to permit more intensive recreational uses
enjoying the park and understanding its significance. without significantly altering the character of its ppen landscape.
Enhance existing beach and lawn areas to accommodate varied active and
3.1.3.2 General Management Plan Amendment for the passive recreational uses, and enhance views of the Golden Gate.

Integrate the landscaping, design, development, and use of the portion of
Crissy Field under jurisdiction of the US Army with the portion managed
by the National Park Service. Reduce the profile of any development
near the National Recreation Area so that it may be screened from view
of the shoreline. (City and County of San anczscg Department of City
Planning 1988.)

Presidio of San Francisco

The general direction for land use at Crissy Field comes from the GMPA.
The GMPA emphasizes Crissy Field’s opportunity for bayfront recreation
and resource preservation and states the following:

Crissy Field, currently the most public of Presidio open spaces and a

landscape imprinted by the technology of various historic periods, will 3.1.34 San Francisco Bay Plan

become a “front yard” for the Presidio. The bay, the long stretch of

shoreline ideal for all forms of movement and recreation, and the The Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) is the

impressive views all contribute to experiences that draw visitors from California state agency charged with planning, regulating, and managing the

throughout the world. Crissy Field will be managed to enhance the San Francisco Bay segment of the California coastal zone, which consists of

setting for those experiences while rehabilitating and preserving San Francisco Bay and its shoreline. BCDC’s area of jurisdiction extends

important historic resources and natural systems. (National Park 100 feet inland from the mean high-water line (Michaels pers. comm.).

Service 1994b.) BCDC objectives include increased public access to|San Francisco Bay and
the restriction of unnecessary development or development that would have

3.1.3.3 San Francisco Master Plan adverse impacts on the bay. In the San Francisco Bay Plan, BCDC

designates Crissy Field as “Waterfront Park, Beach” (San Francisco Bay

The Presidio is under federal jurisdiction and is not subject to state and local Conscrvation and Development Commission 1987).

land use plans and policies. However, NPS does seek to reduce possible
conflicts between NPS mandates and the City of San Francisco’s policies and
consults with the city to achieve consistency whenever possible (National
Park Service 1994b).










3.3 Cultural Resources

Information for the following sections was obtained primarily from the
redocumentation of the Presidio of San Francisco National Historic
Landmark District (National Park Service 1993), the draft Presidio of San
Francisco Archaeological Management Plan (Adams 1995), and The Last
Word in Airfields: A Special History Study of Crissy Field, Presidio of San
Francisco (Haller 1994).

3.3.1 History of the Presidio

The Ohlone Indians were the earliest inhabitants of the area now occupied by
the Presidio. Ohlone seltﬂemients populaied the coastal areas between Big Sur
and the San Francisco peninsula. The Ohlone were hunter-gatherers, living in
extended family units and depending on the abundant plant and animal
resources of the area for subsé:isience. {Mational Park Service 1993.)

The Presidio was established as a military post in 1776 during Spain’s
colonial expansion (Haller 1994, Thompson and Woodbridge 1992). When
Spain’s colonial efforts in M#xico collapsed, the Presidio passed guietly into
the hands of the new Mexican government in 1821. In 1846, the United
States declared war on Mexico, and California soon passed into American
hands, with the Presidio subsequently becoming a U.S. Army post. The post
played an important role in goarding San Francisco Bay and also helped
facilitate the settlement of the American West. It is the oldest Army
installation operating in the Aimerican West and one of the longest garrisoned
posts in the country. (Haller 1994.)

3.3.2 History of Crissy Field

Crissy Field is in the northern portion of the Presidio, where the Presidio
meets San Francisco Bay. Prior to its settlement, the area was a tidal marsh
with sand dunes on the northeast side. Native Americans probably gathered
clams and mussels in the marsh area. Midden sites and a Native American
burial site have been located in the area (Haller 1994).

After acquiring the Presidio, the U.S. Army began constructing roads and
buildings on portions of Crissy Field. Between 1863 and 1865, a road along
the Presidio coastline was completed. By 1870, the U.S. Army had built the
first of a series of quartermaster wharves and roadways crossing the area on a
north-south axis “to connect the wharf to the main post” (Haller 1994). In
following years, the Quartermaster Corps constructed a number of ware-
houses on portions of Crissy Field.

In preparation for the Panama-Pacific International Exposition, Crissy Field
was filled with material dredged from the bay, obliterating most of the
natural and cultural 1andscape features, with only a “footprint of the old toll
road, now called Marine Drive, and the sand dunes to the north” surviving
(Haller 1994). During the exposition, the western portion of the landfill area
contained a 1-mile automobile race track that was also used as a drill ground
and aviation field. After the end of the exposition, the Army continued using
the level field for its early air operations until 1919. In 1919, it was
determined that Crissy Field met all the requirements of both the Coast
Artillery Corps and the Air Service for an Air Coast Defense Station. Crissy
Field’s mission was to be an airfield to “cooperate with the artillery defenses
of San Francisco Bay by scouting for the approach of an enemy, observing
and correcting the fire of our guns, and facilitating cooperation with troops in
the field” (Haller 1994). The permanent airfield was built in 1921 (Figure 3-
2). The airfield was named after Major Dana H. Crissy, who died in a crash
after taking off from the airfield during the Army’s Transcontinental
Reliability and Endurance Test, testing the “practical limits of long-range air
power” in 1919 (Haller 1994).

Crissy Field was the site of many developments in military aviation history
during the same era in which Charles Lindbergh and Amelia Earhart made
their famous flights. Famous aviators, such as Major Henry “Hap” Amold,
George H. Brett, Delos C. Emmons, Lowell Smith, and Russell Maughan,
were stationed at Crissy Field, and it was a place where history-making long-
distance flights began and ended. In 1924, the first dawn-to-dusk
transcontinental flight ended in triumph at Crissy Field and later that same
year Crissy Field was a part of the Army’s Round-the-World Race. The
Round-the World Race is considered the most important pioneering flight of
its day. In 1925, Crissy Field was used to prepare the two U.S. Navy
seaplanes that made the first attempt to fly from the mainland to Hawaii.













AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

includes a requirement for review by the SHPO and procedures for guiding
repair and stabilization projects in emergency situations. The 1995 NPS
servicewide PA removed the requirement for the Western Regional Office to

review actions that occur inthe GGNRA.
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Figure 3-5
Cross Section of Soil Substrate at Crissy Field
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

not subject users of Crissy Field to a substantial threat of property damage or

personal injury resulting from liquefaction. Therefore, the seismic hazard of -

liquefaction is not discussed

further in this document.

Crissy Field may also be subject to the large ocean waves generated in an
earthquake, known as tsunm%ﬁis. The 100-year tsunami elevation is estimated
as 7.9 feet National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD); the largest historical
tsunami in San Francisco Bay, caused by the 1964 Alaskan earthquake,
measured 7.5 feet at the Golden Gate (Dames & Moore 1995a). There is no

documentation of damage at

3-t

Crissy Field resulting from the 1964 tsunami.
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Figure 3-6
Existing Stormwater System at Tennessee Hollow and Crissy Field







AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.5.3.2 Surface Water Qua!iiy

Surface water quality at Crissy Field depends primarily on mineral
composition of the soils and associated parent materials within the
walersheds that drain onto the site, hydrologic characteristics, and sources of
contaminanis in the watershed. The quality of surface water runoff is
important primarily as it affects marine organisms and habitat near the
outfalls along the bay shoreline and, to a smaller extent, the freshwater
organisms and terrestrial wildlife that may use the fresh water before it enters
the bay. Water quality is also a concern because of runoff of urban
pollutants such as oils and grease, heavy metals, and pesticides that could
enier the wetland restoration area from the Tennessee Hollow watershed and
from other areas along the southern boundary of the Crissy Field site plan
area,

Very little current daia exist for surface water quality at the Presidio or Crissy
Field. A sample was collected in November 1990 from El Polin Spring, a
major iributary to the Tennessee Hollow drainage basin (Watkins-Yohnson
Environmental et al, 1993). The results indicate that surface water has a high
mineral content dominated by magnesium carbonate. The common ions
sodium, chloride, fluoride, and nitrate were within the maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs) for state drinking water quality standards.
Chromium and mercury were within drinking water MCLs but were slightly
elevated with respect to EPA ambient water quality criteria for protection of
freshwater life (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1986). No organic
compounds were detected.

Water quality historically has been a concern with respect to elevated levels
of coliform bacteria detected in water samples collected at nearshore areas of
the bay (Dames & Moore 1994). To address this issue, improvements were
made in 1994 to eliminate cross connections between the stormwater and
sewer systems. The San Francisco Department of Public Works, Bureau of
Water Pollution Control, bas since continued monitoring and year-round
sampling of toal coliforms at the Crissy Field monitoring stations. Although
there have been occasional higﬁfh counts detected, in 1996 the recreational
water contact standard was not exceeded at the Crissy Field stations.
Beaches are posted when bayshore waters are not suitable for recreation
contact (Navarret pers. comm.}.
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Surface stormwater quality data were collected in 1994 from four different
land use categories (roads, residential, commercial, and open space) for the
storrnwater system improvement studies (Dames & Moore 1994). The
results were compared with water quality objectives (WQOs) established by
the RWQCB (California Regional Water Quality Control Board 1995) and
EPA ambient water quality criteria (AWQC). Although no regulatory
thresholds apply to stormwater or groundwater discharges to surface waters,
the objectives and criteria may be applied to the regulation of the quality of
surface receiving waters, such as the bay, Tennessee Hollow Creek, and the
proposed marsh. The objectives and criteria provide a framework to evaluate
whether chemical compounds may have an adverse effect on a proposed
project and determine the type and level of protective measures required to
prevent pollution from occurring. In general, constituents for which WQOs
and AWQC have been established include various inorganic ions, metals, and
pesticides. WQOs and AWQC have not been established for most other
organic and inorganic compounds.

Individuai and multiple sample composites were collected during three
storms from areas in four land use categories at the Presidio during the 1994
sampling program. Five of the six sites where samples were collected drain
through the buried stormwater outfall system through Crissy Field to the bay.
Fecal coliform bacteria counts were within the range expected from typical
urban storm event runoff. The large majority of individual and composite
samples analyzed for metals were less than the detection limnits. In the open
space land use category, nicke! and chromium concentrations were higher
than the AWQC in two of the three individual samples. The AWQC for zinc
was exceeded in the composite of road samples and in four of the six
samples from residential and commercial areas. One of the three individual
residential area samples had a level of mercury above the AWQC.
Corrective measures that were identified in the stormwater management plan
will be implemented to improve the quality of stormwater collected and
discharged through the outfall system to the bay. Monitoring will be used to
ensure that appropriate measures are in place to control the range of
pollutants expected to be generated from stormwater under various land use
scenarios (Dames & Moore 1994).


































Transportation

accommodated on paved and unpaved open space, including the former
airfield, space between Mason and New Mason Streets, and a small lot east
of the U.S. Coast Guard station.

The GMPA calls for a total of 1,760 parking spaces in the entire 150-acre
greater Crissy Field planning area (including 50 acres outside the current
planning area and the Palace of Fine Arts area) by 2010.

Crissy Field provides shuttle staging parking for GGNRA events at Fort
Mason Center and other park locations. Fort Mason Center event sponsors
are currently required to obtain a use permit from the GGNRA Bay District
to use Crissy Field whenever their attendance is expected to exceed 1,000
people. Shuttle bus service is provided by the sponsor during these events.

GGNRA permits use of Crissy Field for a variety of other events, such as
organized runs and walk-a-thons, throughout the year. Attendance ranges
from less than 100 to thousands of people, creating a wide range of parking
demand for Crissy Field. In addition, Jarge-scale events such as the San
Francisco Blues Festival at Upper Fort Mason, and the San Francisco
Marathon have generated demand for parking at Crissy Field.

A parking count performed in April 1995 for the Earth Day celebrations at
the Presidio indicated that the Crissy Field parking usage reached a
maxirmuom of about 1,220 vehicles parked simultaneously. This event had
over 5,000 participants.

The Presidio of San Francisco Transportation Demand Management Program

Recommendations report includes a number of strategies for addressing
special event parking issues, as well as a hierarchy of parking priorities and
locations, strategies for implementing parking management at the Presidio,
and funding sources for administering and implementing parking programs
(Robert Peccia & Associates 1996).






Pollpig@
Ozone
Carbon monoxide
(Lake Tahoe only)
Nitrogen dioxide

Sulfur dioxide

Hydrogen suifide
Vinyl chloride

inhalable particulate
matter

Sulfate particles

Lead particles

Motes:

Symbol

O,

CO

NO,

S0,

H,S
C,I,Cl

PM10

S0,

Ph

Table 3-3. Ambient Air Quality Standards Applicable in California

Average Time

1 hour

8 hours
1 hour
8 hours

Annual average 1 hour

Annual average
24 hours

I hour

1 hour

24 hours

Annual geometric mean
Annual arithmetic mean
24 hours
24 hours

Calendar quarter
30 days

Standard, as
parts per million

Standard,

as micrograms
per cubic meter

Violation Criteria

All standards are based on measurements at 25°C and 1 atmosphere pressure.

National standards shown are the primary (health effects) standards.
N/A = not applicable.

California  National  California  National  California National
0.09 0.12 180 235 If exceeded If exceeéed on more than 3 days in 3
years ’
9.0 g 10,000 10,000 Ifexceeded If exceeded on more than | day per year
20 35 23,000 40,000  Ifexceeded If exceeded on more than 1 day per year
6 N/A 7,000 N/A Ifexceeded N/A '
N/A 0.053 N/A 100 N/A If exce&ded
0.25 N/A 470 N/A  Ifexceeded N/A
N/A 0.03 N/A 80 N/A If exceeded
0.04 0.14 105 365 If exceeded If exceeded on more than 1 day per year
0.25 N/A 655 N/A N/A N/A
0.03 N/A 42 N/A If equaled N/A
: or exceeded
- 0.010 N/A 26 N/A If equaled N/A
or exceeded
N/A N/A 30 N/A Ifexceeded N/A
N/A N/A N/A 50 N/A If exceeded
N/A N/A 50 150 N/A If exceeded on more than ! day per year
N/A N/A 25 N/A If egualed N/A
or exceeded :
N/A N/A N/A 1.5 N/A If exceeded no more than | day per year
N/A N/A 1.5 N/A If equaled N/A :
or exceeded




Table 3-4. Summary of Carbon Monoxide, Ozone, and PM10 Monitoring Data o

1993

Poliutant 1991 1992
Carbon Monoxide
Highest 1-hour concentration (ppm) 9 8 7
Highest 8-hour concentration (ppm) 6.5 6.4 5.1
Hours above standard® } 0 0 0
Days above standard® 0 0 0
Ozone
Ist high (ppm) 0.05 0.8 0.08
2nd high (ppm) 0.05 0.6 0.08
Days above standard® 0 0 0
PMI0 | ,
Highest 24-hour concentration (ug/m’) 109 g1 69
Geometric mean (ug/m®) 29.7 27.6 25.1 E
Arithmetic mean (ug/m’) 349 31.6 28.8 L
Percentage of days above standard* ' 25% 10% 8%

Moies: Data are from the downtown San Francisco monitoring station.
ppm = parts per million.
mg/m® = micrograms per cubic meter.

Hours above standard = number of hours during which the state 1-hour standard of 20 ppm was exceeded.
Days above standard = number of days on which the state and federal 8-hour standard of 9 ppm was exceeded.
Days above standard = pumber of days on which the state 1-hour standard of 0.09 ppm was exceeded.
Percentage of days above standard = number of days above the state 24-hour standard of 50 pg/m’ divided by

the number of days sampled.

