[-Mosgofian
Dec. 11, 2011

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St.

Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

Subject: Beach chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project DEIR
Attn: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
Dear Mr. Wycko,

[ 'am a local San Franciscan, born and raised. I have lived near Golden Gate Park much of my
life. This does not prove that my position is correct, but it establishes that | know the Park.

Full disclosure: I am opposed to the placement of synthetic turf in Golden Gate Park, even to
achieve what I understand to be the driving motivations for the project: increase available
revenue-producing play time, and decrease maintenance time and costs.

PRECEDENT AND HISTORIC CHARACTER:

I believe the DEIR is written to ultimately support the project, despite the Golden Gate Master
Plan which stipulates the natural character of the GGP, especially the portion west of 19™
Avenue. Ibelieve the DEIR marginalizes the historic and natural (I understand this is a
politically incorrect word these days) character of Golden Gate Park.

I'll explain why. The DEIR does not address what will obviously happen should this project be
approved by the RP Commission, based initially upon a supportive EIR by Planning. This
project can be seen from a revenue/cost perspective, and ignore the historic character of the Park,
or it can be seen as the "camel's nose under the tent", a precedent setting project. In the desert
they say do not let the camel get his nose under the tent, or he will soon be eating your lunch.
That's this project.

Should the EIR ultimately declare that the project, if approved with synthetic turf, will not have a
significant environmental impact, the project will set a precedent for further revenue generating
projects to install synthetic turf in the Polo Fields, Big Rec and Kezar, and maybe in the nearby
golf course. More play time, more revenue, less maintenance, less grass.

Changing the historic character of GGP is not justified by the goal of reducing gardener and
custodial maintenance costs, or increasing revenue from more play time. The debate here is not
between no play time and huge play time. It's not necessarily about natural grass turf play time
vs. artificial turf play time. It's about revenue and costs.

It's about whether a partnership between RPD and the Fields Foundation which is promoting
synthetic turf shall override the Master Plan and the historic character of the Park,

The flip side is it is about RPD shedding responsibility for maintaining parklands with gardeners
and custodians on a regular basis, with regular maintenance costs.

COM-598

01

02

03

04




[-Mosgofian
I did not see this debate dealt with in any detail in the DEIR, because the project goals are
accepted on face value, vis., more play time (revenue), less maintenance (cost). But is this what
the residents of San Francisco want in Golden Gate Park?

What will the Planning Department write when projects for turf replacement are submitted for
the Polo Fields, for Kezar, for Big Rec, the nearby golf course? The DEIR ignored these obvious
next targets for synthetic turf. I believe the proposed project, in combination with present,
proposed, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, will indeed have a huge, cumulative and
irreversible impact on the character of Golden Gate Park. I disagree with the DEIR conclusions
that it "would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to historic resources."

The excuse currently is that these kinds of changes are necessary to address budget shortfalls.
This is merely a political dodge by administrators to avoid demanding that our federal dollars be
sent back to us to support our community.

I believe it is time to stop accepting historic changes on the alter of budget deficits. And it is
time to be critical of the precedent such public-private (corporate) partnerships establish. In my
view, this needed to be addressed in the DEIR.

The Planning Department is in the position of enabling this project, or of being more critical. 1
urge you to be much more critical.

(I do love replacing the 8 foot fence with a 4 foot fence. Much more open and user friendly.)

I urge Planning to declare the project has irreversible environmental consequences and look to
an alternative with natural turf, state-of-the-art drainage system, good gopher barrier, and regular
maintenance crew.

Postscript:

I listened to the December 1, 2011 Planning Commission meeting on the DEIR. 1 was
astonished to hear Commission Miguel, I believe it was, give a long statement about how the
Golden Gate Master Plan was unreliable as a document to support the naturalistic character of
Golden Gate Park. Then he told everybody that he sat on the body that crafted the 1998 Master
Plan, and he claimed that it said something contradictory every few pages. Either he and the
others who drafted it were incompetent, or he chose to create those remarks to undermine the
public's reliance on the Master Plan and to put his position on the record.

Shameful tactic.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments,
Sincerely,

Denis Mosgofian

1227 ~ 10™ Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94122
415-566-5235

COM-599

04

cont.

05

06

07



COM-600

I-Moss

01

Ioz



COM-601

I-Moss

07




Page 1 of 1

[-Murphy
From: Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
To: Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 04:38PM
Subject: Fw: Golden Gate Park Soccer Fields EIR
————— Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/12/2011 04:38 PM -----
Dan Murphy ToBill Wycko <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

<murphsf@yahoo.com> cc
SubjectGolden Gate Park Soccer Fields EIR
12/12/2011 03:24 PM
Please respond to
4 Dan Murphy i
- <murphsf@yahoo.com> |

Mr. Wycko,

Attached please find my comments on the Draft EIR for the Golden Gate Park Soccer Fields. Thank
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. If I can be of further help on this matter
matter please fell free to contact me through e-mail or at (415) 564-0064.

Dan Murphy (See attached file: GGP soc fld let 12.11.doc)
Attachments:

GGP soc fld let 12.11.doc

http://sfmail01.sfgov.org/mail/CTYPLN/dlewis.nst) 1404087 7c069ed 1288257964005544...  12/13/2011
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2945 Ulloa St.
San Francisco, CA 94116
December 12, 2011

Submitted via e-mail

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
Beach Chalet Fields Renovation

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Misston Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103
<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation
Project (Planning Dept File No. 2010.0016E)

Dear Mr. Wycko:

I am deeply troubled by the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Environmental
Impact Report (EIR). There are many problems with the report, but I will limit my
comments to a few, mostly dealing with night lighting, fencing and impacts on birds.

To begin with, there are some striking problems with information provided about birds
and their use of the project site. Essentially this element of the EIR is wrong,.

Having studied birds in western Golden Gate Park since the early 1970’s, I can state
unequivocally that the treatment of birds at the project site is understated. Studies
undertaken during the winter and nesting seasons of 1981 and 1982 at North Lake and the
woodlot immediately to the west indicate similar plots to the project site are in fact very
rich nesting habitats for birds. Combined with the San Francisco Breeding Bird Atlas,
these studies completely refute conclusions based on an incomplete breeding bird survey
that apparently was conducted toward the end of the peak of the season.

The following references can be viewed on:the Searchable Orithological Research
Archive (SORA) http://elibrary.unm.edu/sora/index.php

Van Velzen, Willet T. and Aldeen C. “Forty-fifth Breeding Bird Census”, American
Birds, January 1982, Vol 36, No.1, p. 92

Murphy, Daniel P., 165 Urban Park — Lake, Marsh and Mixed Forest.

Murphy, Daniel P. 166 Urban Park - Mixed Coniferous Forest.

NOTE:

In the mixed coniferous forest study plot, which was most similar to the woodlands
surrounding the proposed project site, 14 nesting species were found. 64 territorial males
or females were observed.
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In the lake, marsh and mixed forest study plot which was somewhat richer than the
proposed project site 20 nesting species were found. 103 territorial males or females
were observed.

Van Velzen, Willet T. and Aldeen C. “Forty-sixth Breeding Bird Census”, American
Birds, January-February 1983, Vol 37, No.1, p. 94

Murphy, Daniel P., 153 Urban Park — Lake, Marsh and Mixed Forest

Murphy, Daniel P., 154 Urban Park - Mixed Coniferous Forest.

NOTE: ’

In the mixed coniferous forest study plot, which was most similar to the woodlands
surrounding the proposed project site, 14 nesting species were found. 47 territorial males
or females were observed.

In the lake, marsh and mixed forest study plot which was somewhat richer than the
proposed project site 12 nesting species were found. 60 territorial males or females were
observed ,

Cink, Calvin L. and Boyd, Roger L., “Thirty-fourth Winter Bird Populations Study”,
American Birds, January1982 Vol 37, No 1, p. 47, 48.

Murphy, Daniel P., 80 Urban Park — Lake, Marsh and Mixed Forest

Murphy, Daniel P., 79 Urban Park — Mature Mixed Coniferous Forest

NOTE:

In the mature mixed coniferous forest'which most resembles the project site there was a
total of 34 species with an average of 72 birds per visit.

In the lake, marsh and mixed forest plot there was a total of 50 species with an average
total of 313 birds.

Cink, Calvin L. and Boyd, Roger L., “Thirty-fifth Winter Bird Populations Study”,
American Birds, Janrary-February 1983, Vol 37, No 1, p. 47, 48.

Murphy, Daniel P., 64 Urban Park — Lake, Marsh and Mixed Forest

Murphy, Daniel P., 65 Urban Park — Mature Mixed Coniferous Forest

NOTE

In the mature mixed coniferous forest which most resembles the project site there was a
total of 33 species with an average of 126 birds per visit.

In the lake, marsh and mixed forest plot there was a total of 58 species with an average
total of 290 birds.

Not only is the project site a part of the greater habitat of Golden Gate Park and similar in
many regards to the study plots mentioned above, the project site also shares a significant
abundance of birds during fall migration. There are no studies documenting migration
for western Golden Gate Park, but it is certain that it is a significant site for migratory
land birds between mid August and mid November. That is a fact that cannot be
dismissed in the way the authors of the EIR dismissed avian use of the woodlands near
the soccer field.
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There are a number of facts about bird migration that should be mentioned in the EIR:
1. Fall migration peaks between mid August and mid November in San Francisco.

2. Spring migration takes place between early February and the end of May.

3. Migrating birds in both spring and fall tend to fly at night.

4. Birds migrate along the coast in much greater numbers in fall than spring.

5. In addition to birds considered regular migrants along the Pacific Flyway, there are
significant numbers of others that are out of range. San Francisco County has a list of
about 400 species. Of those some are listed as endangered, rare, threatened or species of
concern. Research could easily come up with specific species, but among those that are
likely to use the project site one must start with Tri-colored Blackbird, San Francisco
Common Yellowthroat, Yellow Warbler, Willow Flycatcher and the list goes on.

6. Night migrating birds are most active in the hours immediately following sunset and
the hours prior to sunrise.

7. Studies indicate migrating birds are attracted to bright lights when they are taking
flight and deciding where to land.

8. Migrating birds are attracted to bright lights and the attraction is intensified during
foggy conditions.

9. The project site is often fog shrouded during August, September and early October.

Conclusion:

Bird use of the woodlands, and for that matter the field itself, is far more significant than
what is suggested in the EIR. The fact that bird use of the area is all but dismissed in the
EIR is incorrect. Birds depend on this area in considerable numbers. This should be
corrected in the EIR and the EIR should be reissued for comment based on accurate data
about birds.

WESTERN SNOWY PLOVER

The EIR dismisses impacts from lighting on Western Snowy Plover. That’s pretty
difficult to state. The plovers do in fact inhabit the beach for about 10 months of the
year. During some of that time they roost on the beach north of Lincoln Way. It is
unknown what impact night lighting might have on that population. We do know the
birds move around a lot. Based on observation of banded birds, it is typical for the beach
to host 30 or so banded birds through the course of the year. At any one time there are
usually 5 to 8 banded birds. That means the others are moving elsewhere, probably at
night. Whether the lights from the soccer fields might attract them or not is simply not
known. The EIR should have a specific action to mitigate any impact on the Western
Snowy Plovers. That action should be to immediately turn off the lights and remove the
light standards. Unfortunately, there is not much flexibility that can be considered here.
With only a few thousand Western Snowy Plovers remaining, we really must do what we
can to assure their survival.

NIGHT LIGHTING

The proposed light standards pose a threat to migrating birds that would be difficult to
mitigate. The most significant problem the EIR should address is how impacts will be
mitigated with foggy conditions during fall migration. The best course of action would
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be to simply drop night lighting from the project all together. It is inappropriate on many
levels, but I’'m sure that will be brought up by others. Therefore these comments will
only deal with potential problems with the lights, their standards and the black cyclone
fencing.

Lighting on clear nights poses a problem but one that might be mitigated with the use of
alternate lighting systems. The issue is that migrating land birds will see the lighting, be
attracted to it and in the course of their flight strike structures in the area. With the use of
10 approximately 60-foot towers, 47 approximately 15-foot standards and 13
approximately 18-foot standards, not only is night lighting a critical issue, but it is
compounded by an obstacle course of light standards. Further, the black fencing, though
only 42 inches high poses a real threat to birds like swallows and swifts that soar through 05
the air in search of flying insects. They often fly close to the ground and could be victims cont.
of collisions with the obscured black fencing. This project has the real potential to be a
death trap for migrating land birds. Then there are seabirds, shorebirds and others for
which I do not have data, but that the EIR should consider.

The problem of night lighting is compounded during foggy conditions. With the lights
on until 10 each and every night of the year, they will shine in the fog. The glare of night
lighting in fog attracts birds whose vision is altered by the poor conditions. They fly to
the glare and are known to fly in circles until they exhaust themselves or strike and object
With 80 structures in the project site, it would see the chances of disoriented birds
striking light standards is pretty high. The problems with fencing stated above would
only be compounded by fog.

Conclusion

The EIR must define just what will be done to control impacts on migratory birds. The
minimum is that the Recreation and Park Department should permanently employ an
independent biological agency like PRBO Natural Sciences or the San Francisco Bay
Bird Observatory to conduct frequent surveys to assess bird strikes at the soccer fields. 06
Appropriate mitigation measures must be ready to put in place on an immediate basis. In
other words, if strikes are noted night use of the fields should cease immediately until
mitigation measures are put in place. Should bird strikes continue all lighting should be
shut off and the towers should be removed immediately.

The use of black fencing should be reconsidered. Fencing that is visible to birds in the | o7
proposed lighting conditions should be identified and used.

NESTING IMPACTS

It is likely there will be impacts on nesting birds. Given the data presented in the EIR
completely misstates the use of the area by nesting birds, the impact on nesting birds 08
should be reassessed. It is likely there will be considerable impacts on birds from the use
of night lighting.

ARTIFICIAL TURF
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There will be a loss of several acres of open grass as a food resource for birds throughout
the year. The major impacts will be on feeding American Robins, Killdeer, White-
crowned Sparrow, Golden-crowned Sparrow, Brewer’s Blackbird, and Red-winged
Blackbird. There are other species that would be impacted as well. Seconaary impacts
would be to resident raptors, particularly Red-tailed Hawk, Red-shouldered Hawk and
Cooper’s Hawk, and to Great Horned Owls and perhaps Barn Owls. All those species
would utilize the open grass soccer field for feeding and that resource would no longer be
available. Given conditions in San Francisco, it is apparent that the impacted birds would
not just move over to the next field, because that field is already occupied by other birds.
They would lose their habitat and eventually their lives.