- )

Source: California Air Resources Board 1994.
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Table 4-1. Summary of Environmental Consequences

Proposed Action

Dune Alternative

Meo-Action AE&em&ﬁve

Land Use Impacts

Most consistent with NPS Management Policies:
beneficial

Most consistent with relevant land use plans and
policies: beneficial

Change in availability of the helipad: less than
significant

Generally consistent with most NPS Management
Policies: beneficial

Generally consistent with NPS Management
Policies: less than significant

Generally consistent with relevant land use plans
and policies: beneficial

Generally congistent with relevant land use plans
and policies: less than significant

Change in availability of helipad: less than
significant

No change from current use

Recreation Impacts

Construction/improvement of visitor facilities:
beneficial

Construction/improvement of visitor facilities:

beneficial

No change in current facilities

Improvements to the Golden Gate Promenade:
beneficial

Temporary loss of recreational use/access during
construction: less than significant

Increase in total open space area accessible for
recreation: beneficial

Improved safety and amenities for recreationists
along Mason Street: beneficial

Change in parking location for recreationists at the
west end: beneficial

Improvements to the Golden Gate Promenade:
beneficial

No change in current facility

Temporary loss of recreational use/access during
construction: less than significant

Increase in total open space area accessible for
recreation: beneficial

Improved safety and amenities for recreationists
along Mason Street: beneficial

Change in parking location for recreationists at the
west end: beneficial

No construction, not apg}ﬁicabie

Some increase in open spacé area as a result of
building demolition program, limited accessibility

No change from current conditions

No change from current conditions




Table 4-1. Continued

Proposed Action Dune Alternative No-Action Alternative

Cultural Resource Impacts

Restoration of Crissy Field nirfield: beneficial Restoration of Crissy Field airfield: beneficial No change from current conditions

Restoration of Old Mason Sireet: beneficial Restoration of Old Mason Street: beneficial No change from current conditions
Planting of trees along Mason Street: beneficial Planting of trees along Mason Street: beneficial No change from current conditions ‘
Construction activities in the vicinity of the Old | Construction activities in the vicinity of the Old No construction, not applicable

Mason Street railroad tracks: less than significant Mason Street railroad tracks: less than significant

Potential to disturb mcheois}gical resources: less Potential to disturb archeological resources: less No construction, not applicable

than significant than significant

Geomorphology and Soil Impacts

T
Potential changes in shoreline configuration Potential changes in shoreline configuration ' No rubble to be removed
resulting from removal and reconfiguration of resulting from removal and reconfiguration of
bayshore rubble and construction of the tidal marsh | bayshore rubble: less than significant
inlet channel: less than significant

Potential for closure of the proposed tidal marsh Not applicable Not applicable
inlet channel; less than significant

Water Resource Impacts

Potential shori-term water guality impacts Potential short-term water quality impacts No construction, not applicable
associated with construction activities: less than associated with construction activities: less than

significant ! significant

Potential for increased sultwater intrusion to Not applicable Not applicable

shallow groundwater aquifers: less than significant

Potential exposure of aquaiijc organisms to Not applicable Not applicable
hazardous subsiances from tidal marsh
construction: less than significant

1
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Proposed Action

Table 4-1. Continued

Dune Alternative [

No-Action Aﬁ.é&em&{ﬁve

Vegetation and Wildlife Resources Impacts

Ecological and educational benefits of Not applicable Not applicabie
construction of a tidal marsh: beneficial
Potential land use conflict between intense visitor Not applicable Not applicable

use areas and natural habitat of the created wetland
within the proposed site plan area: less than
significant

Conversion of 11.0 acres of developed and
landscaped area, 6.4 acres of annual grassland, and
2.6 acres of disturbed dune to tidal marsh:
beneficial

Conversion of 10.1 acres of developed and
landscaped area and 16.9 acres of beach areas to
native dune communities: beneficial
Conversion of 0.4 acre of annual grassland and 2.4
acres of developed and landscaped areas to 2.8
acres of dune scrub in the east beach area:
beneficial

Conversion of 33.9 acres of developed and
landscaped areas and 11.3 acres of annual
grassland areas to landscaped grassland: beneficial

Temporary disturbance to and long-term
enhancement of beach habitat areas: less than
significant/beneficial

Removal of non-native trees and shrubs: less than
significant

Effects on fisheries: beneficial

beneficial

significant/beneficial

significant

Conversion of 12.2 acres of developed and
landscaped areas and 7.8 acres of annual grassiand
to dune scrub in the central dune field: beneficial

No change from current conditions

Conversion of 10.1 acres of developed and
landscaped area and 16.9 acres of beach areas (o
native dune communities: beneficial

Conversion of 0.4 acre of annual grassland and 2.4
acres of developed and landscaped areas 10 2.8
acres of dune scrub in the east beach area:

No change from current conditions

Mo change from current con&i(isns

Conversion of 33.9 acres of developed and
landscaped areas and 11.3 acres of annual
grassland areas to landscaped grassiand: beneficial

{

No change from current conditions

Temporary disturbance to and long-term
enhancement of beach habitat areas: less than

No change from current canﬁ!itions

Removal of non-native trees and shrubs: less than

No vegetation removal

Not applicable

Not applicable







Table 4-1. Continued

Proposed Action

Dune Alternaiive

No-Action Alternative

et

mpacts on Human Health, Safely, and Environment

Coordination of timing of Crissy Field site plan
construction activities with Army remediation

Coordination of timing of Crissy Field site plan
construction activities with Army remediation

activities: beneficial

Ongoing Army remediation activities at the site

activities: beneficial

Potential for mosquito generation: less than
significant

No substantial change from current conditions

No change from current conditions

Scenic Resource Impuacts

Enhancement of existing views and provision of
new high-quality views of the project site from
within the site plan area: beneficial

Enhancement of existing views and provision of
new high-quality views of the project site from
within the site plan area: beneficial

No change from current conditions

Enhancement of existing views of the project site

from surrounding areas: beneficial

Enhancement of existing views and provision of
new high-quality views of the surrounding area
from the project site: beneficial

Enhancement of existing views of the project site
from surrounding areas: beneficial

Enhancement of existing views and provision of
new high-quality views of the surrounding area
from the project site: beneficial

No change from current conditions

No change from current conditions

Cumulative Impacis

See Section4.2.12

See Section 4.3.12

No change from current ccnﬁitions










Proposed Action

Dune Alternative

No-Action Alternative

Recreational Opportunities

Site components

Multi-use event space

Golden Gate Promenade

Mason Street Bicycle and pedestrian
path

Visitor support facilities
Picnicking facilities

Allowable area for off-leash dog
activities

Rubble-free beach area

Facilities meeting accessibility
standards
:

Total area !

30 acres of improved Promenade and
beach

28 acres of grassy field
20 acres of tidal marsh

22 ucres of picnic areas, visitor
amenities, parking

28-acre airfield

1.5 miles, 20-foot width, uniform
surfacing

1.2 miles

Restrooms, showers, bicycle facilities

Tables at east end, group picnic
facilities at west end

70 acres

4,500 linear feet

All trails and visitor amenities

Approximately 100 acres

30 acres of improved Promenade and
beach

28 acres of grassy field
20} acres of stabilized dune

22 acres of picnic areas, visitor
amenities, parking

28-acre airfieid

1.5 miles, 20-foot width, uniform
surfacing

1.2 miles

Restrooms, showers, bicycle facilities

" Tables at east end, group picnic

facilities at west end

70 acres

4,500 linear feet

Al trails and visitor amenities

Approximately 100 acres

416

30 acres of Promenade and
beachfront

70 acres of asphalt, roads, and
buildings (of which almost 30 acres
are closed to the public)

17.9 acres

1.5 miles, width varies from 6 to 3¢
feet, various surfaces

0.2 mile

Portable toilet

Two tables at central beach

38 acres

2,000 linear feet

0.2-mile trail, portable toilet

Approximately 100 acres

























Table 4-3. Comparison of Habitat Acreages

Habitat Type Proposed Action Dune Alternative No-Action Alternative
Northern foredune (undiﬁt{grbed) and  27.0 acres 27.0 acres 2.6 acres

active coastal dunes®

Northern foredune (disturbed) and None None 16.9 acres

active coastal dunes®

Stabilized dune scrub ' 8.0 acres 28.0 acres None

Airfield turf 28.0 acres 28.0 acres None

Landscaped grassland 12.0 acres 12.0 acres 18.1 acres

Developed and landscaped ?316&8 5.0 acres 5.0 acres 62.4 acres

Tidal marsh ‘ 20.0 acres None None

Total 100 acres 100 acres {00 ac,es | =

* Includes beach.


































ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

cumulative effects of ongoing or planned projects other than Doyle Drive
reconstruction are not known at this time, but these projects are expected to
improve traffic operations overall.

The Proposal would also contribute to short-term impacts on noise levels
during project construction, but noise levels would not violate the City of San
Francisco noise ordinance.

Implementation of the Proposal would follow completion of Army
remediation activities in any given area of the site. If the implementation of
this Proposal is phased, construction could occur in some areas concurrent
with the Army’s remediation work. Cumulative temporary construction
effects related to traffic, access, air quality, and noise would be less than
significant.

It is also possible that some phases of the Doyle Drive reconstruction or
Golden Gate Bridge seismic retrofit projects could undergo construction
simultaneously with construction of phases of the Crissy Field site plan
project. Cumulative construction impacts could include air quality, noise,
and traffic impacts.
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. ! .
Environmental Consequences of jziw Dune Alternative

The following noise impacis would be the same under the Dune Alternative
as under the Proposed Action. Refer to Section 4.2.9 for a discussion of
these impacts. No additional noise impacts are specific to the Dune
Alternative.

s Increased Noise Levels during Construction

»  Potential Noise Effects from Ongoing Operations at Crissy Field

4.3.10 Impacts on Human Health,
Safety, and the Environment

Characterization of contaminated sites, exposure pathways, and potential
health risks associated with the Crissy Field site improvements are addressed
under regulatory controls separate from the NEPA process of impact
disclosure in this EA. As noted for the Proposed Action, the analysis of the
Dune Alternative for hazardous waste cleanup activities only provides the
context for issues of concern related to exposure to hazardous waste at
Crissy Field associated with use resulting from site improvements made
under the proposed site plan. Detailed information about hazardous waste
contamination at Crissy Field and the Army’s cleanup activities can be
obtained at the address of the BRAC Environmental Office noted in Section
4.2.10.

The following human health and safety issue would be the same under the
Dune Alternative as under the Proposal. Refer to Section 4.2.10 fora
discussion of this issue. No additional human health and safety concerns are
specific to the Dune Alternative.

= Coordination of 'Timing of Crissy Field Site Plan Construction Activities
 with Arimy Remediation Activities

4.3.11 Scenic Resource Impacts

The following impacts related to scenic quality under the Dune Alternative
would be the same as under the Proposed Action. Refer to Section 4.2.11

for a discussion of these impacts. No additional m‘zg}am Oft seenic resources
are specific to the Dune Alternative.

»  Enhancement of Existing Views and Provision of New High-Quality
Views of the Project Site from within the Site Plan Area

«  Enhancement of Existing Views of the iject Site from Surrounding
Areas |

°  Enhancement of Existing Views and Provision of New High-Quality
Views of the Surrounding Area from the ?mjec‘t? Site

4.3.12 Cumulative Emzmrzmmmi
Effects

Cumulative effects of the Dune Alternative would be the same as those for
the Proposed Action, except that the Dune Alternative’s cumulative
contribution to regional efforts to enhance and restore native biclogical
communities would be focused on native dune restoration. It would not
include the cumulative benefit of restoring wetlands.
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ENCLOSURE A Page 1

LISTED AND PROPOSED ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES AND CANDIDATE
SPECIES THAT MAY OCCUR IN OR BE AFFECTED BY PROJECTS IN THE AREA OF
THE FOLLOWING SELECTED QUADS
Referencas Fils No. 1-1-86-TA-135
November 6, 1895

SAN FRANCISCO NORTH
Listed Species

Mammals
salt marsh harvest mouse, Reithrodontomys reviventris (E)
Hirds
American psregiins falcon, Falco peregrinus analum {E)
California brown pelican, Pelecanus occidentaljs californicus (E)
California clapper rail, Rallus longirostris obsoletus (E)
western snowy plover, Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus (T)
bald sagls, Haliaestus teucocephalus {T)
Fish
winter-run chinook salmon, Oncoriynchus tshawytscha (E)
winter-run chincok salmon crit. habitat, Oncorhynchus ishawytscha (E}
Delia smelt, Hypomesus franspacificus (T)
invertebrates
mission blue butierfly,  fcaricia icariodes missionensis E)
San Bruno elfin butterfly, Incisalia mossii baysnsis (E)
Plants
Presidio manzanita, Arciostaphyios hookeri ssp. ravenii {E)
marsh sandworl, Areneria paludicols (€)
Presidio clarkla, Clarkla franciscana (E)
beach layia, Layia camosa (E)
#arin dwarf-flax, Hesperolinon congestum (T)

Proposed Species
Amphibians

California red-legged frog, Rana eurora drayton! (PE)
Fish

Coho salmon, Oncorhynchus kisuich (PT)

Sacramento splittail, Pogonichifiys macrolepidotus (PT)
Planis

San Francisco lessingia, Lessingia germanorum (PE)

Candidate Species
Mammals )
greater western mastiff-bat, Eumops perotis califomnicus (2}
long-eared myotis bat, Myolis svotis (2)
fringed myotis bal. Myolis thysanodes (2)
long-legged myotis bat, Myolis volans (2)
Yuma myotis bat, Myolis yumanensis (2)
San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat, Neofoma fuscipes annectens (2)

ENCLOSURE A |

LISTED AND PROPOSED ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES AND CANDIDATE
SPECIES THAT MAY OCCUR i OR BE AFFECTED BY PROJECTS IN THE AREA OF
THE FOLLOWING SELECTED QUADS
Reference File No. 1-1-88. TA-135
MNovember 6, 1945

AUAD : 486C SAN FRANCISCO NORTH f

Candidate Species
fammals |
Pacific western big-eared bat, Plecolus lownssndii lownsandi (2)
Point Rayes Jumping mouse, Zapus Fiwlafus orerius (2)
Birds ‘
tricolored blackbird, Agelalus tricolor (2) |
Beil's sage sparrow, Amphisplza belli balli (2)
ferruginous hawk, Bufeo regalis (2)
litite willow flycatcher, Empidonax trailli brewsteri (2) |
saltmarsh common yellowthroat, Geothlypls fichas sinuosa (2)
black rali, Leferailus famaicensis (2) ]
Reptiles
northweslern pond turtle,  Clemmys mannorale mammorala (2)
southwestern pond turtle, Clemmys mermorata palica (2)
California horned lizard, FPhrynosome coronatum frontale _{2_)
Amphiblans
California tiger salamander, Ambysfoma californiense (1)
foothill yellow-iegged frog, Rana boyli (2)
Fish
fonglin smelt, Spirinchus thalelchthys (2)
Invertebratas
Opler's longhorn moth,  Adalla oplerella (2)
sandy beach tiger beetle, Clcindafle hirtioollis grevida (2)
globose dune beetle, Coelus globsus (2} |
Ricksecker's water scavenger bestls, Hydrochara rickseckeri (2}
bumblebee scarab beetls, Lichnenthe ursing (2)
Plants
San Francisco manzanita, Arcloslaphylos hooker ssp. francizcens (2)
San Francisco Bay spineflower, Chorizanihe cuspidaia vq%r. cuspidata (2)
San Francisco gumplant, Grindelfia hirsutula var, irm‘ifimé )
Kellogg's (wedge-leaved) horkelia, Horkelie cuneata ssp,%sen’cea {2}
adobe sanicle, Sanicula maritima (2) !
Marin chackermaliow, Sidalces hickmenii ssp. viridis (2)
Mission Delores campion, Silene verscunda ssp. verecunda (2)
San Francisco owl's-clover, Triphysaria floribunda (2)
San Francisco popcornflower, Plagiobathrys diffusus (2°)
alkali milk-vefch, Asfragalus tener ver. fener (2R) |
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'H"zt%i}?& A-1. Natlve Plant Species That Occur or May Be Used in Restoring Dune and Other Areas at Crissy Field

Scientific Name

Common Name

Scientific Name

Common Name

Northern Dune Scrub

Abronia latifolia*

Abronia umbellata*®
Achillea millefolium
Ambrosia chamissonis*
Amsinckia menziesii var. ing

Amsinckia spectabilis

Artemisia californica
Atriplex leucophylla
Baccharis pilularis*

Bromus carinatus var. mar

ermedia

timus

Camissonia cheiranthifolia ssp. cheiranthifolia*

Camissonia conforia
Camissonia micrantha
Camissonia ovata
Cardionema ramosissimum
Carex brevicaulis

Carex obnupta

Castilleja affinis

Castilleja wightii
Chenopodium californicum
Chlorogalum pomeridianum
Chorizanthe cuspidata

Cirsium occidentale

var. divaricatum

Coastal sand verbena
Sand verbena

White yarrow

Beach bur
Rancher’s fire
Seaside fiddleneck
California sagebrush
Beach saltbrush
Coyote brush
Seaside brome
Beach primrose
Broadleaf sun cups
Small primrose

Sun cup

Sand mat
Short-ligule sedge
Slough sedge
Coastal paintbrush
Wight's paintbrush
California goosefoot
Common soap plant
San Francisco Bay spineflower

Cobweb thistle

Cirsium quercetorum
Claytonia perfoliata
Croton californicus
Cryptantha leiocarpa
Danthoniu californica
Daucus pusillus
Dichelostemma congestum
Dudleya farinosa
Ericameria ericoides

Erigeron glaucus

‘Eriogonum latifolium

Eriophyllum staechadifolium
Erysimum franciscanum
Eschscholzia californica*
Festuca rubra

Gilia capirata var. chamissonis
Gnaphalium purpureum
Gnaphalium ramosissimum
Heracleum lanatum
Hesperevax sparsiflora
Hesperolinon californicum
Iris douglasiana

Lepidium nitidum*

Qak thistle

Miner’s lettuce
California croton
Cryptantha

California oatgrass

Wild carrot

Ookow

Coast live-forever
Heather goldenbush, mock heather
Seaside daisy, beach fleabane
Coast buckwheat

Seaside woolly sunflower
San Francisco wallflower
California poppy

Red molate fescue

Dune gilia

Purple everlasting
Cudweed

Cow parsnip

Evax

California dwarf flax
Douglas’ iris

Common peppergrass




Table A-1. Continued

Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name Common Name
Lessingia germanorum Lemmon’s lessingia Piperia elegans Elegant bog orchid
Leymus xvancouverensis® Leymus Plantago erecta California plantain
Linaria canudensis Blue toadflax Plantago maritima Pacifi¢ seaside plantain
Lotws scopariuy Deerweed Poa douglasii Douglas’ bluegrass
Lows wrangelianus Lotus Polygonum paronychia Knotweed

Lupinus albifrons Silver bush lupine Polypodium californicum California polypody fern

Lupinus arboreus™®
Lupinus bicolor
Lupinus chamissonis*®
Lupinus nanus™*
Lupinus variicolor
Marah fabaceus
Microseris bigelovii
Mimulus aurantiacis
Oenothera elata var. hookeri
Phacelia californica
Phacelia malvifolia

Phacelia ramosissima var. ramossisima

Yellow bush lupine
Bicolored lupine
Chamisso bush lupine
Douglas’ lupine
Many-colored lupine
Man-root

Bigelow’s microseris
Salmon monkeyflower
Hooker’s evening primrose
California coast phacelia
Stinging phacelia

Branching phacelia

Quercus agrifolia

Rubus ursinus

Rumex salicifolius*
Scrophularia californica
Sidalcea malvaeflora

Silene verecunda var. verecunda
Solidago spathulata
Tanacetum camphoratum
Toxicodendron diversilobum
Trifolium wormskioldii
Vicia gigantea

Wyethia angustifolia

Coast live oak
California blackberry
Willow dock

California figwort
Checker bloom

San Frjanciscu campion
Coast éoldenrod

Dune tansy
Poison-oak

Cows clover

Giant black vetch

Narrowleaf mule-ears

Transitional

Agoseris aparigivides var. aparigioides
Ambrosia chamissonis

Artemisia pycnocephala

Bromus carmiatus var. maritimus*

Camissonia cheiranthifolia ssp. cheiranthifolia

North coast seaside dandelion
Beach bur

Beach sagewort

Seaside brome

Beach primrose

Custilleja wightii
Dudleya furinosa
Erigeron glaucus
Eriogonum latifolium

Eschscholzia californica

Wight's paintbrush

Coast live-forever

Seaside daisy, beach fleabane
Coast buckwheat

Califomia poppy




‘Table A-1.