TREES

The loss of trees necessary for this project will impact birds. The most likely would be
nesting species that use the area. We can assume there are significant numbers of cavity
nesting birds that would be most impacted. They include Pygmy Nuthatch, Brown
Creeper, Chestnut-backed Chickadee, Downy Woodpecker and Tree Swallow. What are
the mitigation measures to off-set this habitat loss? It is also likely at least one or two
pairs of raptors, a pair of Common Ravens, a pair of Black Phoebes, a pair of Olive-
sided Flycatchers, a few Brewer’s Blackbirds and several House Finches to mention
some likely candidates. What mitigation measures will be taken to off-set this habitat
loss?

GENERAL CONCLUSION

From the elements of the EIR I had time to read, this project should be rejected on the
grounds it is likely to cause irreparable harm to wildlife. There are many other reasons to
reject the lighting element of the project and the artificial turf element as well, but I will
not comment on them since this is a focused comment. I would encourage the Recreation
and Park Department to improve the soccer fields by employing the use of gopher netting
beneath a new natural turf field. I would hope night lighting would be rejected under any
circumstances. I would also suggest extending the soccer fields south into the site of the
former sewage treatment plant. By doing so they could add an additional soccer field and
perhaps 2.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.
Very truly yours,

Dan Murphy
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From: Don.Lewis@sfgov.org

To: Ruby Wells

Subject: Fw: Golden Gate Park Soccer Fields EIR
Date: Wednesday, December 14, 2011 2:15:03 PM

Please include as DEIR comment. Thanks.
Thanks,

Don Lewis

Environmental Planner

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

ph: (415) 575-9095 fax: (415) 558-6409

Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO
\ To

Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah
12/14/2011 11:41 B Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
AM cc

Subject
Fw: Golden Gate Park Soccer Fields

EIR

Dan Murphy
<murphsf@yahoo.co
m> To
Bill Wycko <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
12/14/2011 10:04 cc
AM
Subject

Golden Gate Park Soccer Fields EIR
Please respond to
Dan Murphy
<murphsf@yahoo.co
m>
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Beach Chalet Athletic
Fields Renovation Project (Planning Dept File No. 2010.0016E)

Mr. Wycko,

I just read the article below on Yahoo News. It reports on the impact on a
flock of migrating grebes that crashed into lighted parking lots during a
storm. Though not identical to what we might expect to occur in Golden
Gate Park, it is an example that reviewers should be aware of when
evaluated whether night lighting is appropriate in an otherwise dark
parkland.

Please add a copy of this e-mail to the comments I submitted yesterday.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,
Dan Murphy

Thousands of birds make crash landing in Utah
APAP — 9 mins ago

ST. GEORGE, Utah (AP) — Thousands of birds died on impact after apparently
mistaking a Wal-Mart parking lot and other areas of southern Utah for

bodies of water and plummeting to the ground in what one wildlife expert
called the worst downing she's ever seen.

Crews went to work cleaning up the dead birds and rescuing the survivors
after the creatures crash-landed in the St. George area Monday night.

By Tuesday evening, volunteers had rescued more than 2,000 birds, releasing
them into nearby bodies of water.

"They're just everywhere," Teresa Griffin, wildlife program manager for the
Utah Department of Wildlife Resource's southern region, told The Spectrum
newspaper in St. George (http://bit.ly/rYpQbJ). "It's been nonstop. All our
employees are driving around picking them up, and we've got so many people
coming to our office and dropping them off."

Officials say stormy conditions probably confused the flock of grebes, a
duck-like aquatic bird likely making its way to Mexico for the winter. The
birds tried to land in a Cedar City Wal-Mart parking lot and elsewhere.

"The storm clouds over the top of the city lights made it look like a nice,
flat body of water. All the conditions were right," Griffin said. "So the
birds landed to rest, but ended up slamming into the pavement."

No human injuries or property damage have been reported.

Griffin noted most of the downings she's seen have been localized, "but
this was very widespread."

"I've been here 15 years and this was the worst downing I've seen," she
told the newspaper.

Officials said they were continuing a rescue effort that started Tuesday
afternoon and included an enthusiastic group of volunteers. The surviving
grebes were released into bodies of water in southern Utah's Washington
County, including a pond near Hurricane.
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"If we can put them on a body of water that's not frozen over, they'll have 01
a better chance of survival," said Lynn Chamberlain, a wildlife department
spokesman. cont.

The Planning Department will have reduced services available the last week of December 2011. In
addition to the regular observed legal holiday on Monday, December 26, 2011, most Planning
Department offices will be closed on December 27, 28, 29, & 30. On these dates, only the Planning
Information Center (PIC), located on the 1st floor of 1660 Mission Street, will be open normal business
hours as follows:

Tuesday, December 27, 2011: 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM

Wednesday, December 28, 2011: 8:00 AM to 5 00 PM

Thursday, December 29, 2011: 8:00 AM to 5 00 PM

Friday. December 30, 2011: 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM

Please note that the PIC will have reduced staffing on these days. The PIC phone number is (415) 558-
6377. The Planning Department will resume full services on January 3, 2012.
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From: Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
To: Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 04:52PM

Subject: Fw: Draft EIR for the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields

Jerome Napoli Toeric.l.mar@sfgov.crg,

<iggyandj@gmail.com> bill.wycko@sfgov.org
ccmayoredwinlee@sfgov.org,

12/12/2011 02:13 PM sfoceanedge@earthlink.net

SubjectDraft EIR for the Beach Chalet
Athletic Fields

Dear Mr. Mar and Mr. Wycko:

We just recently heard about the proposed modifications to the Beach Chalet
Athletic Fields. We wish to lodge our strong recommendation that the
project NOT include the artificial turf and stadium lighting currently
proposed . We want Golden Gate Park to remain as natural as possible, with
limited removal of natural vegetation . There appears to be enough health
and safety issues surrounding the use of artificial turf that adding nearly
seven (7) acres to a natural habitat is exposing the children and animals
who will use the fields to this unnecessary risk . The costs of renovating
the fieids with natural grass and gopher abatement will be substantially less than
that introducing artifical surfaces and lighting. At a time when all city and
county agencies are under severe budgetary constraints , spending ten to
twelve million dollars on the proposed project is profligate ! Other cheaper,

natural alternatives exist and MUST be considered. DON'T LET THIS PROJECT

GO FORWARD as currently proposed !

Jerome F. Napoli
Diana J. Misthos

Residents @ 8133 Geary Boulevard

http://sfmail01.sfgov.org/mail/CTYPLN/dlewis.ns774640877c069ed1288257964005544...  12/13/2011
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From: Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
To: Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 04:54PM
Subject: Fw: Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation DEIR
----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/12/2011 04:55 PM -----
alan ogilvie To"bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko
<alan_ogilvie@yahoo.com> cclohn Frykman
<johnfrykman@comcast.net>, "jar
12/12/2011 04:50 PM <jamie_ray@comcast.net>, "sfoce:

; <sfoceanedge.volunteer@yahoo.co

Please respond to SubjectBeach Chalet Athletic Fields Renove

alan ogilvie
<alan_ogilvie@yahoo.co |
‘ m> i

Dear Mr. Wycko:

Please find attached letter regarding The DEIR for the proposed Beach Chalet Athletic Field renovation
renovation

Alan M. Ogilvie

879 47th Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

Tel: 650-481-5397

Skype: alan.michael.ogilvie

Web: www electro-water.com (See attached file: Beach Chalet rebuttal to DEIR letter.doc)

Attachments:
Beach Chalet rebuttal to DEIR letter.doc

COM-612
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Alan Ogilvie
810 43rd Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121

Attention: Bill Wycko:
December 12 2011
Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation 2009 Proposal

I appreciate that a draft environmental impact report was created by the San Francisco
planning department in order to evaluate this extremely important issue. This report has
led to further concerns that I and many of my neighbors have about this project.