Continued

Scientific Name

Common Name

Scientific Name

Common Name

Leymus rriticoides
Lotus scoparius
Lupinus chamissonis

Phacelia distans

Creeping wildrye
Deerweed
Chamisso bush lupine

Wild heliotrope

Poa douglasii
Polygonum paronychia

Tanacenun camphoratum

Douglas’ bluegrass
Knotweed

Dune tansy

Northern

Foredunes

Abronia latifolia

Abronia umbellata
Achillea millefolium
Ambrosia chamissonis
Artemisia pycnocephala
Atriplex leucophylla
Baccharis pilularis
Camissonia cheiranthifolia
Camissonia conioria
Camissonia micrantha
Cardionema ramosissimum
Cuarex obnupta
Chenopodium californicum
Chorizanthe cuspidata
Clayronia perfoliata
Croton californicus
Cryptantha leiocarpa
Ericameria ericoides
Erigeron glaucus

Eriogonum latifolinm

ssp. cheiranthifolia

i

Coastal sand-verbena
Sand verbena

White yarrow

Beach bur

Beach sagewort

Beach séhbrush

Coyote brush

Beach primrose
Broadleaf sun cups

Small primrose

Sand mat

Slough sedge

California goosefoot

San Francisco spineflower
Red miner’s lettuce
California croton
Cryptantha

Goldenbush

Seaside daisy, beach fleabane

Coast buckwheat

Erysimum franciscanum
Eschscholzia caizfomiga
Festuca rubra

Fragaria chiloensis
Leymus mollis

Leymus xvancouverensis®
Linaria canadensis

Lotus scoparius

Lupinus albifrons
Lupinus chamissonis
Lupinus variicolor
Marah fubaceus
Microseris bigelovii
Oenothera elata var. hookeri
Pluntago maritima

Poa douglasii
Polygonum paronychia
Solidago spathulata

Tanacetum camphoratum

Eriophyllum staechadifolium var.

Seaside woolly sunflower
San Francisco wallflower
California poppy

Red fescue

Beach strawberry
American dunegrass
Leymus

Blue toadflax

Deerweed

Silver bush lupine
Chamisso bush lupine
Manycolored lupine
Man-root

Bigelow's microseris
Hooker's evening primrose
California plantain
Douglas’ bluegrass
Knotweed

Coast goldenrod

Dune tansy







Common Name

Scientific Name

Common Name

Tabie A-2. Bird Species That May Use Existing or Created Habitats at Crissy Field

Scientific Name

Northern Dune Scrub
Herring gull Larus argentatus Western gull* Larus occidentalis
Killdeer* Charadrius vociferus
Tidal Marsh
American coot Fulica americana Marbled godwit Lemosa fedoa

American avocet
Buffichead
Dunlin*
Forster's tern
Great blue heron
Great egret

Herring gull

Recurvirostra americana

Bucephala albeola
Calidris alpina
Sterna forsteri
Ardea herodias
Casmerodius albus

Larus argentatus

Northern pintail
Northern shoveler
Ruddy duck
Sanderling*
Snowy egret
Song sparrow

Western grebe*

Anas acuta

Anas clypeata
Oxyura jamaicensis
Culidris alba

Egretta thula

“Melospiza melodia

Aechmophorus occidentalis

Larus occidentalis

Killdeer* Charadrius vociferus Western guil*

Lesser scaup Aythya affinis Western sandpiper* Calidris mauri

Mallard Anas platyrhynchos Willet* Catoptrophorus semipalmatus
Northern Foredunes

Dunlin* Calidris alpina Sanderling* Calidris alba

Forster’s tern Sterna forsteri Western gull* Larus occidentalis

Herring guil

Killdeer*

Larus argentatus

Charadrius vociferis

Western sandpiper*

Willet*

Calidris mauri

Catoptrophorus semipalmaius




]

Common Name

Arrow goby

Batray

Bay pipefish

Jack mackerel
Jacksmelt

Leopard shark
Northern anchovy
Pacific herring
Pacific sardine
Rubberlip surfperch
Shiner surfperch
Spiny dogfish
Staghorn sculpin
Surfsmelt
Threespine stickleback
Topsmelt

Yellowfin goby

Table A-3. Fish Species That May Use Existing or
Created Habitats at Crissy Field

Scientific Name

Clevelandia ios
Myliobatis californica
Syngnathus leptorhynchus
Trachurus symmetricus
Atherinopsis californiensis
Triakis semifasciata
Engraulis mordax

Clupea harengus
Sardinops sagax
Rhacochilus taxotes
Cymatogaster aggregata
Squalus acanthias
Leptocottus armaius
Hypomesus pretiosus
Gasterosteus aculeatus
Atherinops affinis

Acanthogobius flavimanus




Table A-2. Continued

Common Mame Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name

Upland Areas (Native Shrubs and Herbaceous Perennials)

Northern harrier Circus cyaneus White-crowned sparrow Zonatrichia leucophrys

Red-winged blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus

Central Coast Riparian -

Allen’s hummingbird Selasphorus sasin Ruby-crowned kinglet Regulus éalendula

Anna’s hummingbird | Calyte anna Song sparrow Melospiza melodia L
Bushtit Psaltriparias minimus Yellow-rumped warbler Dendroica coronata

Red-winged blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus

|

l * Observed at Crissy Field.
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Table A-4. Selected Estuarine Invertebrates That May Use
Existing or Created Habitats at Crissy Field

Common Name

Red tube worm
Nephtyid polychaete
Spionid polychaete
Spionid polychaete
California horn snail
Gem clam

Bent-nosed clam
Soft-shelled clam
Japanese littleneck
Barnacles

Skeleton shrimp
Mud-burrowing amphipod
Tube-dwelling amphipod
Tube-dwelling amphipod
Bay shrimp

Dungeness crab

Mud crab

Purple shore crab

Brine flies

Scien(i;ﬁf: Name
Capitella capitata
Nephtys sp.

Pblya’o ra brachycephala
Streblospio benedicti
Cerethidia californica
Gemma gemma

Macoma nasute

Mya arenaria

Tupes japonica

Bulunus spp.

Caprella culifornica
Corophium spp.
Ampelisca milleri
Grandidierella japonica
Crangon franciscorum
Cancer magister
Hemigraspus oregonensis
Hemigraspus nudus

Ephydridae spp.
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0Ty United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Golden Gate Narional Recreavion Area
Eore Mason. San Francisco, California 94123

INRERLY BEFER TO

L75 (GOGA~RMPPC)

0CT 02 19

Dear Reviewer:

Enclosed is a copy of the Crissy Field Plan Staff Report and
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). The FONSI completes the
environmental review process for this project.

We would like to thank you for your participation in this process
and acknowledge the contributions of the public, and other agencies
and organizations in helping to shape this plan to reflect both the
needs of the community as well as the bkroader objecties of the
Presidio General Management Plan Amendmentc. The Crissy Field Plan

creates a vision that strikes a balance between recreaticnal,
ecological and cultural resource enhancements while accomodating
the current users of the site and retaining its wild and open
character.

If vou have questions about this document or the environmental
review process, please contact Park Planner Nancy Hornor at {415)
356-4137.

Sincerely,

NN e A

Robert Chandler
General Manager, Presidio Project

cc: CGGNRA Advisory Commission
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
CRISSY FIELD PLAN

This Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) has been prepared for implementation of the
National Park Service’s (NPS) proposed Crissy Field Plan at the Presidio of San Francisco in
the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA).

The FONSI is based on the analysis of impacts associated with development of Crissy Field
discussed in the Crissy Field Environmental Assessment (EA), dated June 1996, and input
received during the public scoping and comment periods. Comments received during the
public review period for the EA are summarized and responded to in a Staff -Report, ‘dated
September 1996. The EA, Staff Report and the Presidio General Management Plan Final EIS,
which the Crissy Field EA tiers off of, are incorporated by reference, as supporting documents
for this FONSI.

PROPOSED ACTION

The NPS proposes to develop an approximately 100 acre portion of Crissy Field, generally -
including the site from Mason Street north to the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, consistent
with the planning area concept described for Crissy Field in the approved Presidio General
Management Plan Amendment (GMPA).

The proposal includes improvements to the Golden Gate Promenade arid Mason Street, coastal
dune restoration; restoration of the 1920’s historic grass airfield; visitor amenities such as
picnic facilities, parking, trails, overlooks, restrooms, and rigging areas for boardsailing
equipment; removal of rubble on the beach; improvement of shoreline protection; and
construction of a 20 acre tidal marsh.

Improvements to the Mason Street/Marina Boulevard intersection, implementation of a water
shuttle dock at the Coast Guard Station, changes 1o traffic on Crissy Field Avenue, use of the
historic hangar buildings, and other improvements south of Mason Street which are identified
in the GMPA are outside of the scope of this action. They are functionally independent of this
proposal and their future implementation would not be precfuded by this action.

PUBLIC REVIEW

The proposed action was presented at the June [9, 1996 meeting of the GGNRA Advisory
Commission. A 45 day public review period ended on August 15, 1996. Verbal comments
were received at the July 17, 1996 Advisory Commission meeting. More than 290 written and
verbal comments were received and were evaluated and responded to in a Staff Report, which
was presented at the September 18, 1996 meeting of the GGNRA Advisory Commission.

In a unanimous vote, the Advisory Commission recommended approval of the proposed action

'_l



and completion of a FONSI. A summary of the comments and responses is included in the
Staff Report.

ALTERNATIVES

The EA considered a Dune Alternative and a No Action Alternative. The dune alternative
includes a stabilized dune field on the central portion of the site instead of a tidal marsh. The
_EA also included discussion of several alternatives which were considered but rejected, through
the public scoping process, as well as through additional analysis during preparation of the EA.
These alternatives were rejected because they were not considered feasible or would not result
in fewer environmental impacts than the proposal. The proposed action is the most consistent
with the concept identified in the GMPA and best balances competing needs and uses.

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Following is a summary which briefly presents the reasons why the proposed action will not
have a significant impact on the human environment. A more detailed analysis supporting this
conclusion is included in the EA and Staff Report.

Environmental effects of the alternatives were evaluated in the EA, including impacts on land
use, recreation, cultural resources, geomorphology and soil, water resources, biological
resources, transportation, air quality, noise, human health, safety and the environment, scenic
resources and cumulative impacts. Analysis in the EA determined that there would not be
significant impacts to land use because the proposed action is consistent with relevant plans
and policies, and the change in availability of the helipad is less than significant because other
options exist to accommodate the relatively small existing routine medical emergency use.
Impacts to recreation were determined to be minor and temporary - inconveniences or
improvements over existing conditions. Changes to the configuration of the shoreline through
removal of rubble and construction of a tidal marsh channel were found not to have significant
impacts. ‘Biological impacts were found to be less than significant because of the improvement
over existing conditions, the design elements to avoid conflict, and the replacement of disturbed
or lost natural habitats. No special status species would be affected. Transportation impacts,
including cumulative traffic impacts and changes in parking were found to be less than
significant because adequate parking, consistent with the GMPA, is provided, and because of
mitigation incorporated into the proposal and in the GMPA EIS to reduce traffic and manage
parking. Impacts to human health, safety and the environment as a result of implementation
of the plan will not be significant because NPS will coordinate plan implementation with the
Army’s environmental remediation, and other mitigation measures are incorporated into the
proposed action.

Implementation of the Crissy Field Plan would not resuit in significant adverse impacts on the
environment, because the project design avoids impacts and the plan incorporates mitigation
measures for potential adverse impacts.



In addition to mitigation incorporated into the proposed action and identified in the EA, the
GMPA EIS identified a number of mitigation measures that are relevant to the Crissy Field
plan. To address traffic and transportation systems, NPS committed to ongoing monitoring of
traffic and travel modes, development and implementation of a comprehensive travel demand
management program to reduce traffic growth, pursuing improvements to transit service, and
development and implementation of a parking management program. These mitigation
measures are underway. The GMPA EIS also incorporated mitigation to protect archeological
resources, reduce construction impacts including noise and air quality and protect.biological -
resources.

FINDING

In response to comments received during the public review period, as well as public input
received at the September 18 GGNRA Advisory Commission meeting, NPS has further
considered the range of alternatives, the significance of the potential impacts that may be
generated by the proposed action, and the possible need to prepare a supplemental site specific
environmental impact statement (SEIS) for the implementation of the Crissy Field Plan. Based
on this detailed review, as reflected in the September, 1996 Staff Report and the June, 1996
EA, NPS conciudes that appropriate alternatives to the proposed plan have been analvzed, and
that the proposal will not generate any significant new or different environmental impacts
requiring preparation of an SEIS.

The proposed Crissy Field Plan does not constitute an action which would normally require
the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement. [t is tiered off of and is consistent with
the GMPA/FEIS, which previously analyzed and provided mitigation for impacts on traffic and
transportation svstems, the National Historic Landmark District, archeology, air quality, noise,
and human health, safety and the environment.

The proposal will not have a significant impact on the human environment. There are no
significant unmitigated adverse impacts on public health, public safety, threatened or
endangered species, sites listed on:the National Register of Historic Places or other unique
characteristics of the region. [mplementation of the action will not violate any federal, state
or local law. Therefore, in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, an
Environmental Impact Statement will not be prepared.

W 2 Octrbins 1994

Appr

Brian O’Netll Date

enera rintenden Golden Gate National Recreation Area
% /s / = / TL
Robert Chandier Date

eneral Manager, Presidio Project






CRISSY FIELD FONSI
IMPACT/MITIGATION MATRIX

This Impact/Mitigation Matrix includes impacts identified in the
Crissy Field Environmental Assessment that require mitigation.
It does not repeat mitigation already identified in the General
Management Plan Amendment/Environmental Impact Statement.

Land Uge Impacts 77770 ¢
Phase out of helipad use for
emergencies not related to the
operation of the park.

Recreation Impacts
Impacts associated with off-
leash dog use.

=

The NPS will work with the
City of San Francisco to
identify other options to
accommodate emergencies not
related to the operation of
the park. NPS will continue
to consult and work ,
collaboratively with the S.F.
Planning Department, Emergency
Management Services Agency,
the Office of Emergency
Services and other emergency
response organizations to
assist them in their efforts
to effect a smooth transition
from the routine use of Crissy
Field as a helipad.

NPS will work with the SpCA
and dog walker representatives
to begin an active education
program as soon as possible.

NPS will enforce voice control
and clean up reguirements, and
will monitor the results of
these efforts. This
information will be
periodically re-evaluated and
management adjustments made
where necessary, bringing any
proposed changes in off leash
dog access to the Advisory
Commission.



Impacts to Cultural Resources
Potential to affect unknown
archeological resources and
cultural resources sites.

Construction activities in the
vicinity of the 0ld Mason
Street railroad tracks.

Geomorphology and Soils
Potential for siltation and
closure of the tidal marsh
inlet channel.