It is requested that the Planning Department not approve this proposed project, as it
would create significant negative impacts to the character of the west end of Golden Gate
Park, degrade the park use experience of the 200,000 residents of the Sunset and
Richmond district and other residents and tourists that enjoy the quiet naturalistic setting
of the west end of the park, and will have significant adverse effects on the environment
and our resident and migratory wildlife.

Specifically, it is requested that the Planning Department not approve the following
components of this proposed project:

Installation of artificial turf

Installation of stadium lighting (150,000 kw of night lighting)

Field size enlargement

Barbeque arca

Children’s play area

Concrete perimeter around fields

Lighting fixtures around field and pathways

Raised fencing height

Spectator seating that is excessive to needs of city resident games

10) Restroom renovation beyond sinks, toilets and baby changing areas

Clearly these soccer fields, and others in the City, require renovations and improvements
to meet the needs of the growing soccer community in San Francisco, and in particular
the need to have soccer fields available for children.

There is overwhelming evidence that sports in general are beneficial to children in terms
of health, fitness, sportsmanship, leadership, and self-esteem.

As an ex soccer player and youth coach, I can attest to these many benefits. In my
opinion soccer is the best sport overall for developing children, as it has broad appeal, is
not gender specific, and is the world's most popular and exciting sport, whether it be if a
player or as a spectator.
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The question is whether soccer is best played on artificial turf, or grass?
Soccer is typically a winter sport. While artificial turf may be appropriate for many arcas
of the US where winter conditions make playing on grass fields difficult or impossible,
San Francisco's benign climate lends itself perfectly to use a natural grass surface.

The other issues are as follows:

MRSA - Mersa or Staph

The biggest concern.

MRSA infections are on the increase. The most rapidly growing staph infection is
Community Acquired MRSA or CAMRSA.

e The Center for Disease Control or CDC estimates that MRSA kills more people
per year in the US than AIDS.

e The CDC latest figures, from 2001 state that in American hospitals alone,
Healthcare-Associated Infections (HAI's) account for an estimated 1.7 million
infections and 99,000 associated deaths each year. These figures are 9 years old,
and it can be safely assumed that the more recent figures would be alarmingly
higher.

http://www.cdc.gov/ncidod/dhgp/hai.html

Not withstanding the extremely high fatality rate, the costs associated with overcoming
the infections in a clinical setting are staggering.

http://www.cdc.gov/ncidod/dhgp/pdf/Scott_CostPaper.pdf

In the course of my profession [ was required to monitor the world wide issue of HATI's,
and in particular MRSA. I maintained a website blog which over the course of two years
there were over 4000 entries following and reporting on the worldwide spread of the
potentially deadiy bacteria.

Due to the prolific use of antibiotics in the past thirty years or so, this has become a
worldwide problem as bacteria have become more and more resistant to antibiotics.

With regards to CA MRSA, this particular infection has been known to occur in many

schools, colleges and universities, in particular affecting students, male or female, who
are involved in sports.
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Contact sports such as Football, Soccer, Wrestling, Lacrosse, and Gaelic Football all
involve skin to skin contact, and present the potential for transmission of the bacteria
from one person to another.

The infection can be harbored on equipment, on hard surfaces, clothing, Jacuzzis, towels,
razors, footwear, door handles, gymnasium floors and mats, toilet seats, and artificial turf.

Outbreaks of CAMRSA have also been known to occur in prisons or areas where there
can potentially be skin to skin contact. The Military have also seen concerning infection
numbers.

e A study by the CDC found that athletes who sustained a skin burn from artificial
turf were seven times more likely to develop a MRSA infection. Another study
published in the Journal of Clinical Microbiology in 2000 found that MRSA
survives better on artificial turf than on other surfaces.

e CA MRSA and MRSA are known to be particularly relevant in attacking people
with compromised or undeveloped immune systems. Young children and the
elderly are at particular risk of serious consequences from acquiring this infection.

e According to a 2007 report by the NFL Players Association, 61 percent of 1,511
players polled had negative reviews of artificial surfaces, with many believing
artificial surfaces were more likely to cause injury and shorten players' careers.
http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,329065,00.html

Please also this article which appeared in Time magazine about the issue

http://www.time.com/time/arts/article/0.8599.1853828.00.html

While the subject of MRSA has been addressed to some degree in the proposal, it seems
to me that the potential dangers presented by the use of artificial turf have been
minimized and require further research.

e A number of American hospitals have been sued in the past by families of patients
who have contracted the bacteria and as a result have either died or have
necessitated numerous live saving surgeries due to the extent of the infection.

These suits have been filed stating unsanitary practices or poor medical treatment. In
many cases MRSA was not immediately diagnosed, leading to severe consequences..

e Asof 2007, California Lawmakers implemented legislation requiring all

California hospitals to report all HAI's including CA MRSA. These records
should allow insight into infections resulting from artificial turf injuries.
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The potential legal ramifications to the city of San Francisco as a result of a serious
infection resulting in the death of a player cannot be understated.

To minimize cr dismiss this potential serious issue would be a major oversight, and is
worthy of further research.

I refer to these links below which will help explain the issue even further

http://sportsinjuries.suite101.com/article.cfm/artificial field turf vs natural grass safet
Yy

http://www.dallasnews.com/sharedcontent/dws/dn/latestnews/stories/122207dnspofootbal
Istaph.135e94.html

http://fotp.org/advocacy/artificial-turf
Injuries

The proposal from Rec and Park states that one of the key factors they considered in
promoting the use of artificial turf over grass was due to injuries sustained by the poor
condition of the grass fields due to gopher holes.

e They quote one example of a player breaking an ankle. This begs the question is
there statistics available staging the number of injuries incurred due to the poor
condition of the field?

e They point to Garfield Square Playground stating that it was formerly known as
"The Park where you break your foot". Are there any statistics available on the

number of players that have actually broken their foot, or is this purely anecdotal?

Soccer is a contact sport, and it is inevitable that injuries will result from playing it. Most
adult players have been injured in one way or another during the course of their careers.

This applies to amateur as well as professional players.

Other sports such as Lacrosse or Gaelic football are also contact sports which will also
result in injuries.

While there is no specific evidence to suggest that there is more likelihood of injury by

playing on artificial turf, the main cause for concern is rashes or burns acquired by the
player having contact with the ground. This raises the MRSA issue.

e [tis vital in the case of a potential infection or injury to ensure that the affected
area is cleaned and protected as soon as possible.
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e Within the proposal, with regards to the bathroom renovation, there has been no
provision made for shower stalls. If a player has access to a shower immediately
following injury this could severely reduce the chance for infection to set in.

e Currently players, after they leave the field, are reduced to either changing in the
toilet or more commonly in the car before they head home to hopefully take a
shower. Should there be a delay in showering, this again could result in infection

taking hold.
e There is also the question of chemical infection occurring in a wound due to the 03
composition of the turf, which in some cases is known to contain lead, chrome, cont.

zinc and possibly others.

http://www.cdc.gov/nceh/lead/tips/artificialturf.html
Another area where grass is better than artificial turf is in the length of the cleats required
to play. Longer cleats used with grass reduce the possibility of a player slipping or

twisting due to better stability.

Provisions should be made to improve the bathroom facilities to include showers for both
male and female players regardless of which surface they should play on.

Gophers

Gophers live underground in every park or grassy area. In the case of Golden Gate Park,
gophers are everywhere.

Any of the gardeners in the Park will state that this is one of their biggest challenges, as
they are difficult to exclude from doing significant damage. While this is true of an area
such as a golf course, in the case of the Beach Chalet soccer fields, is relatively easier and
inexpensive to address.

e As the soccer fields are contained by a fence, by digging a trench 2 to 3 feet deep 04
by 1 foot wide around the outer perimeter of the fence. Narrow gauge wire
fencing is then put in to the trench, backfilled, thus providing an underground
barrier that the gophers cannot pass through.

e Should the gophers attempt to enter through the fence; a barrier of small gauge
wire can be added to the existing fence to provide yet another barrier.

Other Areas of concern

The following components are desired to be improved as listed
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Renovating restrooms to replace the toilet stall doors that have been missing for years,
adding new mirrors, soap dispensers, modern toilet paper dispensers, hand dryers, sinks
and baby changing tables in mens and womens bathrooms.

Adding lockers pose some risk of vandalism, but would not be opposed. Showers will
attract homeless park dwellers and require excessive maintenance. Players can bring
towels to wipe down, have room to change clothes, and will need to shower when they
get home. Given the problems we have in Golden Gate Park, this is a concession players
have to live with to play here.

In the UK, soccer is the national game, and hundreds of thousands of players play the
game on a regular basis almost all the year around. In every organized soccer game the
facilities are available to the players include showers, and in certain cases plunge baths.

In my opinion the bathroom facility would have to be expanded considerably to be able
to effectively accommodate the players. This then raises a question of security for
valuables, and protection against vandalism which could easily happen.

Building small areas of spectator seating that is in keeping with the naturalistic setting of
the west end of Golden Gate Park. There is no room to implement this additional
fixture.

Improvements to and expansion of the parking lot by 8 spaces, as proposed.

The proposal to increase the number of spaces in the soccer field parking lot by 8 spaces
will not reduce the traffic congestion on weekends for the current primarily resident use
of these fields. '

Intentionally attracting Bay Area Leagues to play on these fields will increase the number
of spectators by many fold.

RPD states that Ocrean Beach parking lots will accommodate the need for additional
parking. Ocean Beach parking lots are full on sunny weekends year round. In order to
accommodate ihe additional need for parking that will be generated by this proposal to
expand field size to professional league competion size spectators would require RPD
providing a minimum of 100 additional spaces, if only 25 spectators attended games on
the four fields. In actuality, there could easily be 100 spectators that attend games on each
of the 4 fields. ‘

The logistics of a soccer tournament are as follows:

11 per side plus 3 substitutes= 14 = 28 players per game. Plus 2 coaches per team plus
referees and 2 linesmen. = 33 total participants every 1 5 hours (per game).

Spectators can be expected to be at least 30 per game, and more likely 60 spectators
which gives us 93 players x 4 ficlds = 400 people attending each 90 minutes.

If 5 games are hosted per field on a weekend day, this = 2000 people that will all need to
park their cars.

COM-618
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It is difficult enough to park now, and bringing in this volume of people will make it an
absolute nightmare. This clearly has not been thought through intelligently

Changes Character of the West End of Golden Gate Park

Lengthening the fields will necessitate removing the windscreen hedge between the
service road and the fields — contrary to the computer model images that City Fields has
presented. (Just as City Fields admitted that the computer generated images they
provided to represent the amount of light that will be generated by the stadium lights, and
how much light would be seen from Sutro Park, was greatly under- represented.

The fields do not need to be expanded, they are perfectly fine as they stand right now and
would meet any soccer leagues requirements.

Enlarging (lengthening) the fields is unnecessary and will take away the small walkway
of grass around the fields that were fenced off from the public to walk on in the mid 90’s.
[ walk around these fields on the grass daily. Putting concrete walkways around the
artificial turf fields will make this are unattractive for walking for pleasure. The green
meadow of these fields is an ideal place to take a quiet walk.

Stadium lighting.

The lights will be seen for miles. This is in conflict with the city’s commitment to reduce
nighttime light pollution to protect wildlife. (See environmental impact section) Not to
mention our adoption of the Green City Initiative to reduce excess power usage.

Noise

Soccer fans get excited and make noise. It's the same the world over at any level. The
noise levels will increase dramatically and spoil the peaceful experience of being in
Golden gate Park.

Garbage

The amount of garbage generated by soccer tournaments is bad now. Increases
exponentially and the garbage is increased exponentially. The overworked gardeners will
now become full-time garbage collectors and the park will suffer greatly as a result

Safety
Soccer can be a dangerous game for both players and spectators. Rivalries are

commonplace, and things can get out of hand very easily result in people getting hurt.
This includes nonparticipant passers by and residents
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Artifical turf in no way has the character of natural grass. It will change the look of the
area and the feel of the area from one of a peaceful meadow when not in play, to one of
industrial sports complex.

Traffic

RPD cannot expect us to believe the results of the traffic study they paid for.
Current soccer field use on weekends causes excessive traffic congestion on JFK and
MLK, between Bernice Way and the Great Highway.

Weekend demand currently creates traffic hazard to pedestrians, bicyclists, skaters and
motorists: Traffic backs up on JFK & MLK as cars stop to wait for a parallel parking
space to be vacated. Traffic stops while a car waits for a family to load all of their gear
into their car and get themselves all aboard, then pull out, which involves waiting for cars
passing the stopped car to create a break in the traffic. JKF & MLK are not wide enough
to allow cars to safely pass a stopped car. This requires entering into the oncoming lane
of traffic, along with skaters and bicyclists that are also passing the car that has stopped
to obtain a “soon” to be vacated parking space. Between the time someone walks toward
a vehicle to vacate a parking space and the time they actually pull out and into weekend
traffic on JFK & MLK, upwards of 5 minutes may elapse. During this time, other cars,
bicyclists and skaters are all trying to get around the car waiting for the parking space.
Multiply this scenario several times, as several cars stop to gain parking in the distance
between Bernice Way and the Great Highway on both JFK & MLK.

I respectfully request that this issue he reevaluated completely with new plans to include
a grass surface, no lighting, improved bathroom facilities, improved parking.

This is Golden Gate Park, a world-famous park, one of the world's great parks and it
deserves our very careful stewardship. If Mr. McLaren were alive today he would be
mortified at some of these suggestions that have been made

Sincerely

Alan Ogilvie

879 47th Avenue
San Francisco,\ CA 94121
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o Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B

) %“ 11/15/2011 02:24 PM e Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

bcec

Subject Fw: Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Environmental
Impact Report

—-- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/15/2011 02:24 PM -——-

Linda Avery /CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, John
11/15/2011 02:05 PM Rahaim/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc Patricia Gerber/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

Subject Fw: Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Environmental
Impact Report

Linda D. ﬁwery-}[erﬁert

Director of Commission Affairs

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION &

SAN FRANCISCO HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
1650 MISSION STREET — SUITE 400

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103-2414

TEL: 415.558.6407 — FAX: 415.558.6409

WEBSITE: www.sfqov.org/planning

----- Forwarded by Linda Avery/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/15/2011 02:05 PM -—--

alan ogilvie
<alan_ogilvie @yahoo.com> To "c_olange@yahoo.com" <c_olange@yahoo.com>
11/13/2011 01:51 PM cc "linda.avery@sfgov.org" <linda.avery@sfgov.org>
Please respond to . o _ .
alan ogilvie Subject Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Environmental
<alan_ogilvie@yahoo.com> Impact Report

Attention: C. Olange Planning Permission President,
Linda Avery, Secretary

| have recently received the Draft Environmental Impact Report on Beach Chalet Athletic
Fields Renovalion. This is an extremely lengthy and detailed report and requires serious
and considerable attention.