Documentary research and test
excavations will be conducted
in the location of the
historic Quartermaster wharves
and prehistoric site CA-SAR-6
to assist in identifying and
avoiding significant remains

~at these sites during project

implementation. NPS will
implement the archeological
monitoring program designed in
accordance with the 1554
Programmatic Agreement. In
the event of discovery of
either prehistoric sites or
burials, consultation would be
initiated immediately with
apprepriate Native American
groups in accordance with the
National Historic Preservation
Act and the Native American
Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act.

The location of the buried
tracks is known; they will be
avoided during construction.
The tracks will be covered
with asphalt or soil to
protect them from future
disturbance.

NPS will monitor conditions
and periodically mechanically
excavate accumulated sand, if
necessary.

If future maintenance
frequency of the marsh channel
becomes problematic, NPS will
address construction of a
culverted channel in a
separate environmental
document which evaluates other
alternatives including
expansion of the marsh or
allowing it to become
intermittently tidal.



Geomorphology and Soils
(continued)

Potential changes in shoreline
configuration resulting from
removal and reconfiguration of
bayshore rubble and
‘construction of tidal marsh
inlet channel.

Water Resources

Potential exposure of aquatic
organisms in the tidal marsh
to hazardous substances in
shallow groundwater.

Potential short-term water
guality impacts associated
with construction activities.

o

Rubble will be retained or
replaced with' engineered
structures where needed for
shore protection. The
existing outfall at the East
Beach will be replaeed—with a
groin structure to protect the
beach.

If the tidal marsh were to be
closed for longer than several
days, the NPS would monitor
conditions and, if necessary,
prerform mechanical maintenance
to open the channel to ensure
adequate tidal flushing and
dilution of remaining
contamination to negligible-
concentrations.

Cleanup of contaminated areas
at Crissy field is the
obligation of the Axmy. The
Army will monitor contaminant
levels in the project area.
If levels are found to exceed
risk criteria, the Army will
identify and implement
appropriate corrective
measures, Such as constructing
subsurrace barriers,
impermeable soil caps, or
interceptor drains.

(See mitigation under Human
Health, Safety and the
Environment) .

The NPS will comply with the
conditions of ths National
Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES)
general construction activity
stormwater permits, including
implemencing =zrosion control
plans and stormwater pollution
prevention plans. Routine
monitoring and raporting of
BMP performance will be
conducted by NP8 pursuant to
the NPDES permics.



Biological Resource Impacts
Potential land. use conflict
between intense visitor use
areas and natural habitat of
the created marsh within the
- —-proposed site plan area.

Loss of 2.6 acres otf
foredunes.

Removal of non-native trees
and shrubs.

Transportation Impacts
Potential addition of trarfic
to the roadway system as a
result of visitor trips and
construction-related trips.

The design incorporates
features (barrier fencing,
dense vegetation, location of
boardwalks, self-closing
gates, etc.) that will reduce

.potential user/value

conflicts. - R

Native plants will be salvaged
where feasible and native dune
communities will be restored.

Palm trees will be relocated
to other Presidio or offsite
locations. Other tres species
will be planted during
implementation of the project.
Tree removal will avoid bird
nesting season.

The expected increase in
visitor trips to the project
site is within the traffic
projections analyzed in the
Presidio GMPA\EIS. The design
incorporates traffic calming
features including narrower
lanes and curves on Mason
Street.

Monitoring of cut through
traffic on Mason Street will
continue, to confirm the
success of traffic calming
featurss in the proposed
design. As a separate action,
the NPS will give serious
consideration to other
measures to further reduce
traffic on Mason Street, such
as directional changes or
closurs of Crissy Field
Avenue. .



Transportation Impacts
(continued)

Reduction of total available
parking for day-to-day use at
Crissy Field north of Mason
Street (during and post
project construction) .

N?S will continue ongoin
monitoring of traffic and
travel modes, development and
implementation of a
comprehensive Travel Demand
Management {(TDM) program to
reduce traffic growth,
pursuing improvements to
transit service, and

development - and: implementation—

of a comprehensive parking
management program to support
TDM and transit objectives
while minimizing parking
related impacts to the park
and its neighbors.

Temporary parking areas will

be identified. Construction

activities are expecrted to be
sequenced so as not Lo occur

at the same time.

NPS will continue to develop
and implement a parking
management plan which will
include special event parking.
Design details, intluding
signage, will be developed to
provide for appropriate
separation of recreational
space and parking at East
Beach to assure that the
intended parking for 400
vehicles is accommodated.
Other appropriate management
strategies will be developed
as needed.



Transportation Impacts
(continued)

Reduction of total available
parking space at Crissy Fiel
for special evencs.

d

Air Quality

Increased air pollutant
emissions from construction
activities.

Noise Impacts
Increased noise lsvels during
construction.

o

parking lots.

Event sponsors may be raguired
to provide special transit
services during their events
to reduce expected parking
demand and promote the use of
public transit and remote
NPS will
continue to develop and
implement a Travel Demand
Management program and a
parking management plan which
will include special event
parking. Design details,
including signage, will be
developed to provide for
appropriate separation of
recreational space and parking
at East Beach to assure that
the intended parking for 400
vehicles is.accommodated.

NPS will require construction
contractors to use
construction equipment that
adheres to stricter smissions
standards for No, or reduce
the number of pieces of
equipment being operated each
day.

Measures will be implemented
to reduce fugitive dust
emissions including: watering
the construcrion site, use of
dust pallatives, and daily
covering of areas not
undergoing construction
activity.

Construction operations will
comply with the City of San
Francisco's Noise Ordinance,
which limits day and night
time construction noise
levels.



Impacts on Human Health,
Safety and the Environment.
Potentiazl exposure of humans
and/or tidal marsh aguatic

life to hazardous substances.

l-.i

NPS will coordinate timing of
implementation with Army
remediation efforts. NPS

construction activitiés will

follow the Army's remediation
activities where necessary.

New information regarding the
Army's cleanup program will be
evaluated as it becomes
available to determine if
significant new impacts would
result. Additional
environmental analysis and
public review will be
performed, if necessaxy.

NPS will continue to work with
State and Federal regulators
and the Army in the detailed
design phase of the plan to
coordinate plan implementation
with cleanup, and to identify
any additional
modifications/mitigation.

NPS will regquest the Army to
maintain emergency funds and
capability to respond to such
discoveries.

If necessary, the NPS will
require the contractor
performing plan implementation
to have the capability to
handle hazardous waste.

NPS will review the final
Remedial Investigation Report
in consultation with
regulatory agenciass to ensure
that there are no new impacts
that have not been addressed
in the Environmental
Assessment. Any new impacts
will be addresssed and
mitigated where possible.



Impacts on Human Health,
Safety and the Environment
(continued}.

Potential for mosguito

generation/rodent problems.

-

[

During the design phase, NPS
will perform additional
independent analyses as
needed.

NPS will develop a Contingency

..Plan to address how hazardous

substances encountered during
the construction phase will be
handled.

NPS will develop a Health and
Safety Plan for the project to
address worker safety during
construction.

The tidal marsh will include
design features to minimize
mosgquito breeding habitat, to
maintain adeguate flushing, to
prevent stagnation of water,
and to maintain a healthy fish
population.

NPS will continue to work with
mosquito abatement districts
during the design phase of the
marsh to identify appropriate
monitoring and a
contingency/response plan to
address any future mosguito or
rodent issues in the unlikely
event that they arise.



Crissy Field Environmental Assessment

Staff Report

~Introduetion . . T oot . . ot T T T
This Staff Report is an interim step in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process between the
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) or Notice of Intent (NOI) to
prepare and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Although not a specific NEPA requirement, the Staff Report
facilitates the public and Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) Advisory Commission invoivement
in the decision making process, and has often been used by GGNRA when an EA is prepared for a project for
which there is srong public interest. -

[t inciudes the following:

1. Summary of the public comment. both written comments and verbal testimony from the July 17 Advisory
Commission meeting.

[§)

Identification of issues raised by public comment, where Advisory Commission action is appropriate or
which influence the decision regarding whether to adopt the proposed action, and whether to conciude
this process with a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) or a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an
EIS.

Discussion of the issues, including response/clarification or recommendation for resofution such as a
modification to the design or incorporation of additional mitigation.

il

4. The staff's recommendation 1o the decision maker, GGNRA General Superintendent Brian O'Neill,
regarding whether an EIS is required, which alternative should be chosen, and modifications to the
project which should be added based on public comment. :

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENT

Following is a summary of public comment on the Crissy Field Environmental Assessment (EA,) received during
the 45 day public comment period which ended on Awngust 15, 1996, including comments from the July 17
meeting of the GGNRA Advisory Commission as well as wrirten comments. Comments were received from 58
agencies and organizations and 233 individuals. (Note: there is some overlap in comments from individuals, since
a few people presented both written and oral comments).

As indicated in this summary, the proposed plan was strongly endorsed by the public, with a majority of the
comments indicating overall support for the entire plan or selected plan elements. Concemns were raised on some
plan components. particularly related to traffic and parking, the tidal marsh, the width of the bike path, dog
walking, and environmental remediation.

General support for proposed action 39 agencies/organizations
198 individuals



Raising concerns on specific plan

issues or not stating a preference for

an alternative 18 agencies/organizations
22 individuals

Supporting the Dune Alternative 1 organization
Supporting the No Action Alternative 5 individuals

- 8 individuals . .

Opposing the tidal marsh
Agencies and Organizations Offering General Support of the Proposed Plan

_American Aviation Historical Society

American Institute of Architects

American Society of Landscape Architects

California Alpine Club

California Department of Fish and Game

California Native Plant Society

California Waterfow] Association

Ducks Unlimited, Inc.

Energy Foundation

Environmental Forum of Marin

Exploratorium

Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage
Golden Gate Audubon Society

Independent Documentary Group

International Urban Estuary Network

KQED Center for Education and Lifelong Learning
League of Women Voters, San Francisco

Marin Audubon Society

Marin Conservation League

Mission Creek Conservancy

Mount Diablo Audubon Society

National Audubon Society

National Parks and Conservation Association

National Trust for Historic Preservatidn

Presidio Heights Association of Neighbors

Public Trust Group

San Francisco Bay Joint Venture

San Francisco Boardsailing Association

San Francisco Park and Open Space Advisory Commirtee
San Francisco Planning Department

San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association
Save San Francisco Bay Association

Sierra Club, Marin and San Francisco chapters and Presidio Task Force
Three Circles Center for Multicultural Environmental Education
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Ecological Services and Wildlife Refuge)
U.S. Windsurfing Association



Agencies and Organizations Supporting the Dune Alternative
Cow Hollow Association
Agencies and Organizations Commenting on Specific Plan Issues/ No Stated Preference for an Alternative

Arc Ecology (environmental remediation)
Bicycle Comununity Project (widen bike path)

-Bicycle Mass-(widen bike path)- - . e

California Department of Transportatlon (trafﬁc)

California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Conwol{environmental remediation)
Council on America’s Military Past (oppose wetlands, greater focus on airfield)

Deparment of the Army, DLI and Presidio of Monterey (airfield restoration/interpretation)

Department of the Army, BRAC Environmental Office (environmental restoration)

Fort Point/Presidio Historical Association (interpretation of airfield history, design  of airfield restoration)
Marina Civic Improvement and Property Owners Association (impact of traffic and parking on neighborhood)
Marin/Sonoma Mosquito and Vector Control District (mosquito control)

Marina Neighborhood Association (impacts of off-leash dogs)

Preserve the Marina Campaign (traffic impacts on Marina) -

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition (widen bike path)

San Francisco County Transportation Authority (Doyle Drive reconstruction schedule)

St. Francis Yacht Club (parking and sedimentation of vacht harbor)

SF Bureau of Environmental Health Management (mosquitos) »

SF Planning Department/Office of Environmental Review (traffic impacts, helipad, GMPA consistency, impacts
to SF Yacht Club/harbor and neighborhood)

ISSUES

.Issues were identified based on:

1 NEPA relévance: comunents addressing the adequacy of the document, range of alternatives, necessity
to prepare an EIS.

2. Comments or questions which indicated clarification regarding information in the EA was desirable.
3. Comments which by their frequency indicated a strong public interest or concern.
4. Comments which affect the decision regarding adoption of the proposed action or the substantive policy

choice to be made by the National Park Service.
ISSUES RELATED TO THE SCOPE OF THE EA AND THE NEPA PROCESS

Some commenters raised NEPA issues addressing the scope of the EA or the need to prepare an EIS. The
specific NEPA issues raised in these comments are addressed below. Other NEPA issues raised in public
comuments are addressed by topic of concem in the following secrions.

I. Improper tiering and need for an EIS.

One individual stated that the EA was improperly tiered from the EIS because the commenter felt that the
beneficial impacts of the project were significant and in the comumenter’s view an EIS should have been prepared.
CEQ regulations allow for tiering of environmental documents. A site specific environmental analysis can be

-
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tiered from a broader environmental impact statement such as the GMPA/EIS. [mpacts related to the proposed
action were identified and discussed, and mitigation identified in the GMPA/EIS. As provided for in the CEQ
regulations, this EA was prepared to determine whether a supplemental, site specific EIS is required. WNo
significant new, greater or different impacts have been identified which were not previously addressed in the
GMPAJEIS. Accordingly, staff believes that a site specific EIS is not required.

2. Range of alternmatives

Several commenters questioned the adequacy of the range of alternatives evaluated in the EA, specifically stating
that additional NEPA evaluation was, in their opinion, required or desirable. These comments focused on the
. following alternatives: . o _ S - . - -

Larger Planning Area. One commenter suggested that the altemartive of a plan for the entire 150 acre
site was not properly excluded. In section 2.4.1, the EA identified several reasons why this alternative
was considered but rejected. NEPA allows the screening of alternatives and in tiering from a broader
programmatic document, selection of smaller, site specific alternatives. The entire area was addressed
from a NEPA perspective in the GMPA EIS as a conceptual alternative, and the EA confirms the
compatibility of this first phase of implementation with full implementation of the concept as in the
approved GMPA. The proposed action evaluated in the EA is functionally independent and does not
preclude options for later actions in the portion of the site south of Mason Street. This alternative would
not have fewer environmental impacts than the alternatives evaluated in the EA.

" Freshwater Marsh. An individual commenter suggested that the alternative of a freshwater marsh
should be fully discussed. The EA, in 2.4.2 discusses the rationale for excluding a freshwater marsh
from further consideration, citing the analysis in the 1995 Feasibility Study which identified several
reasons that this alternative was found not to be feasible. This altemative would not have fewer
environmental impacts than the alternatives evaluated in the EA, and was properly eliminated from
further consideration.

Sever Mason Street. The Sierra Club suggested that the EA was should have provided alternatives to
eliminate cut through traffic on Mason Street and believed that cut thorough traffic on Mason Street has
significant noise and air quality impacts. Sierra Club Presidio Task Force and 6 individuals suggested
closing Mason Street to through waffic west of the commissary.

Cut through traffic on Mason Street is an existing condition and the EA does not suggest any change to
Mason Street which would result in new or significant impacts. Impacts of noise and air quality were
evaluated in the GMPA/EIS, which inciudes the retention of Mason Street as a through route.
Monitoring of cut through traffic on Mason Street shows that it is not significant. The EA in section
2.4.3 discusses the rauionale for rejecting the alternative which would not allow through automobile
traffic on Mason Street. This conclusion was based on a traffic impact analysis referenced in the EA
which concluded that elimination of through traffic on Mason Street would resuit in significant impacts
to traffic on Lincoln Boulevard. Since this altermative would have greater environmental impact, it was
properly eliminated from further consideration. A further clarification of the impacts of this suggestion
which resulted in its being rejected is included in the discussion of traffic issues in this staff report.

Close Marina Gate to All Automobile Traffic. Marina Civic Improvement and Property Owners
Association (MCIPOA) stated that the EA was not adequate because it did not evaluate an alternative
which would close the Marina gate to all automobile traffic. MCIPOA incorrectly states that the Marina
gate was historically closed to public automobile traffic. This alternative was not suggested during the
scoping process for this EA, or during the GMPA/EIS process. [t would not be consistent with the
GMPAV/EIS and in itself is likely to have impacts which would be significant. MCIPOA further supports
the consideration of this altermative in an amended EA or EIS as mitigation for what it feels are
unmitigated and unanalyzed cumulative impacts to Marina Boulevard as a small contribution to traffic
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including commute and residential warfic (see 73 below). The traffic and parking section of this staff
report provides a more specific response to the traffic and parking issues raised by this comment. This
alternative would have greater environmental impacts than the alternatives addressed in the EA, and is
not considered feasible. Staff recommends against amending the EA or preparing an EIS to further
anaiyze this alternative.

3. Failure to address cumulative traffic impacts/ impacts to Marina neighborhood.
Preserve the Presidio Campaign stated that impacts to the Marina neighborhood were not adequately addressed
and that an EIS should be prepared. Marina Civic improvement and Property Owmers Association (MCIPOA)

.~ also stated that the EA was inadequate because of its failuré to disclose and mitigate ciimilative traffic impacts

to Marina Boulevard. ‘

The GMPA/EIS included both an analysis of and mitigation for traffic impacts, including cumulative traffic
impacts, to neighborhoods outside of the Presidio boundary. The EA incorporates by reference the GMPA/EIS
and supporting documents including the Presidio Transportation Planning and Analysis Technical Report. The
EA, in section 4.2.12 and 4.3.12 also addresses cumulative impacts. No new significant, greater or different
impacts were identified that were not previously addressed in the GMPA/EIS. The specific traffic concerns raised
in these comment letters are addressed in the traffic section of this staff report.

4, Consistency with San Francisco Master Plan

Marina Civic Improvement and Property Owners Association (MCIPOA) states that the EA is inadequate because
it fails to discuss impacts to the SF Master Plan. Consistency with the SF Master Plan is addressed in the EA
at 3.1.3.3. Although not specifically addressed in the EA, consistency with the Transportation Element policy
cited by MCIPOA, "to reduce impacts of automobile traffic in and around parks and along shoreline recreation
areas"”, is accomplished through the mtigation included in the GMPA/EIS and in the traffic calming feanires of
the proposed plan such as narrowing traffic lanes and altering the alignment of Mason Street, provision of a
separate bike path, as well as through the screening provided in the proposed plan by vegetation and landforms.

5. An EIS should be prepared.
MCIPQOA, Preserve the Presidio Campaign and one individual specifically state that, in their opinion, an EIS is
required for the Crissy Field Plan. The following reasons were cited by one or more of these commenters:

Commenter felt that significant beneficial impacts would resuit. There are no new significant beneficial
environmental impacts not already addressed in the GMPA/EIS.

Commenter felt that a significant resource (Marina Green) would be impacted by the proposed plan.
There are no impacts to Marina Green beyond those disclosed in GMPA/EIS.

In the commenter’s view, traffic and parking impacts on Marina Boulevard are controversial. We do not
apree that traffic impacts associated with the proposed plan are controversial, or that there are significant
new impacts not previously addressed in the GMPA/EIS.

Commenter felt that a precedential decision is involved. We do not agree with the commenter that the
proposed plan sets a precedent regarding future decisions related to the Marina/Mason/Lyon/Doyle Drive
intersection, Doyle Drive reconstruction or other traffic patterns, beyond the precedent already set in the
decisions in the GMPA and already evaluated in the EIS. [n defining the planning area from Mason
Street north, NPS has retained flexibility regarding future decisions for this area.

An EIS is required to address cumulative traffic impacts to Marina Boulevard and include mitigation.
This is addressed above and in the waffic/parking section of Staff Reporr.



6. The NEPA Process was flawed:

MCIPOA stated that the NEPA process was flawed because a 1993 planning schedule indicated that the process
would conclude with a FONSI. The comment acknowledged that the EA clearly states that the process couid
conciude either with a FONSI or a Notice of Intent to prepare and EIS. We feel that the process was not flawed
in this regard and that NPS was fully aware that the analysis in the EA could result in a decision to prepare an
EIS.

Conclusion: Careful consideration of the NEPA issues raised confirms that they have been adequately

- addressed -in-the-EA-or-in-the- GMPA/FEIS-which-is incorporated by reference—in" the ' EA. The range of

afternatives analyzed in detail in the EA properly excludes those suggested by the commenters.
TRAFFIC AND PARKING

Traffic and parking concemns, including confusion regarding information in the EA were expressed by several
commenters. Transportation was a major part of the GMPA planning effort and influenced many of the decisions
reflected in the final plan.

Analysis of the alternatives in the Crissy Field EA included a confirmation of GMPA/EIS land use assumptions
which were the basis for projections of traffic in the years 2000 and 2010, and concluded, as noted in the EA,
that waffic associated with the alternatives in the EA were within these projections.

The issues identified by staff, or information requiring clarification include the following:

1. The EA should have evaluated an ailternative to eliminate rather than reduce cut through traffic on
Mason Street. Many individuals as well as Siema Club Presidio Task Force (SCPTF), Presidio Heights
Association of Neighbors and National Parks and Conservation Association (NPCA) noted concerns about cut
through traffic (traffic on Mason Street not destined for Crissy Field, but using Crissy Field as an alternative route
to other destinations, primarily the Golden Gate Bridge). Many of these commenters suggested ending Mason
Street at the commissary and a few suggested closing Crissy Field Avenue to motor vehicles.

Marina Civic Improvement and Property Owmers Association (MCIPOA) suggested closing the Marina gate to
all automobile maffic, incorrectly stating that the Marina gate has been historically closed to automobile traffic.
The Marina gate was a predominantly open gate under military operation, closing only for periods of emergency
(war) or for operational needs, including night time closure during some periods.

The EA cites a 1992 through-traffic analysis which indicated that eastbound pass-through traffic is very light, and
westbound traffic is also very light except during periods of significant congestion westbound on Doyle Drive.
The GMPA commits to periodic monitoring of traffic to assess impacts and benefits of implementing the plan.
The GMPA also commits to keeping ail existing entrances open, (0 maintain an equitable distribution of traffic.
A 1996 traffic count shows that all Presidio gateways carry some degree of pass-through traffic. The data shows
that under normal conditions, 8% of westbound Mason weekday traffic (7% on weekends) passes through the
Presidio to the Golden Gate Bridge. Only 2% of eastbound Mason traffic passes through from the bridge to the
Mason gateway (weekdays and weekends). Changes to Mason Street proposed in the Crissy Field Plan are
designed to slow traffic and discourage its use as a pass-through route, further minimizing its already low
percentage of pass-through traffic.

All of the traffic studies and analyses conducted to date for Presidio planning indicate that closure of any park
entrance would be undesirable because it would shift significant amounts of traffic onto adjacent entrance routes.
For example, closure of the Marina gate would be expected to adversely affect the Gorgas and Lombard entrances,
as well as many of the nearby routes to and from the gates, both inside and outside the park boundaries. Traffic
models and the accompanying analyses also clearly indicate that closure of any of the major routes within the
Presidio will have the undesirable effect of shifting significant traffic loads onto adjacent roadways. As a result,
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closure of Mason Streer near the commissary, as considered but rejected in the Crissy Field EA, would create
adverse impacts to Lincoin Boulevard and several connecting streets and intersections. The traffic impacts
analysis for Crissy Field, cited in the EA, clearly indicated that the resulting impacts to Lincoln Boulevard wouid
be very serious, adversely affecting bicycle and pedestrian traffic in addition to auto traffic.

Crissy Field Ave. is outside the scope of the proposed action, however the proposed plan does not preclude
modifications, such as those identified in the GMPA to change the direction of traffic flow to further reduce cut
through rraffic. Monitoring of cut through traffic on Mason Street will continue, to confirm the success of maffic
calming features in the proposed design. As a separate action, NPS will give serious consideration to other

measures to further reduce traffic_on Mason. Street, such as directional changes or closure .of Crissy.Field Avenue._ ...

2. Lyon/Mason/Marina/Doyle Drive intersection safety concerns. Several commenters including St. Francis
Yacht Club, NPCA, and several individuals urged a more proactive role on the part of NPS in resolving the issue
of safery improvements at this intersection.

Although this intersection lies largely outside of NPS boundaries and authority, and is outside the scope of the
proposed action, NPS will take a proactive role in working with the City to identify interim safety improvements
which can be implemented pending a more comprehensive, long term design solution. In addition, during the
design development, NPS will expiore additional safety improvements to Mason Street which can be made as part
of this plan.

3. Impact of Crissy Field improvements on Marina Boulevard Traffic MCIPOA commented that Crissy Field
users contribute 10 significant cumulative traffic impacts on Marina Boulevard traffic and that the plan and EA
do not mitigate this impact. Suggested mitigation focused on the closure of the Mason St. gate to automobile
maffic. '

The traffic impacts analysis for the Crissy Field EA specifically compared land use and trip generation potential
for the proposed action against that addressed in the Presidio GMPA. The analysis showed that the proposal is
generally consistent in these terms, and the traffic which would result from the proposal is consistent with
projections in the GMPA. The GMPA addressed cumulative impacts of traffic growth outside the Presidio, and
committed to mitigation including ongoing monitoring of traffic and travel modes, development and
implementation of a comprehensive Travel Demand Management (TDM) program to reduce traffic growth, a
commitment to pursuing improvements to transit service, and development and implementation of a
comprehensive parking management program to support TDM and transit objectives while minimizing parking
related impacts to the park and its neighbors. All of these mitigation efforts are under way 10 address Presidio
wide tratfic growth. projected in the GMPA, with which this plan is consistent.

4. Clarify the parking information in the EA, and- how it relates to the GMPA/EIS parking. Discuss
location of special event parking and how it will be accommodated. The City of San Francisco Planning
Department letter raised these issues, (Figure I)

Parking provided for in the proposed action is consistent with the parking needs identified in the GMPA. The
GMPA calls for 1,760 parking spaces in the entire |50-acre Crissy Field planning area, which includes about 50
acres south of Old Mason Street - outside the scope of the proposed action. The GMPA recommended a
distribution of parking spaces throughout Crissy Field in relation to anticipated demand. That allocation called
for about 500 spaces at east Crissy Field, about 350 in the vicinity of the Palace of Fine Arts, about 350 spaces
near the Commissary south of Mason Street, about 300 spaces south of Old Mason around Stillweil Hall, and
about 260 spaces at the west end of the historic airfield extending out to Torpedo Wharf.

The traffic impacts analysis for the Crissy Field EA verified that travel demand. and therefore parking demand
for the proposal in the EA was consistent with projections in the GMPA. The Crissy Field plan provides 400

of the 500 recommended east Crissy parking spaces north of Mason Street, and the remaining i00 spaces south
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of Mason west of the warehouses. This arrangement witl conveniently meet normal demand while minimizing
impacts 1o the area. [t will also meet peak demand, with slightly less convenience to the peak-period users, which
is consistent with travel demand management strategies that are built into both planning efforts.

The 700 spaces recommended in the GMPA in the vicinity of the Palace of Fine Arts and central Crissy south
of Mason Street near the Commissary are outside the EA planning area, and will be addressed in the future in
Doyle Drive reconstruction planning efforts. [n the meantime, existing parking spaces in these areas will continue
to meet projected demand. Similarly, 300 spaces recommended in the GMPA for the area around Stillwell Hall
south of Old Mason Street are also outside the EA planning area. Existing parking in this area will also continue
. to.be available throughout Crissy Field development. '

Finally, the 260 parking spaces recommended in the GMPA for the area west of the historic airfield to Torpedo
Wharf inciudes some parking tw be developed south of Mason among the historic hangars, with the rest to be
north of Mason around the Coast Guard Station and farther west at Torpedo Wharf. The Crissy Field EA plan
includes continued use of 30 existing parking spaces at the Coast Guard Stat ion, the potential addition of 20
spaces east of the Coast Guard Station in response to public comment (see page 10) and 160 spaces at Torpedo
Wharf, which is consistent with parking demand expected at those locations. An additional 50-70 spaces
(depending on whether 20 spaces are added adjacent to the Coast Guard Station) will eventually be developed
around the hangars outside this planning area. As in the other cases, existing parking in this area will continue
to be available throughout Crissy Field development.

The Presidio's GMPA aiso called for 200 special event overflow parking spaces to be located on the airfield.
The Crissy Field EA specifically concludes that use of the restored airfield for overflow parking is not desirable
or necessary. This need for event parking can be satisfied through event management and the Presidio’s parking
management pian, which will require event scheduling and shurtle services sufficient to utilize large parking areas
south of Old Mason Street on Crissy Field (350 spaces planned for central Crissy) and those within the main post
(1,782 spaces planned) and Letterman (1,554 spaces pianned) planning areas, for whatever events generate the
need for that overflow parking. Crissy Field parking observations conducted during several special events since
the GMPA was completed indicate that the need for spaces beyond the planned 1,760 should be relatively rare,
easy to identify in advance, and therefore feasible to address with the parking management plan coordinated
through the GGNRA Special Park Uses Group (SPUG) which handles event permiming. Event guidelines
regarding size will be determined to assure consistency with the GMPA.

5. A parking management plan is needed to address parking issues including special event parking,
accommodating peak recreational demand and managing parking to discourage unnecessary automobile
trips and reduce impacts on neighborhoods. This was specifically recommended by the SF Planning
Depariment. The Planning Department, the St. Francis Yacht Club and many individuals also expressed the need
to manage the grass parking at the east beach to avoid competition between recreational uses and parking or
expressed concerns about whether the design would be able to assure that the unstructured space would
accommodate the desired number of vehicles were also expressed.

In the GMPA/EIS, the NPS committed to development and implementation of a parking management program
for the Presidio. Implementation of this commitment has already begun, in the form of a study and
recommendation report developed for the NPS by 2 traffic engineering consultant in coordination with park staff
and SF Planning Department staff. Continued impiementation is under way in the form of incorporation of
parking management requirements in Presidio lease agreements, and the development of parking management

coordination for permitted events. The NPS will continue to develop and implement a parking management

program in accordance with recommendations presented to date and the specific requirements of ongoing planning

efforts for Presidio resources.

The generous amount of space atlocated for grass parking in the east beach area is more than adequate to
accommodate the desired parking as well as associated recreational activities, such as rigging and picnicking.
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During the design phase, design details will be developed to provide for appropriate separation of these activities,
and provide enough structure to guide parking in a space efficient manner. Staff and the designers will also work
with representatives of the San Francisco Boardsailing Association on these and other details of the east beach
area. Signage and management will also be important in assuring that this space is used as intended.

6. Have the impacts of not extending Mason Street through traffic through to Fort Point as envisioned in
the GMPA been assessed?

Yes, analysis compieted for the EA concluded that impacts would not be significant. The transportation analysis
for the GMPA/EIS specifically recommends extension of Mason Street through to Marine Drive, directly linking
- Crissy -Field and.Fort Point to alleviate traffic. pressure. on.the. steep, .narrow, and-historic Long—Avenue.-—The
mransportation analysis also includes considerable discussion about the tradeoffs of travel distribution between
Long Avenue and the Mason/Marine extension, including the long-term effects of implementing a shutile system
in the Presidio. The discussion indicates that several variations on the recommended access scheme could be
implemented, dependent on development of site design details.

The Crissy Field EA includes provisions for a limited-access connection of Mason and Marine Drive through a
parking lot near Torpedo Wharf. The access-controlled connection would allow transit, emergency, and some
operational travel through the corridor, thereby reducing demand for travel on Long Avenue. The connection also
provides direct access to the Torpedo Wharf area, since the parking lots constructed at the end of Mason (east
of the access control) are designed to serve both Crissy Field and Torpedo Wharf visitors.

The transportation analysis conducted for the Crissy Field EA also specifically addresses traffic impacts of making
or not making the Mason / Marine connection. The analysis concludes that traffic volumes generated by Fort
Point and Torpedo Wharf could be accommodated by either route alone, possibly with concentrated impacts at
the intersection of Long Avenue and Lincoln Avenue, or at the intersection of Lincoln Avenue and McDowell
Avenue. The proposed action distributes traffic among both routes without creating a new route for pass-through
maffic of any kind. As a result, concentrated impacts at key intersections will be minimized or eliminated
altogether.

7. How to accommodate future parking demand and assure adequate parking during construction.
Currently, Crissy Field, the Letterman complex, and the main post alf have excess parking. Construction activities
affecting Crissy Field parking areas are expected to be sequenced so that they don’t all occur at once.
Replacement parking can also be provided in other nearby Presidio lots during construction. In the future, Doyle
Drive’s reconstruction will need to be achieved in a way that maintains parking supplies and traffic routing
throughour construction. This issue is not a function of the actions proposed by NPS here, and will need to be
addressed in the Doyle Drive reconstruction project planning.
3

8. Other comments regarding the amount of parking. Comment on the EA indicated that while there is
general agreement about the amount and location of parking, there is still some concern on the part of the public.
Comments included St. Francis Yacht Club’s concern about adequate parking capacity and possible spillover onto
the lot adjacent to the Club, San Francisco Boardsailing Association’s request for additional parking east of the
Coast Guard Station to accommodate boardsailing launching as well as an individual’s request to eliminate the
160 car West Bluff parking lot and the SF Bicycle Coalition preference for fewer parking spaces.

The number of parking spaces included in the GMPA represents a balancing of competing needs of various
groups, transit goals, preservation of open space and other considerations. The planned parking supply is
designed to match expected demand both now and in the future, transitioning to lower demand rates as transit
use and travel demand management programs become increasingly effective, consistent with the GMPA. Demand
rates are calculated for planned land uses based on available and planned facilities and observed patterns of usage
for non-building-related activities. Presidio parking areas are distributed to provide slight surpluses along
boundaries (to minimize impacts to neighbors), and slight shortages in the interior of the park. Locations are
selected to accommodate planned activity centers.