In view of the length of the document, the need for many technical questions to be raised,
and the fact that we are now approaching the Holiday Season I respectfully request that an
extension of time be given in order for the report be examined in delall, and sufficient
time be allowed for me lo raise questions and seek technical advice on this very important
matler.

COM-621
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Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely

Alan M. Ogilvie

1833 Vera Avenue
Redwood City, CA 94061
United States of America

Tel: 650-481-5397
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From: Jultonedes@aol.com
To: bill.wycko@sfgov.org, don.lewis@sfgov.org
Date: Sunday, December 11, 2011 09:29PM

Subject: Beach Chalet Soccer Field DEIR

The Beach Chalet Soccer Field Draft EIR either directly supports, or by key omissions, confirms that
the proposed remake must NOT beconie a reality.

This is not a “renovation” of an existing field but an attempt to remake it into something it was never
intended to be — a mega athletic complex:

“Recreation” at a High Cost:

1.

Bad Aesthetics:

The remake of this existing field is not about creating more playing time for kids — it’s about
following the money which leads directly to RPD taking advantage of another opportunity to
get tax payers to pay again to “renovate” a beloved play space into something that RPD can
market to larger leagues to whom they can charge top dollar for the use which ultimately
displaces use by smaller local low-stress play groups.

Kids don't need mega athletic complexes that are in operation way into the night to have quality
experiences, and leagues don't need another excuse to make children’s sports more about
winning and less about being a kid. RPD needs to take care of what they have and remember
that they are supposed to be all about “recreation” and not about making money off tax-paid
public property.

West Sunset is the proper alternative and an appropriate place for a larger field complex
because there are already all the other facilities there that make for family-friendly access to
other resources in one location. It will also not compromise the naturalistic environment in
western Golden Gate Park.

1.

Fake is Messy, Hazardous, and Labor Intensive:

Massive light standards towering over the entire region is disgusting and will be equivalentto a |

deer staring into headlights. This night light pollution is an absolute deal-breaker whose
destruction to the tranquility of the area needs no further discussion. This domineering beacon
of light will be visible for hundreds of miles out to sea and will dominate a bird’s-eye-view for
visitors flying into the Bay Area. The reflection off thick foggy sky will reverberate and be
inescapable for many surrounding blocks of homes.

The hum of noise from this complex will drown-out the whistle of wind through trees, cooing
of bedding birds, and definitely mask the crashing of waves. Makes me cry!

A huge complex of any kind, and particularly in conjunction with another proposed project
(water treatment plant) not only takes away from other low-impact opportunities such as trails,
natural gardens, and passive recreation The effect is to reduce the western end of Golden Gate
Park to a high-impact urbanized setting so over-scaled that one’s eye cannot see around it or
over it and leads the mind to believe that it is just another paved part of any place anywhere in
any city — not the wondrous Golden Gate Park. This is completely contrary of the spirit and
intent of the Master Plan. What a shame!

1.

After years of watching the effects of crumbling synthetic materials in children’s playgrounds,
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the stuff crumbles and migrates everywhere — onto adjacent grassy spaces, sandboxes, sidewalks,

U

into clubhouses, into adjacent private backyards.

Huge holes rub into the stuff from repeated treading which is the true tripping hazard.

Fake is harder to maintain because of replacement values: Real grass requires spot replanting,
fake means removing huge sheets of the stuff and reworking supporting material underneath.
This labor intensive process required specialized and expensive workers instead of regular
gardeners.

Chasing away the Other Residents — Wildlife — Soliciting unwanted Replacements:

1.

The quality of human experience in nature will not be the only living creatures adversely
affected by this monstrosity. Birds will have an extension of their feeding grounds removed —
worms in soil and grass, and be distracted from a natural inclination to roost on tree branches
that are either now removed or so flooded with light and inundated with noise and car exhaust
as to seek other, cleaner, safer, quicter foliage elsewhere.

Opportunistic birds will linger seeking crumbs tossed out by humans that cannot now
biodegrade into the soil. Defecation from unsuited birds also will not biodegrade resulting in
smelly litter onto every surface and requiring hours of power washing with thousands of
gallons of water.

Bad Air, Bad Water, Bad Blood:

1. Water run-off from washing fake grass and from drip of the fog and rain will wash along with
it crumbled particles from this material and end up in the Ocean and clogging drainage
systems.

2. Fumes from the exhaust of multiple buses every single day coming from every corner of the
Bay Area with teams renting the fields cannot be controlled or mitigated against by any means
what-so-ever.

3. Parking will be a nightmare because the proposed parking lot will not be sufficient to handle
private autos and buses for long hours.

4. Public transit is not sufficiently close as to make transit of multiple groups of children and
equipment feasible. Private autos will clog side streets and adjacent neighborhoods.

5. Multiple other events will be scheduled on these fields because RPD cannot resist the
temptation of charging big-bucks for the use of public park facilities. The result will be
multiplication of current big event problems from traffic, trash, noise, disturbances to residents,
and over-use of public gardening staff who should be maintaining other parks.

Respectfully,

Andrea & Rick O’Leary
830 Teresita Blvd.

SF, CA 94127
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PGA design™

December 8, 2011

Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE:  Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E
State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005

Dear Mr. Wycko:

The purpose of this letter is fo urge the Planning Department staff to seriously

’ consider an alternative in the EIR fo the currently proposed plan to completely 01
transform the Beach Chalet Soccer Fields from a low profile set of fields to an
intensely modern sports complex with artificial turf and network of lights.

I am a founding member of the Northern California Chapter of the Historic
American Landscapes Survey (HALS). Modeled on the Historic American
Building Survey (HABS) HALS is a documentation program that was created by
the National Park Service in 2000. The purpose of HALS is to document our
nation’s cultural landscapes for future generations by preparing measured
drawings, written histories and archival photography.! Our HALS chapter is
charged with making citizens, public agencies and commissions aware of the
importance of cultural landscapes and why they are an important part of our
heritage.

DEIR Deficiencies

| have reviewed the DEIR and find that it is deficient in several critical aspects.
First, the DEIR fails fo analyze the impacts of the proposed changes in the
context of the entire park. Instead, the impacts analysis focuses exclusively on
the western portion of the park. In fact, | was unable to find a single exhibit

02

! These documents are all sent to the Library of Congress and made available online orin
printed form to scholars and all researchers.

Chris Cathy Christopher

Pattillo Garrett Kent

444 - 17" Street Oakland CA 94612
Tel 510.465.1284 Fax 510.465.1256
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within the bound portion of the DEIR that shows the entire park. It is essential
that the entire park be included in the analysis. Golden Gate Park was
designed as a single unit and needs to be consistently viewed in that context.
For example, imagine that a museum curator decided it would be a good idea
fo alter the painting of the Mono Lisa - possibly adding a bright and dazzling
ring. Would such a change have a profound affect on the entire painting? |
dare say yes. Similarly, by adding artificial turf and 70 new light standards to the
Chalet Fields the character of the entire park would be impacted - this needs to
e studied in the DEIR.