All development and acrivities planned for Crissy Field in the EA are consistent with the GMPA. Because of
the timing of the Crissy Field development compared to Doyle Drive, additional parking spaces identified in the
Dovle Drive corridor will remain available throughout the first few years of Crissy Field usage, and can be
adjusted to provide additional capacity or reduced to provide additional non-auto incentives as justified by
performance of the system at that time. Mitigating measures identified in the Presidio’s GMPA/EIS specifically
call for ongoing monitoring of and adjustments to parking supplies throughour the Presidio. As with parking
anywhere in the park, the Crissy Field parking facilities are an integral component of the Presidio’s parking
systemn, and will be actively coordinated through a park-wide parking management program in response to current
and planned parking demand and supply data. Based on the number of parking spaces provided and additional
mitigation identified in the GMPA, NPS doesn’t believe that there will be spillover onto the lot near the St.
Francis Yacht Club.

In response to the suggestion that approximately 20 spaces be added immediately east of the Coast Guard Station,
staff recommends that this small adjustment be made, subject to confirmation that it can be incorporated in a way
that minimizes its intrusion on the waterfront, is compatible with the Coast Guard Station site and will not
adversely affect views. This additional parking would provided space for disabled access, recreational users, and
will serve the Coast Guard Station.

The West Bluff parking iot is necessary to serve the planned uses of the site and shouid not be eliminated.
MASON STREET BIKE PATH WIDTH

[n response to numerous requests to widen the bike path along Mason Street, staff recommends that a minimum
of 12 feet be used in the detailed design. Other design suggestions will be considered in the detailed design.

HELIPAD

The San Francisco Planning Department raised several issues related to the helipad facility and its availability
for use not related to the operation of the park. The Planning Department expressed concern with the elimination
of ongoing emergency medical transport use of the Crissy Field helipad as well as future use for disaster response,
and suggested that the heliport be retained until other options are available. Staff has discussed this issue with
the City Planning Department, the Emergency Medical Services Administrator, the Port of San Francisco, and
emergency medical transport providers.

The EA states that Crissy Field will remain available for helicopter use in the event of a disaster or other
emergency but that the permanent features that currently exist there will be eliminated. This is generally
consistent with the GMPA which states that the helipad would be retained for limited and specific uses, that the
fencing would be removed, that it would be blended into the airfield, and that the location on the airfield could
change. The GMPA did not address the level of use. The EA, in Section 4.2.1.3 states that emergency helicopter
landing could be accommodated on the restored airfield. [n addition, the EA notes that the restored airfield would
be available for other disaster relief functions.

Although the concrete pad and lighting are desirable for a permanent heliport as the City Planning Department
asserts, restoration of the historic airfield will require demolition of the existing helipad features. Reconstruction
of these as permanent features on the restored historic airfield is not compatible with the restoration or future
recreational uses. and temporary lighting and fencing can be utilized in a disaster or other emergency siruarion.
NPS has identified several helispots (emergency landing locations) throughout the park which would be used in
emergencies.

NPS does not believe that the impact of relocating this use 1o other facilities is a significant impact. The current
medical emergency transport use of the helipad averages only 12 landings a month. Poor weather ar Crissy Field
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often makes it undesirable for helicopter use. Other facilities currently exist within the City to accommodate this
use, and the travel time difference from the other facilities to area hospitals {5 not significant.

The ciry has also indicated its desire to improve access to San Francisco hospitals in cases of medical emergency
in order to improve the overall functioning of the city’s medical transport capability. We will consult and
continue to work collaboratively with SF Planning Department, San Francisco EMS Agency, the Office of
Emergency Service and other disaster response organizations to assist them in their efforts to effect a smooth
transition from use of Crissy Field as a helipad site for emergency medical services.

- AIRFIELD RESTORATION « o - oo o oo o o

Several comments were received regarding design details related to the restored airfield. These included
suggestions to remove trees, and eliminate various features including the pathways, the racetrack delineation, and
to extend the length of the airfield restoration. Comments also were received expressing concemn over the loss
of historic resources from a later period, the treatment of the airfield edges, and the design elevation.

A minimum number of paths has been proposed to cross the airfield for visitor access and to accommodate the
disabled. These will be designed in such a way that they have a minimum visual impact on the airfield but
provide important accessible routes connecting nearby structures with the beach and promenade. It is important
to understand that on a flat field this vast (28 acres) these paths will be imperceptible uniess one is standing
immediately adjacent to them.

Photographs from the period of greatest significance show a trace of the racetrack still visible on the airfield --
thus it is historically accurate to restore some trace. The proposal calls for a very subtle representation, such as
the use of a slightly different grass or mowing height.

The EA states that the interpretation of the airfield's historic patterns of use shown in the proposal are examples,
and that the actual restoration details will be developed in the design phase in consultation with park staff
specialists, and if necessary, the State Historic Preservation Officer. Pedestrian paths are necessary for disabled
access on this large site. The EA states that trees on the airfield which are retained in the plan would not be
replaced when they are no longer viable. The EA also states that a programmaric agreement (PA) was developed
in 1994 to address the effects of the implementation of the GMPA on historic properties at the Presidio, and that
all effects of the proposed action were addressed in the PA, completing compliance with the National Historic
Preservation Act.

MARSH

L
Strong support for marsh restoration was expressed by more than 190 individuals and 46 agencies/organizations
commenting specifically in favor of the marsh component of the plan, or in support of the overall proposed action.

Along with the expressions of support were several comments suggesting design modifications and suggestions
to reconsider technical assumptions and criteria to improve the functioning of the marsh.

1. Suggested Design Modifications

Marin Audubon Society, Environmental Forum of Marin and several letters from individuals suggested
modifications to improve the ecological functioning of the marsh, primarily encouraging reduction in overlooks
and relocation of paths or the boardwalk. Other suggestions included relocating the marsh channel to avoid
impacts to the existing dunes or expressing concern over the interruption of pedestrian access along the beach
by the marsh channel.

The location of the marsh channel as well as the extent and Jocation of access represents a careful balancing of
other resource and recreation vaiues, including avoiding a known archeclogical site. The EA evaluates the impact
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of constructing the marsh channel through existing dunes, concluding that it is not a significant impact and will
be offset by other dune restoration,

The proposed design incorporates many fearures to reduce the impact of access on future ecological values such
as designing overlooks as blinds, incorporating barrier fencing, self closing gates and a vegetative buffer. It has
also eliminated a second boardwalk which was included in an earlier design and relocated the existing boardwalk

in response to these concerns. Although staff acknowledges that further reductions in access would improve
wildlife habitat values, we do not recommend further changes in the location or extent of access/overiooks at the
marsh with the following exceptions. During the detailed design, the location of the overlook adjacent to the
south-end of -the-boardwalk - will-be reconsidered to reduce -impacts-of visitors, -while-retaining--the-intended—
overlook function and design integrity.. Detailed design will also consider the addition of a pedestrian crossing
closer to the beach

In response to comments, staff also recommends consideration of moving the western access road to the east
beach parking lot as far eastward as is practical and safe to consolidate uninterrupted dune scrub.

Additional changes are not recommended because of the need to balance other requirements. NPS believes that
these are design details that do not alter the impact of the proposed action.

2. Size of marsh, future construction of culvert.

Several commenters expressed the opinion that the marsh should be larger for bemer ecological value or
hydrologic functioning, or that the provisions for and commitment to expand the marsh in the future should be
strengthened.  Comments suggesting that the impacts of a culverted inlet on views and recreational activities
would be significarit were expressed. Future construction of a cuivert is identified as mitigation to improve tidal
functioning in the event that frequency of future maintenance becomes probiematic. Marin Audubon Society and
one individual suggested greater flexibility in response to future evolution of the marsh, allowing it to become
intermintently tidal in the event of frequent closures.

The GMPA clearly states that a larger marsh should be restored if feasible. As noted in the EA, design of the
marsh in this phase of implementation includes features which would facilitate its future expansion to the area
south of Mason Street.

The culvert is recommended as a mitigation feature if needed. Based on analysis in the marsh design, as noted
in the EA, maintenance frequency to maintain an open channel is not likely to become an issue in the next 30-50
years. If the marsh is expanded to 30 acres within this timeframe, a culvert would not be necessary. NPS
acknowledges that in the future, if it would become necessary, a separate environmental document would be
prepared to address visual impacts and aiternatives including expansion of the marsh (retaining a narral inlet),
and allowing the marsh to become intermittently tidal. Consideration of a culvert does not preclude other future
options.

3. Technical Comments: One individual expressed strong support for marsh restoration and offered detailed
technical comments regarding selection of a broader range of reference systems to guide the detailed design;
recommending reconsideration of information regarding tidal sedimentation parterns and rates and modification
of the design and evaluation criteria to reflect a different assumption regarding the relative influence of sand and
mud in the evolution of the marsh; suggested modification in location of the tidal channel for greater stability and
to reduce the impact of the channel on shoreline configuration; and reduction of the upland buffer and island
components of the marsh in favor of greater intertidal habitats.

These technical comments have been carefully reviewed with the commenter and Philip Williams, the design
consuitant for the marsh, and several of these comments will be further considered in the more detailed design
of the marsh. During the design phase of the project, continued refinement of the information regarding sediment
input will be used to identify any adjustments in the design needed to reflect new information. Design
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modifications which could be made in response to these comments, such as changes in the initial grading of the
marsh plain terraces, or reduction in island and buffer habitats, would not have environmental effects in addition
to those already disclosed in the environmental assessment, and would not change the basic nature of the marsh
as described in that document.

A broad range of reference systems was used in the design of the marsh, including references such as those
suggested by the commenter. The predictions of expected tidal sedimentation patterns and rates used in the marsh
design was based on several sources including soil corings, dredging records, and direct measurements of
sedimentation made at the St. Francis Yacht Harbor. We feel that this is adequate information upon which to base

-~ the.design._Since_the_assumptions.regarding_sediment rates_were_very conservative,the-question-of-the-relative
dominance of littorai sand versus mud in the evolution of the marsh would not change the environmentaj effects
of the proposed action as described in the EA.

Rubble which would remain in the beach and dunes would stabilize the location of the entrance channel. Any
adjustments of the shoreline configuration in response to the marsh channel would be small in scale and would
not affect archeological resources or net littoral transport. [n addition, the potential area of impact is limited
primarily to between the proposed marsh entance channel and the stormwater culvert approximately 500 feet to
the east and this impact would not be significant. We do not feel that the proposed changes in the location of
the marsh channel location are feasible or would resuit in fewer environmental impacts and do not recommend
these changes.

Additional technical review of the more detailed design will be obtained by the NPS in the design phase through
assistance from other NPS professional staff, other agency technical staff, peer review or other technical
consuitants as needed.

4. Opposition to marsh

Although the tidal marsh was strongly supported by the majority of those commenting on the plan, several
individuals as well as the Council on America’s Military Past continue to express opposition to the tidal marsh.
Other commenters, including Cow Hollow Association, Inc. and one individual stated a preference: for the dune
alternative. Five individuals preferred the no action alternative. Reasons cited . included concems regarding
viability, cost, maintenance, compatibility with other recreational uses, and preference for either the existing
condition or other values. One commenter stated that a feasibility study, as called for in the GMPA was required.

One letter from an individual enclosed petitions circulated prior to release of the EA. Although there were 3
separate petition texts, over 2700 stated that: "We, the undersigned, oppose the creation of an artificial Crissy
Field wetland that would cause conflicts with traditional recreational uses, including off-leash dog walking. We
strongly support expanded opportunities for off-leash dog walking at Crissy Field, and consider it essential that
this activity be officially preserved, and protected in the design plans for Crissy Field." Over 800 additional

- signatures were collected on petitions which were silent on the issue of a wetland, addressing only the suppornt
of continued opportunities for off leash dog walking at Crissy Field and other sites.

The Crissy Field Plan addresses the concerns raised in these letters. The plan also addresses the concerns raised
by the petition. [t includes expanded opportunities for off leash dog walking, and the marsh design, as noted in
the EA, incorporates features to avoid conflict between other recreational activities, such as off leash dog walking,
and wildlife. These comments do not raise issues beyond those already addressed in the EA.

As noted in the EA. a feasibility study and a preliminary design have been completed.

VEGETATION

Several comments were received suggesting correction of species lists, and for use of species 1o enhance wildlife
habitat. Comments from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and one individual suggested reconsideration of the
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opportunities to restore special status plant species in the project area. California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
_notes some errors in the list of species which would be used in revegetation, and made recommendations for using
commercially available (rather than locally collected) native seed. Other comments suggested changes in the plant
species list to either correct errors, or eliminate plants such as poison oak and blackberries, which some reviewers
perceived as undesirable. -

CNPS recommended removal of the smail cypress grove within the dunes.

%/ 1. Suggested changes to plant species:
¥~ The decision to avoid the introduction of special status species in the restoration was made recognizing the high

level 'of recreational "use at Crissy Field anficipated to continu€ in the fiifire and the concern expressed by many
individuals that special status species could cause a change in management of the site that would restrict
recreational uses. Although it is still our intention to avoid introductions of special status species that could create
future conflicts, or adversely affect these species, there may be opportunities to consider certain plant species in
the marsh where protective fencing and barrier vegetation would prectude public access and prevent conflicts.
Staff recommends that careful consideration be given to introduction of special status plant species. in the marsh,
and that this action only be undertaken with the confirmation that fumure conflicts would not occur.

2. Other vegetation comments: These comments do not suggest changes which wouid affect the environmental
impacts as discussed in the EA. Poison oak will not be used in revegetation. Suggestions to correct the list of
species to be used in restoration will be reviewed by staff specialists, and modifications made to the detailed
design as necessary. The cypress grove in the dunes will be retained for its recreational and aesthetic value,
however these trees will not be replaced when they are no longer viable.

COASTAL PROCESSES/IMPACTS TO ST. FRANCIS YACHT CLUB/ HARBOR AND
NEIGHBORHOOD

Both the City Planning Department and St. Francis Yacht Club expressed concern about potential sedimentation
of the harbor and St. Francis Yacht Club expressed concermn about impacts to the club’s breakwater and foundation
as a result of rubble removal. The City Planning Department also expressed the concern that windblown sand
would impact adjacent neighborhoods.

The EA in 4.24.1 addresses the concemns regarding littoral transport of sand, concluding that the removal of
rubble would not affect siltation of the yacht harbor because rubble does not currently impede the littoral transport
of sand. Removal of rubble and reconfiguring the beach would also not affect the St. Francts Yacht Club
breakwater/foundation. As noted in the EA, rubble wijl be retained or replaced with engineered shore protection
where needed for this purpose, including in the area adjacent to the Marina Green seawall.

Wave energy from the northwest is the primary cause of impacts to the seawall which cause deterioration
requiring periodic maintenance and repair. Wave energy from the northwest would not be affected by the
proposed reconfiguring of the beach.

Windblown sand will be limited primarily to the area of active foredunes, north of the promenade. Because of
the distance berween the nearest adjacent residences and this area and the large area of stabilized dunes and other
landscape treatments which would be used at the east end of the site, windblown sand from Crissy Field after
project implementatipn will not affect adjacent neighbors. Windblown sand wiil better captured on site by the
proposed vegetation.

DOGS

Several commenters including Marina Neighborhood Association, National Parks and Conservarion Association,
Environmental Forum of Marin, Sierra Club Presidio Task Force and Marin Audubon Society stated one or more
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of the following: concern about the impacts of off-leash dogs, enforcement of voice control and dog reswictions,
preference for no off-leash dog walking, need for monitoring of impacts of off-leash dog use and a procedure for
adjusting areas available for off leash dog use. Fifteen individuals expressed concems that dog walkers do not
clean up after dogs, or that owners do not adequarely control their dogs.

The plan provides access to areas where staff felt conflicts would be minimized. Prohibiting dogs in the marsh
and the waterbird protection area, and requiring them to be leashed on the Promenade west of the Coast Guard
Station and in the West Bluff area provides opportunities for other visitors and protects sensitive resources.

. ——-To-address-problems -of cleaning-up-after.dogs-and-appropriate-dog -behavior-in-voice -control-areas,—NPS-will
work with the SPCA and dog walker representatives to begin an active education program as soon as possible.
NPS will enforce voice control and clean up requirements, and monitor the results of these efforts. Areas
available for off leash dog use will be periodically reevaluated and adjustments made in management if necessary.
Proposed changes in off leash dog access will be brought to the attention of the Advisory Commission prior to
taking action.

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEAN UP

Comments were received from Arc Ecology, Sierra Club Presidio Task Force, and an individual member of the
Presidio Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) questioning the adequacy of the ecological risk assessment and
existing hazard analysis in the EA and requesting responses to specific questions regarding existing contamination,
completion of the Army’s Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RUFS), the Anmy’s cleanup schedule and
contingencies for addressing previously unknown contamination which may be discovered during or after
remediation. Comments were also received from the U.S. Army identifying recent developments in the restoration
program which could affect the proposal and scheduling and funding concerns. The State Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) commented, suggesting minor changes in the EA, and recommending a Health and
Safety Pian and a Contingency Plan be prepared. These comments are addressed in detail below.

The Army’s cleanup of contaminated sites is a separate project, addressed in separate environmental data
coliection, analyses and documentation. This cleanup is ongoing and is regulated by DTSC and RWQCB. NPS
acknowledges that this process has not concluded, and that cleanup levels and strategies have not been finally
approved. The EA relied primarily on information for which analysis had been performed in the Army’s studies.
With regard to issues involving contamination and remediation, the EA concluded that the project would not
significantly impact the environment for the following reasons:

1. An interagency agreement between the Army and the Department of the [nterior, known as Subagreement 7
commits the Army to fulfilling its environmental restoration obligations at the Presidio in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and which meets ail applicable legal requirements.
Subagreement 7 cites the GMPA as the indicator of future land use in the remedial decision-making process.

3. CERCLA, the National Contingency Plan, and the State Health and Safety Code all require cleanup to levels
protective of human health and the environment.

3. As noted in the EA, where necessary, the NPS will not implement elements of this project in areas affected
by contamination until the Army has completed its remediation in accordance with Subagreement 7 and applicable
laws regarding health, safety and the environment.

4. New information regarding the Army’s cleanup program will be evaiuated as it becomes availabte to determine
if significant new impacts would result from the proposed action (Crissy Field Plan). Additional environmental
analysis and public review would be performed, if necessary.



3. To coordinate plan implementation with clean up, and to identify any addirional modifications/mitigations, NPS
will continue to work with state and federal regulators and the Army in the detailed design phase of the plan.

Following is a response to the comments received organized by common topics:

Comment: The Army's cleanup at Building 207 (former gas station at Haileck and Mason) may not be in place
or completed in time for the plan implementation; other new contamination problems could be encountered during
excavation of the wetland site or in other areas such as at the Commissary (old fuel lines), or new underground
storage tanks could be discovered.

Response:  The recent ﬁndmo of contamination at 207 will reqmre the Army to mvestlgate ‘and abate
contamination at that location in an expeditious manner, working closely with NPS. We believe that the
contamination can be quickly remediated if the appropriate methods are used and the needed funding is secured.
We also have requested the Army to fast track the investigation, and, if needed, remediation of the possible fuel
lines in the Commissary area. No excavation will occur in that area prior to cleanup activities.

We are exploring ways to address the possible discovery of additional tanks or contamination in the course of
pl'an implementation. We will develop a contingency plan to address how any currently unknown hazardous
substances that may be encountered during the construction phase will be handied. We will request that the Army
maintain emergency funds and capability to respond to such discoveries. If necessary, we will also require the
contractor who performs the plan implementation to have hazardous waste handling capability, so NPS can
exercise maximum efficiency in developing the site in a timely and cost effective manner.

Comment: Limited funding is available in the Army’'s overall restoration program; funding shortfalls for sites
within or adjacent to Crissy Field may be identified once the cleanup work begins in these areas.

Response: The Army has been in discussions with NPS regarding its funding status. We understand that the
Army is in the process of developing a comprehensive budget request for FY-57 through FY-2003 to fully address
Crissy Field and other cleanup needs at the Presidio. We have requested that the Army, as part of a strategic plan
for cleanup of Crissy Field, identify the needed funding for this work, at the soonest possible opportunity. NPS
is working with the Army to prioritize where avaijable monies are best spent consistent with its reuse objectives;
however, NPS expects the Army to seek and obtain funding to fulfill its obligations under Subagreement 7.

Comment: Why is there no discussion about the Building 231 contamination area and possible impacts to the
wettands?

Response: Building 231 is mentioned on' page 3-39 of the EA. While the Army must address and remediate
contamination in this area; we do not expect that it adversely impacts this phase of the Crissy Field reuse plan
because contamination from this site has not migrated into the wetland area. Curently, drainage through storm
drains is routed to the east of the Building 231 area and does not directly pass through it. However, cleanup of
this area needs to be completed prior to restoration of the riparian corridor, a separate. project identified in the
GMPA.

Comment: Why does the EA reference the Army’s draft Remedial Investigation (RI) report, which has not been
accepted by the regulators, the RAB or the NPS§?

Response: NPS used the Army RI report because it is the most comprehensive available source of information
on this topic. When the Final RI is available, we will review it in consultation with the regulatory agencies to
ensure that there are no new impacts that have not been addressed in the EA. Any new impacts will be addressed
and mitigated where possible. During the plan design phase, NPS will perform additional independent analyses,
as needed. [n addition to the RI, the EA draws on other available sources of information regarding water quality,
such as the Dames and Moore Storm Water Management Plan.
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Comment: The EA needs to present more current informartion regarding the Building 937 site groundwater data
and the effectiveness of the UVB treatment system.

Response: We do not expect the presence of groundwater contamination at the 937 site to adversely impact this
phase of the Crissy Field plan, except from a design standpoint. This is because the plan does nort call for
subsurface activities that would encounter groundwater in this area. However, NPS will need to incorporate
treatment plant design and location of facilities into its design for this area of Crissy Field. Also, any source
removal of contaminated soils required at this site must be performed prior to plan implementation. We refer you
to the Army for additional information regarding data for this site and the effectiveness of the treatment system.

Comment: Why is lead contamination from the Golden Gate Bridge not addressed in the EA?

Response: Lead contamnination from the Bridge District is not expected to reach this area of Crissy Field. Based
on topography and distance, it is unlikely that lead contamination from sandblasting operations traveled east of
Torpedo Wharf. The Army has conducted extensive investigations in the area of former Buildings 949, 950, 973,
974, 975, 976, and 979 and is addressing contamination found in these areas, including lead. NPS also conducted
tests in 1992 which found low lead levels and no evidence of sandblast péint chips in Crissy Field beach sand.

Comment: The EA only cites one sample taken from El Polin Spring; is this information enough to base the
analysis on? Why did the EA not take into account more recent data?

Response: This one sample is not intended to provide an entire analysts; but is rather used to provide historical
information. More pertinent are the Dames and Moore 1994 storm drain analyses, which looked at flows of
surface water quality from the watershed at various points. The Draft RI report and Marine Ecological Sampling
and Analysis Plan-have shown concentrations generally consistent with the conclusions in the EA with the
exception of new data for copper, which exceeds Aquatic Water Quality Criteria. As with the other metals, it
is expected that dilution from tidal exchange will mitigate this contaminant.

Comment: Did members of the NPS environmental team review the EA before it was released for public
comment?

Response:  Yes.

Comment: The Affected Environment Section 3.5.3.2-3.5.3.3 only
addressed drinking water criteria.

Response: See Section 4.2.5.3 where" surface water was evaluated against Aquatic Water Quality Criteria.

Comment: Section 3.5.2.2-3.5.3.3 focuses on heavy metal contamination; was a full suite of analyses performed
for groundwater contarninants? :

Response: Yes. a full suite of analyses was included for groundwater in the Army’s sampling program.
Comment: The most recent data sets used are from 1994; the lack of current data compromises the analysis.

Response: For the most part, the data collected in 1994 are from the most recent sampling that was performed
for the 2nd Revised Draft Rl. Limited additional data has subsequently been collected and will be reported in
the Final RI; NPS will review the Final RI against conclusions reached in the EA. The design phase of the plan
implementation will use the most recent data and data interpretation, as presented in the final RI report - in
particular regarding the ecological risk assessment - to factor in any needed mitigation or design feamures to
address specific contaminants.
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Comment: The EA should contain a chart of the contaminated areas showing their significance. cleanup starus,
cleanup schedule, cost, funding and an estimate of impact to the Plan implementation schedule.

Response: NPS is working closely with the Army, the regulators and the RAB to address the issues of
coordination berween the cleanup and Plan implementation. We have requested that the Army work closely with
NPS and the RAB to develop a strategic cleanup plan for Crissy Field that should result in the kind of analysis
suggested in your comment. We acknowledge that the Army's cleanup schedule will affect Plan implementation.

Comment: Have all cleanup levels been set and if not why? Will the Army be responsible for further cleanup
-.once cleanup levels are set? .. .. e e e e e s e

Response: All cleanup levels have not been set since a RAP/ROD has not been signed for this site. The NPS
is working aggressively with the Army and RAB to ensure that cleanup levels are determined. The goal for sites
on Crissy Field is to complete cleanup at each site to the appropriate cleanup level, consistent with the reuse plan
so that further cleanup is not needed. [f'needed, the Army (under Subagreement 7 and applicable environmental
laws) would be responsible for any additional cleanup where interim actions do not set the final cleanup level.

Comment: What is the timing for the completion of the Remedial Action Plar/Record of Decision?

Response: According to the Army’s current schedule. the RAP/ROD is scheduled for the Summer of 1997. We
are working with the Army and the RAB to develop altemative, expedited means of reporting and decision
making for Crissy Field sites.

Comment: How long is long term for operation and maintenance of cleanup actions, and could cleanup activities
delay implementation of the Plan or portions of. it?

Response: Long-term refers to operation and maintenance of groundwater treatment plants, which can be 5-30
years. Long-term operation and maintenance of groundwater trearment units should not interfere with NPS’ reuse
plans, because NPS will work with the Amy to incorporate the plant and facility locations into the plan design.

Cleanup activities could delay implementation of the Plan. This could occur if the Anmy is unable to either fund
or perform the cleanup work in the needed timeframe or because the parties do not agree on cleanup methods or
cleanup levels. White this delay might have cost impacts for Crissy Field, it is not expected to result in additional
or different environmental impacts related to actions proposed by NPS in the Crissy Field Plan.

Comment: Has the Army met all of the deadlines on task orders outlined in the Regional Board’s May 1996
Cleanup Order? )

Response: Yes.

Comment: When will the proposed individual CAPs be developed to address site-specific cleanups where
groundwater contamination occurs?

Response: Development of site specific CAPs for petroleum contaminated sites impacting the Plan area will have
to be determined as part of the Army’s Crissy Field strategic plan mentioned above.

Comment: What are the sources of contaminants in the Tennessee Hollow watershed and what other watersheds
drain into Crissy Field?

Response: Sources of contaminants in the Tennessee Hollow waiershed include nonpoint source urban runoff,
materizls in the storm drain system, several landfills (1, 2 and E), and at the lower end, Buildings on Halleck

street where underground tanks and piping or other releases to the environment occurred, such as Building 231,
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228 and 207. The only other major watershad that drains into Crissy Field is from the area to the west that drains
through the Cavalry Stables area.

Comment: Whart types of measures are proposed to divert surface and groundwater flows to the Bay once
construction begins and would the tidal marsh inlet channel act as a conduit for contamination?

Response: Water generated by dewatering to construct the marsh would be tested to determine whether it would
be discharged to the bay or to the sanitary sewer system. As noted in the EA, pian implementation would follow
the Army’s cleanup of the site. Any remaining contaminants would be sufficiently diluted through tidal exchange
t0 negligible concentrations. A recognized value of wetlands is their ability to trap, break down, or sequester .

pollutants generated from upstream runoff prior to discharge into receiving waters. As noted above, during the
design phase of the project stormwater management practices needed to improve the quality of freshwater and
stormwater flow to the marsh will be incorporated as appropriate. EPA standards will be mer.

Comment: How effective are the Interim Groundwater activities for Building 637 and when will long-term
remediation plans be implemented?

Response: We do not expect the Building 637 site to pose a significant impact on implementation of this phase
of the Crissy Field Plan because of its location relative to the proposal. Modeling conducted to date shows that
groundwater from this site is not reaching the proposed wetland footprint, nor is it moving in that direction.
However, some additional monitoring of the plume needs to be conducted by the Army to confirm this. The
Interim Groundwater Remediation activities for this site were simply to skim floating product off of the
groundwater table: however, this did not accomplish the goal of long-term remediation. Soil removal actions also
occurred which served to remove a significant portion of the source of contaminants from the site. The final
implementation schedule for this site has not yet been determined.

Commeént: The EA concludes that the risks to aquatic organisms would be low because of substantial seawater
exchange; vet the Army’s analysis indicates some interaction between groundwater and tides that affects the
spread of contaminants.

Response: Substantial exchange of seawater is expected due to the open tidal inlet, as stated in the EA. This
comment appears to refer to Ammy discussions regarding other areas of Crissy Field, such as the 937 site. Tidal
mechanisms occurring in wetlands enable the flushing of surface waters; whereas tidal influences on groundwater
can, due to changing groundwater levels, create a smear zone of conitaminants near the groundwater surface.

Comment: California EPA, Department of Toxic Substances Control {DTSC) commented that the EA should be
amended to include lead and TCE in groundwater at the DEH yard, tndicate that groundwater monitoring for lead
is being conducted at the Fort Point Coast Guard Station and that the terminoiogy in the EA of "ROD" be
changed to "RAP."

Response: We appreciate and have noted these corrections. [n the planning efforts with the Army to address
contamination at the DEH yard, lead and TCE in groundwater will need to be addressed to the satisfaction of the
State.  These corrections do not affect conclusions of the EA regarding impact significance because
implementation of the plan will follow the Army’s cleanup for soil and should not impact the ability to conduct
long-term groundwater monitoring or remediation.

Comment: DTSC commented that a Health and Safety Plan needs to be developed to ensure worker safety during
the construction period: also, a contingency plan needs to be developed to address any hazardous substances

encountered during the construction phase.

Response: A Health and Safety Plan as well as a Contingency Plan wiil be developed for the project.
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Comment: DTSC requested deletion of the statement in the EA that the risk of human exposure following
remediation is low, since the level of cleanup has not yet been agreed upon.

Response: We acknowledge that a cleanup level has not yet been agreed upon. The premise of this statement
was that a cleanup level would be agreed upon that would be protective of human health and the environment,
consistent with NPS’ reuse plans. Under the terms of Subagreement 7, all cleanups performed by the Army must
comply with the California Health and Safety Code, CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan and therefore,
must be protective of human health and the environment unless there is a Presidential waiver.

~-—-—--Comment: -DTSC requested-amendment -of Section 3.2 to include consuitatien—with--the—(—)alifomii~~Dcpsrunent--
of Toxic Substances Conrrol, the California Department of Transportation, the Golden Gate Bridge District and
the California Department of Fish and Game.

Response: This section of the EA referred to agencies which had been consuited during preparation of the EA.
This section should have included DTSC, California Deparrment of Fish and Game and the Department of
Transportation. The Golden Gate Bridge District was not specifically consulted, but did attend the public meeting
where the plan was presented and received copies of the environmental assessment.

OTHER COMMENTS

Several commenters suggested changes in the text of the EA including those of an editorial nature, to cormrect
inaccuracies in the document, or to clarify information, with the misunderstanding that the EA was a draft
document which would be republished as a final EA. The EA is a final document, which in combination with
the Staff Report and FONSI or NOI will complete this phase of the NEPA process. It will not be revised and
republished. However, staff have reviewed all of the requested changes. Based on this review, we conclude that
the EA as clarified by this report reflects all of the relevant factors to be considered by the decision maker and
is adequate to support informed decisions regarding significance of impacts and whether or not an EIS is required.

Comments which address the scope or adequacy of the document or the decision regarding whether to concludé
with a FONSI or NOI have been addressed in the Issues discussion zbove. Other questions and comments request
clarification, relate to policy choices among the range of alternatives, preferences of the commenter. or design
decisions that do not affect conclusions in the EA regarding environmental impact. Responses to these questions
and comments are included in the following section. Editorial suggestions are not responded to in the Staff
Report.

8
DESIGN ISSUES
During public comment a number of design issues were brought up. Some of these issues are already addressed
in the plan. Others raise issues to be addressed during the design development phase -- careful consideration will
be given to comments made at that time. These issues are organized by area.

East Beach

Comment: Add indoor showers, snack bar, equipment rentals, concession, storage lockers, etc.,

Response: The east beach parking area design will include restrooms, outdoor showers, sailboard washing and
drying racks, hose bibs, a safery tower, and picnic tables. Amenities such as equipment rentals and a snack bar
would have to be provided by a concession or other outside vendor, and as such are beyond the scope of this -

proposal.

Comment: Provide drop-off area for boardsailors at east beach.
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Response: A drop-off area has not been included at the east beach parking area because it was deemed
unnecessary in conversations with boardsailors. This issue will be revisited with them during design development.

Comment: Add plexiglas windbreaks at east beach.

Response: The proposal includes a number of vegetated berms or landforms along the west and south edges of
the parking area to provide wind protection. No artificial windbreaks wiil be employed beyond these landforms
because of aesthetic or practical consideraions.

Comment: Use live oaks rather than cypress in entry grove.
- - ———Response:r-Monterey-cypresses—are-to-be-planted in-the-entry--grove-as-an-historical-reference—to-other-Presidio
gates. :

Comment: Include a "wave runner” (rescue craft) for boardsailor safery
Response: Special equipment for boardsailor safety is beyond the scope of the proposed action.

Comment: Inciude rubble removal below the high tide line to improve safety for boardsailors.
Response: Rubble will be removed as much as possible to improve safety of boardsailors.

Marsh
Comment: Provide an overlook of the marsh accessibie by automobiles.

Response: Overlooks on the marsh have been designed to minimize their impact on wildlife and maximize their
interpretive value. The design carefully minimizes intrusion of automobiles into recreational and natural- spaces.

Comment: Soften the edges of marsh.