Your department needs to consider the cumulative impacts of past, current and T

proposed changes within the entirety of Golden Gate Park. For example, there
is little attention given to the proposed Westside Water Treatment Plant. This
‘project will have a magjor impact on the overall uses and experience of the
western end of the park, and, combined with the soccer fields, will turn this end
of the park into more of a suburbban corporate park than a place to escape the
urban environment. Considering cumulative impacts will necessitate expanding
every section of the DEIR and making changes to the exhibits.

Second, the proposed mitigations are woefully inadequate. The DEIR clearly
acknowledges on page ES-3 that "The proposed project would cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA ...” On page IV.C-28 the DEIR notes, "After completion of the
project, the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields would no longer be a contributor to
the Golden Gate Park National Historic District because its integrity would be
substantially reduced ....” This is an extremely significant issue. One would
expect the DEIR to propose major mitigations to offset such a significant loss, but
on page ES-9 the only mitigation proposed is a minor change to the layout and
materials for the circulation paths. Serious consideration must be given to
defining adequate mitigation measures that fully compensate for the loss of this
historic resource.

Third, the DEIR fails to include an analysis of the maintenance costs that
compares a new arfificial turf field with a newly renovated, state of art, living
grass field. This should include replacement costs of the artificial turf after 10
years (the standard warranty length) and the expense to repair vandalism and
all other expenses involved in maintaining both types of fields. It should be done
over a 20 year period to allow for the cost of artificial turf field replacement.
Doing so may very well demonstrate that-the-anticipated savings is less-than
what would justify the proposed project.

Golden Gate Park is known world-wide for its naturalistic landscape
Golden Gate Park is an extremely significant, naturalistic landscape. Just a few
years ago the city of San Francisco initiated efforts to have it listed on the
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National Register of Historic Places - the highest level of recognition that can be
achieved by a cultural landscape.

It is interesting to note the current relevance of the design intent of the park as
described in the 2004 National Register nomination. On page 41 of section 8 the
author notes, "Golden Gate Park was also important for its role in advancing the
art of park design. ....... Ballfields, courts and playgrounds were considered
“urban” intfrusions that would conflict with the experience of nature that
Olmsted sfrove to provide. ..... these features were skillfully added to Golden
Gate Park in a way that preserved the naturdlistic features of the landscape.
...... providing a natural escape from urban life.” The summary statement of the
NRHP Registration form cites Golden Gate Park, “as one of the pioneering
examples of the large urban park in the United States .... it has regional
significance .... as the first naturalistic landscape park in the west.” In this light
the proposed anti-natural changes to the Beach Chalet Fields is particularly
ironic.

It is also noteworthy, on page 44 of the National Register nomination that the
author notes, "Residents from all social classes are actively involved in the
preservation of the park and profecting it from urban infrusions.” It seems this is
a never ending endeavor - citizens and their representatives need to be
steadfast in holding off the incessant push to urbanize the park.

The park’s National Register designation means that it is important not only
locally but also at a national level, and given the number of international visitors
that come to Golden Gate Park one could argue that it has international
stature. As such the city has a duty to not only protect the park for residents, but
also to retain its attraction for visitors.  This is a commercially ssnart action o
take. In addition to that, San Francisco needs to protect is as an internationally-
known cultural resource.  San Franciscans like to weigh in on issues or causes in
other countries, but we often neglect to realize the value of what is right here
under our Noses.

Project Alternatives

Part VI of the DEIR offers a number of alternatives that would reduce the
impacts on this resource. Regrettably none by itself offers a viable alternative
which would meet most of the Project Objectives.

| stronaly encourage you to consider a combination of the alternatives #2, #3
and #4.  Alternative # 2 identifies an alternate location for new fields and
should be thoroughly explored - West Sunset Playground has been suggested as
a possible suitable location. From Alternative # 3 can be taken the proposal for
renovating the existing natural grass fields. And from Alternative #4 can be
taken again the idea of no lighting. This combination of renovating a field

COM-629
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outside of Golden Gate Park while renovating the natural grass af the Beach
Chalet fields with real grass and no lights would meet the majority of the project
objectives, while retaining the essence of the historic fields.

Conclusions

While | understand the need to provide sufficient fields to accommodate the
demand, | guestion the logic of impdcting a treasured historic resource to ao so.
You should question the premise that the Beach Chalet fields should be
renovated to the extent that a 200 percent increase in play time is an
acceptable idea at this location. The current budget could provide a high tech
drainage system, water conserving irrigation system, and modern day
stormwater management. Such improvements would preclude the need for

artificial turf.

You should direct the Recreation and Parks staff to seek an alternative that
represents a compromise between those who demand increased play time and
those who wish o retain the historic character of the pastoral landscape
envisioned by the park’s original designer — William Hammond Hall. Hall
expressed this sentiment,

“a park therefore, ...... should be an agglomeration of hill and dale,
meadow, lawn, wood and coppice presenting a series of sylvan and
pastoral views, calculated to banish all thought of urban objects.”

The Beach Chalet fields are a valuable cultural resource. | know you will hear
from sports advocates and feel pressured to accommodate their demands. But
unstructured recreation and enjoyment of nature are also valid needs, and
these park uses serve a broader spectrum of people, in terms of age, economic
status, and physical ability, than does a limited-use athletic activity. |
understand that you need 1o be responsive to all parties, and | believe that is
achievable. Please use your authority to conceive a compromise that will retain
the historic integrity of the fields.

Clz A, Pie:

Chris Patfillo
Historic Landscape Architect
President, PGAdesigninc
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LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS

November 15, 2011

Historical Commission ‘7/é”//
San Francisco Planning Department Aoy Oty
1650 Mission Street D, ‘{ﬂh//j’

San Francisco, CA94103

RE: Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation - Comments on DEIR - Case
No. 2010.0016E

Dear Members of the Historical Commission,

| am a founding member of the Northern California Chapter of the Historic American
Landscapes Survey (HALS). HALS is a documentation program, modeled on the Historic
American Building Survey (HABS), that was created by the National Park Service in 2000.
The purpose of HALS is to document our nation’s cultural landscapes for future
generations by preparing measured drawings, written histories and archival
photography. These documents are all sent to the Library of Congress and made
available online or in printed form to scholars and all researchers. Our HALS chapter is
also charged with making citizens, public agencies and commissions such as yours aware
of the importance of cultural landscapes and why they are an important part of our
heritage.

Our chapter became aware of the proposed renovation plans for the athletic fields at the
Beach Chalet in 2010 and decided to begin the HALS documentation process.
Volunteers have completed a short history, archival photography, and made progress on
a measured drawing that depicts the fields as they exist today.

This introduction to the Beach Chalet soccer fields made me aware of the fields as a
cultural resource and unique component of Golden Gate Park. While | understand the 01
need to provide sufficient fields to accommodate the demand, | question the logic of
impacting a treasured historic resource in doing so. Part Vi of the DEIR offers a number
of alternatives that would reduce the impacts on this resource. | strongly encourage your
commission to seriously consider the alternatives to the proposed project. Identifying an
alternative location for these fields should be thoroughly explored — West Sunset
Playground has been suggested as a possible suitable location.