Response: The ultimate form of the marsh will resuit ﬁ'om design development. However, it is important to bear
in mind that this is a reconstructed tidal marsh in an urban setting, and that other criteria (such as maximizing
tidal prism) require some constructed forms.

Comment: Alter location of barrier fencing near the marsh to maximize buffer.
Response: Fencing will be set only a minimum distance into the dune scrud vegetation to mask it from view.

Mason_Street

Comment: Use different materials to distinguish between pedestrian and bicycle paths.

Response: The pedestrian and bicycle paths along the south side of the site are being created as a resuit of
restriping and narrowing Mason Street, and thus will be asphalt. Use will be differentiated using signage and other
visual cues.

Comment: Make bike path intersection improvements to ensure safety.

Response: During design development, intersection designs will be developed to reduce potential safety conflicts
between uses and cars at intersections with entrance roadways to East Beach Parking, at Crissy Field Avenue,
and at West Bluff parking area.

Promenade

Comment: Make promenade more curving or wider.

Response: The promenade has been designed to follow the route it currently does, which seems to work
efficiently. Given the great volume of users, only the most modest curves would be practical. The final
configuration and location of the promenade will be established during the design development phase. The 20
foot proposad width of the promenade is expected to be adequate to comfortably accommodate the intended uses.
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Comment: Provide night lighting along the promenade.

Response: During scoping we heard from the public that the present character of the site, inciuding naturat light
conditions, should remain as it is today. The promenade would be iliuminated where it comes near parking areas
and roadways. Lighting details will be developed during design development.

Comment: Move the promenade south of marsh to reduce impacts on habitat,
Response: The promenade is located where that activity is located today -- to relocate south of marsh would
severely impact recreational use and access. A number of features have been incorporated to minimize the impact
of the promenade on the marsh including buffer fencing and barrier plantings.

Other

Comment: Provide night lighting along bike path.
Response: As bike path is parallel to Mason Street it will continue to be illuminated as it is today.

Comment: I[nclude telephones on site.
Response: These will be sited during design deveiopment.

Comment: Control rollerblading.
Response: Conflicts between recreational users will be minimized by zoning different users and through signage.
Details of this will be worked out during design development.

Comment: Signs should be included for education, enforcement and safety purposes.
Response: A detailed approach to signage will be developed as part of the design development process.

Comment: The 100 car parking lot south of Mason Street should be informal.
Response: This parking area will be developed in an area that is currently paved. Irregular parking in this area
will be formalized with striping, curbing or other details to maximize efficiency of use.

Comment: Provide a visitor center at Crissy.

Response: [n a separate action, a proposal to rehabilitate an education and stewardship center is proposed for
Building 603, south of the planning area, to serve communiry stewardship activities at Crissy. The Presidio Visitor
Center will remain where it is currently located, at the Main Post.

Comment: Include pedesirian links to the Exploratorium.
Response: Detailed design will consider how the paihs in the planning area link to pedestrian connections serving
the Palace of Fine Ars. * )

Comment: Restore "Column of Progress” (an automobile roundabout) from PPIE at intersection of Gorgas and
Halleck. )

Response:This historic fearure, aithough interesting, does not date from the period of greatest significance nor
have any remaining historic context. [t also involves design outside of the current planning area.

Comment: Provide small boat mast up yard and launch ramp near Coast Guard Station.

Response: The offshore areas between the Coast Guard Pier and Torpedo Wharf will be off-limits to boats and
other craft as a waterbird protection area, making this an unsuitable location for a launch ramp. Safety and noise
concerns are also considerations.

Comment: Provide dog water fountains.
Response: This wiil be considered in design development where appropriate.

Comment: Ensure that beach is wheelchair accessible.

22



Response: As noted in the EA, making the promenade and dunzs accessiole through trail improvements will
dramatically improve the accessibiliry of the beach. Additionally, beach wheelchaxrs will be made available for
public use to make the sandy beach at Crissy more accessible.

Comment; Allow for future light aircraft landing at the airfield.
Response: Because of safety considerations, compatibility with other values, and FAA restrictions, this
capability is not included in the proposed plan.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Q: How will additional maintenance needs be met?

A: Maintenance requirements of the site were analyzed as part of the overall design process. Several design
elements were included to reduce the need for maintenance at the site including: the use of native plants with low
water requirements, the use of plant with low pruning or trimming requirements, the use of durable, non-corrosive
materials, the use of self-propagating and seif-sustaining native plant species, and the development of community-
based site restoration and stewardship programs. Implementation of marsh greatly reduces the cost of replacing
stormwater outfalls, providing a large cost savings, estimated at several million dollars.

Traditional grounds maintenance activities will focus on about 45 acres of the site concentrating on those areas
which are irrigated or are used for recreational activities including the East Beach parking area, the promenade,
the airfield and the West Bluff picnic area. National Park Service maintenance personnel will be supplemented
with an additional 2-3 full-time workers. Project funding will include funds to supplement initial maintenance
activities and fonger term funding strategies are under examination as part of-the planning process.

The community stewardship program, a key component of the plan, will significantly reduce maintenance costs
at the site. This program, which is estimated to cost $50,000 annually, will involve community volunteers in
ongoing planting activities, removal of invasive plants and debris as well as monitoring. An endowment will be
established through the Golden Gate National Parks Association to provide ongoing funding for this program.

[mplementation of the marsh will eliminate the need for costly replacement of several stormwater outfalls. This
cost saving will offset the estimated -$3-5 million cost of stormwater outfall replacement.

Q: When will the stormwater management plan be implemented to improve the quality of stormwater discharged
10 the Bay?

A: Implementation of the SWMP is‘ongoing. A key element of the Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) to
improve the quality of stormwater discharged to the bay is the impiementation of the Crissy Field wetland. Best
Management Practices (BMPs) identified in the SWMP to remove suspended sediment before reaching the marsh,
such as biofilters and pretrearment basins. will be considered in the more detailed design phase as appropriate.
Individual Presidio projects involving new construction have incorporated BMPs and NPS has implemented a
sireet sweeping program. A spill contingency/response plan for the Presidio has been completed.

Q: Does the Presidio have a general stormwater permit; if so is it in compliance? Repairs to stormwater and
sanitary sewers have been implemented on specific sites related to rehabilitation.

A: The State Water Board has implemented the USEPA storm water regulations by requiring industries and
construction activities to apply for a statewide general permit, and municipalities with populations greater than
100,000 to apply for individual National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits. Based upon
communications with the State Water Resources Control Board, the Presidio does not require an NPDES permit
as a municipality or urbanized area. Tne preparation of the Storm Water Management Plan complies with the



Regional Water Qualicy Control Board’s request for north bay counties. A stormwater permit would be required
for implementation of the Crissy Field Plan since more than 5 acres would be disturbed.

Q: WIll high fecal coliform collect in the wetlands? What are the impacts to the wetlands?

A: Fecal coliform is addressed in the EA in section 3.5.3.2 which notes that improvements were made to
eliminate cross connections between stormwater and sewer systems, that fecal coliform counts during 1994
stormwater sampling were within the range expected for typical urban storm event runoff, and that recent
monitoring has confirmed that the recreational contact standard was not exceeded at the Crissy Field Stations.

- As-noted in-the-EA in-section-4:2.5.3, -risk to aquatic-organisms from contamination- would-be-low-because-of-the—-
dilution occurring as a result of tidal exchange. In addition, corrective measures and monitoring identified in the
Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP), cited in the EA, will further improve the quality of stormwater collected

and discharged to the marsh. The SWMP includes wetiands restoration as a recommendation to improve the
quality of stormwater discharged to the bay and reduce costs associated with replacement’ of under capacity and
poor condition piping and ourfall systems.

Q: Why is a portion of the beach to be made part of the waterbird protection area?
Clarify the extent of the waterbird protection area.

A: The GMPA, which is referenced in the EA, states that "waterbird habitat will be protected in a designated
portion of the waters between the Fort Point and Coast Guard Piers and in any restored wetland areas.” This area
was intended to protect waterbirds, such as grebes, diving ducks, cormorants) as well as shorebirds which utilize
the beach and water's edge. The EA notes that watercraft would be restricted from the water between the Fort
Point and Coast Guard Piers, and that dogs would be prohibited from the adjacent beach, as well as the beach
extending for 500 feet to the east. This section of beach is presently the best shorebird habitat at Crissy Field,
“and the restriction of dogs from this portion of beach will protect this habitat value.

Q: How will the design and management of the marsh avoid creating habitat for mosquitos and rodents?

A: During and subsequent to preparation of the plan and EA, NPS has consulted with mosquito abatement and
vector control agencies in Marin/Sonoma, Alameda, Contra Costa and San Mateo Counties. The design has
incorporated measures to avoid mosquito production or rodent habitat. Long term monitoring of the established
marsh will be used to identify and implement needed drainage adjustments. Removal of rubble on the beach
" reduces potential rodent habitat. Ongoing litter removal will eliminate rodent food sources. NPS will continue
to work with mosquito abatement districts during the design phase to identify appropriate monitoring and a
contingency/response plan to address any future mosquito or rodent issues that may arise.
LY

Q: Was the State of California Department of Fish and Game “Rare Find" data base list was used to verify all
of the species listed in enclosure A?

A: This list was not specifically consulted, although NPS contributes to information included in this list. NPS
consulted with US Fish and Wildlife Service as required by the Endangered Species Act. -

Q: How will interpretation of natural and cultural resources be done, how will we involve the community in plan
implementation, how will NPS involve non-traditional users?

A: In a separate process paralleling the site design for Crissy Field, park staff and GGNPA have worked with
leading bay area educators and community groups to develop a community education and stewardship program
to broaden and diversify public use of Crissy Field. It will build on existing middle and high school programs
at the Presidio and Crissy Field, introduce an elementary school component, a mentor program, community
outreach program, and stewardship program. An historic building south of the planning area is being considered
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as an education facility and community center to support this effort. Other interpretation will use wayside
exhibits, seif guiding brochures and other traditional NPS interpretive tools.

Q: What efforts have you made to encourage non-automobile transportation to Crissy Field and provide parking
for buses. How does this project the proposed future rail connection to the Presidio?

A: The Presidio GMPA outlines an overzll strategy to encourage the use of public transportation to reach Crissy
Field. The proposed plan for Crissy Field accommodates this overall strategy. Parking for school buses will be
accommodated in parking lot design. The GMPA states that NPS will consider the City’s future efforts to extend
the F-line smreetcar 1o the Presidio, and identified Crissy Field as the most appropriate terminus. Although not

included in the proposed action, it would not preclude this future connection.

Q: What will the surface of the promenade be?

A: The EA states that the surface of the promenade will be stabilized aggregate or crushed oyster shell, the exact
surface will be determined in the detailed design. This surface will be stable enough to make it accessible but still
softer than asphalt or concrete.

Q: What rubble will be buried on the site?

A: Asphalt will be cold-milled and recycled for off-site use. Broken concrete rubble and stone, substances which
are inert, will be buried on the site under vegetated landforms located at the south edge of the site. This will keep
these materials from having to be sent to a landfill and also provide a stable base for the landforms.

Q: What is the “orientation center” that is proposed for Marina Gate?

A: Neither the GMPA nor the Crissy Field Plan propose an orientation center at the Marina gate. The GMPA
states that the Marina gate would be redesigned and would provide orientation. Orientation will consist of
appropriate signage or wayfinding panels to provide information to visitors entering the Presidio.

Q: Why aren't parking fees levied on parking close to the beach?

A: The GMPA states that parking fees would be considered for some areas, but in other kev sites such as Crissy

Field, free parking is desired to avoid impacts of spillover into the neighborhood.

Q: How will the airfield be interpreted?

A: The specific methods to be employed in the design for interpretation of the airfield wiil include wayside
exhibits. Future educational programs or the future relationship to the aviation museum are outside the scope of
this design.
COMMENTS SUGGESTING ACTIONS OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF THIS ACTION
Several comments were received suggesting actions outside the scope of this project including:
+ change or eliminate automobile access on Crissy Field Avenue
« address the future use/landscape design at the historic hangar buildings

« include design for the water shuttle dock

» include rail access to the Presidio
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« extend the bike path to the Golden Gate Bridge
» address the impacts of proposed extension of Anza Street (included in GMPA, not part of this proposal)

Although these suggestions are outside the scope of this project, the proposed plan does not foreciose options to
consider them in future planning efforts.

ADDITIONAL COMMITMENTS RECOMMENDED IN THIS REPORT
‘Recommendations of the Staff Report requiring commitments in addition to those in the EA inciude:

|. Future design briefing: The next phase of design will provide additional detail and specific design solutions
in response to various public comments addressed in the staff report. At an appropriate time in this next phase,
the NPS will provide a design briefing and update for the Commission and interested members of the public.

2. Detailed design of boardsailing area: NPS and GGNPA staff and the designers will work with representatives
of the San Francisco Boardsailing Association on the detailed design of the parking and rigging areas and other
amenities that support boardsailing at this site.

3. Intersection improvements at Mason/Marina: NPS will take a proactive role in exploring with the City
interim improvements to the Mason/Marina/Lyon Doyle Drive intersection. Also, in the detailed design phase,
NPS will look at improvements to Mason Street that could be made on NPS land at the Marina gate as part of
this design, to improve the safety of automobiles, bicyclists and pedestrians.

4. Future construction of culverted marsh chanael: [f future maintenance frequency of the marsh channel
becomes problematic, NPS will address construction of a culverted channel in a separate environmenrtal document
which evaluates other alternatives including expansion of the marsh or allowing it to become intermirtently tidal.

5. Helipad: NPS will continue to consult and work collaboratively with SF Planning Department, Emergency
Management Services Agency, Office of Emergency Service and other emergency response organizations (o assist
them in their efforts to effect a smooth transition from the routine use of Crissy Field as a helipad site.

6. Marsh technical review: During the design phase of the project, continued refinement of information regarding
sediment input and other technical comments will be used to identify any necessary design refinements.
Additional technical review will be obtained as appropriate.

7. Mosquitos: NPS will continue to work with mosquito abatement districts during the design phase of the marsh
to identify appropriate monitoring and a contingency/response plan to address any future mosquito or rodent issues
in the untikely event that they arise.

8. Remediation:
. New information regarding the Army’s cieanup program will be evaluated as it becomes
available to determine if significant new impacts would result. Additional environmental
analysis and public review would be performed, if necessary.

. NPS will continue to work with State and Federal regulators and the Army in the detailed design
phase of the plan to coordinate plan implementation with cleanup, and identify any additional

modifications/mitigation.

. NPS will develop a Contingency Plan to address how hazardous substances encountered during
the construction phase will be handlied:; request the Army 1o maintain emergency funds and
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capability to respond to such discoveries; if necessary, will require contractor performing plan
implementation to have capability of hazardous waste handling.

. NPS will review final RI in consultation with regulatory agencies to ensure that there are no
new impacts that have not been addressed in the EA. Any new impacts will be addressed and
mitigated where possible. During the design phase, NPS will perform additional independent
analyses as needed.

. NPS will develop a Health and Safety Plan for the project to address worker safety during
constmuetion.
9. Dog walking: To address concems raised by commenters regarding problems of cleaning up after dogs and
appropriate dog behavior in voice control areas, NPS will work with the SPCA and dog walker representatives
to begin an active education program as soon as possible.  NPS-will enforce voice control and cleanup
requirements, and monitor the results of these efforts. This information will be periodically reevaluated and
adjustments in management made where necessary, bringing any proposed changes in off leash dog access to the
attention of the Advisory Commission.

10. Parking management: NPS will continue to deveiop and implement a parking management plan which will
include special event parking management. Design details, including signage, will be developed to provide for
appropriate separation of recreational space and parking at the east beach to assure that the intended parking for
400 vehicles is always accommodated. - Appropriate management strategies will be developed as needed.

11. Mason St. Bike Path: will be widened to a minimum of 12 feet, and appropriate safety features such as
striping, signs and separation will be tdentified in the detailed design.

12. Other design modifications:
During detailed design, the following modifications will be considered:
. !ncorporézion of a marsh channel pedestrian crossing close to the beach

. -Modifications to the design of the overlook on the south side of the marsh to further minimize
its inrrusion, while retaining its important design and access values.

. Shift the location of the westerly access road to the east beach as far east as is safe and
practical. \

. Addition of 20 parking spaces immediately east of the Coast Guard Station, upon confirmation
that the detailed design is compatible with historic, natural, scenic and recreational values at this
site. .

13. Cut through traffic on Mason Street: monitoring of cut through traffic on Mason Street will continue, to
confirm the success of traffic calming feamres in the proposed design. As a separate action. NPS will give
serious consideration 1o other measures to further reduce traffic on Mason Street, such as directional changes or
closure of Crissy Field Avenue.



CONCLUSION
Staff has carefully reviewed and responded to substantive comments contained in the written and oral comment
received during the public review period, as well as answered questions and responded to comments which are

not substantive but for which a response is appropriate or relevant to the decision making process.

With the inclusion of the additional commitments identified in the Staff Report, we recommend that the proposed
action be approved and a Finding of No Significant Impact be prepared.
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