02

Chris Cathy Christopher
Pattillo Garrett Kent

444 - 17" Street Oakland CA 94612
Tel 510.465.1284 Fax 510.465.1256
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Another alternative that would significantly reduce the impacts would be a combination
of alternatives 3 and 4 presented in the DEIR — this would provide renovated fields with
real turf and no lights. While such an approach does not meet all of the applicant’s
desired criteria, it would meet many of the stated objectives while retaining the essence of
the historic fields. L

03

Another concern is that the analysis of the cumulative impacis presented in the DEIR
focuses on only a small portion of park. It is essential that the entire park be included in 04
this analysis. Your commission needs to consider the cumulative impacts of past, current

and proposed changes within Golden Gate Park. 1

You should question the premise that the Beach Chalet fields should be renovated to the
extent that they will be able to accommodate up to 1000 people for day and night
games, and that a 200 percent increase in play time is a good idea at this location. The
DEIR tells us that one of the four fields is currently unusable at any given time due to
maintenance, so by correcting drainage, rodent and other routine problems the parks
department could increase field use by 25% while having essentially no impact on the
cultural resource.

05

As members of the Historical Commission | needn’t tell you that the Beach Chalet fields
are a valuable cultural resource, but | know you will hear from sports advocates and feel
pressured to accommodate their demands. | understand that you need to be responsive
to all parties, and | believe that is achievable. Please use your authority to conceive a
compromise that will retain the historic integrity of the fields.

clz . A, Feits
Chris Pattillo
Historic Landscape Architect
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Miriam Pinchuk
1336 Willard Street, Apt. E
San Francisco, CA 94117

Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103
bill.wycko@sfgov.org

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report on renovation of the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields
Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E
State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005

Dear Mr Wycko,

I am submitting these comments in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for
the renovation of the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields.

Of most concern to me is the lack of peer-reviewed scientific and medical data on the
health and environmental impacts of artificial turf that uses tire-crumb infill. I have worked
as a medical editor for more than 10 years, editing research papers and medical
information. (My clients include the BMJ [British Medical Journal] and the World Health
Organization.) This is why I have several concerns about the data presented in the

Draft EIR.

The data presented seem to have been chosen selectively rather than representatively.
There is no indication of why the studies included in the report were chosen instead of
other, more recent studies; there is no indication of the criteria used to select studies for
inclusion; and there is no indication why literature searches were not done to update the
references cited in the reports included in the Draft EIR. This raises several questions that

need thorough answers.

» Who selected the studies cited in the draft EIR? What are this person’s

qualifications for selecting relevant studies and assessing their findings?
+« Does this person have any conflicts of interest that would influence the studies

that s/he selected or the interpretation of their results? (For example, what is his
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or her view on the proposed project and could this have influenced the decision about

which studies were included?)
e Was this person asked about conflicts of interest? If not, why not?

It is common for most medical and scientific journals to ask authors to declare any
conflicts of interest that they may have or any interests that may be perceived as
biasing their judgment. JAMA (the Journal of the American Medical Association) sums up

conflicts of interest this way: : s

“A conflict of interest may exist when an author (or the author’s institution or
employer) has financial or personal relationships or affiliations that could
influence (or bias) the author’s decisions, work, or manuscript. All authors are
required to complete and submit the ICMJE Form for Disclosure of Potential
Conflicts of Interest. In this form, authors will disclose all potential conflicts of
interest, including relevant financial interests, activities, relationships, and
affiliations..., including

Any potential conflicts of interest ‘involving the work under
consideration for publication’ (during the time involving the work, from initial
conception and planning to present),

Any ‘relevant financial activities outside the submitted work’ (over the
3 years prior to submission), and

Any ‘other relationships or activities that readers could perceive to
have influenced, or that give the appearance of potentially influencing’ what is
written in the submitted work (based on all relationships that were present during
the 3 years prior to submission).

Authors are expected to provide detailed information about all relevant
financial interests, activities, and relationships within the past 3 years as
stipulated in the ... Form ... including, but not limited to, employment, affiliation,
grants or funding, consultancies, honoraria or payment, speakers’ bureaus, stock
ownership or options, expert testimony, royalties, donation of medical
equipment, or patents planned, pending, or issued....”*

Additionally, the BMJ (the British Medical Journal) asks authors

“to disclose four types of information. Firstly, their associations with commercial
entities that provided support for the work reported in the submitted manuscript
(the time frame for disclosure in this section of the form is the lifespan of the
work being reported). Secondly, their associations with commercial entities that
could be viewed as having an interest in the general area of the submitted
manuscript (the time frame for disclosure in this section is the 36 months before
submission of the manuscript). Thirdly, any similar financial associations

! Instructions for authors: conflicts of interest and financial disclosures. JAMA (http://jama.ama-
assn.org/site/misc/ifora.xhtml# ConflictsofInterestandFinancialDisclosures, accessed December 4, 2011).
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involving their spouse or their children under 18 years of age. Fourthly, non-
financial associations that may be relevant to the submitted manuscript.”?

Clearly, it is important that the people who selected and reviewed the studies that were
included in the Draft EIR have appropriate skills and knowledge; they should also be
asked to declare any conflicts of interest to ensure that the public benefits from a

complete and unbiased report.

» What specific criteria were used to select studies for inclusion? Only a handful of
studies are cited, yet in a 15-minute search on a publicly accessible database of peer-
reviewed biomedical research (PubMed, part of the National Library of Medicine at the
National Institutes of Health)? I found far more studies than were included in the Draft
EIR. I was able to identify numerous scientifically valid studies on hazards associated
with artificial turf, on MRSA and artificial turf, and studies on injuries that compared
artificial turf with grass playing fields. The two most recent studies evaluating the
possible toxicity of artificial turf were published in 2011. Neither of these studies was
included in the Draft EIR. 1 have appended to this letter a selection of the most recent
studies that I identified (there are too many to provide all of them); although it is only a
selection, it serves to show how much valid data were overlooked by the Draft EIR.
Please include these studies as part of my comments. I would like to know why studies
such as these were not included in the Draft EIR. And I would like to know why no

databases of scientific and medical literature were searched.

e Why were the studies included not limited to those that had been peer-
reviewed? Peer-review is the “gold standard” in scientific publishing: research is
reviewed by those who are specialists in an area to determine the validity of the data
collected, the methods used to collect the data, the statistics used to analyze the data,
and the conclusions drawn. Peer-review is also used to weed out conflicts of interest that

may have affected the results of a study.

< Disclosure of competing interests. BMJ 2009;339:b4144 (http://www.bmj.com/content/339/bmj.b4144. full,
accessed December 4, 2011).

3 Medline, which is the largest component of PubMed, selects journals for inclusion in its database using a number
of criteria including “Quality of editorial work: The journal should demonstrate features that contribute to the
objectivity, credibility, and quality of its contents. These features may include information about the methods of
selecting articles, especially on the explicit process of external peer review; statements indicating adherence to
ethical guidelines; evidence that authors have disclosed financial conflicts of interest; timely correction of errata;
explicit responsible retractions as appropriate; and opportunity for comments and dissenting opinion....” Complete
guidelines are available at http://www.nlm.nih.gov/pubs/factsheets/jsel.html.
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One of the primary reviews cited by the Draft EIR is the 2008 report by the San
Francisco Recreation and Parks Department’s Synthetic Playfields Task Force. The Draft
EIR states that “...the Task Force report includes a complete listing of all literature
reviewed” (section IV, page H-6). However, the 2008 task force seems not to have
reviewed any scientifically valid data for the sections on Material Composition: Overall
Chemical Composition and Flammability Issues and Material Composition: Ingestion ~
Inhalation of Turf Product Materials. Appendix B — the master list of studies consulted by
the task force — cites only non-peer reviewed communications with manufacturers of 03
artificial turf, studies performed for the artificial-turf industry, non-reviewed reports cont.
commissioned by the SF Department of the Environment, and a couple of other
questionable reports that were neither published nor peer-reviewed. Additionally, the

“Ecosystem study group” did not even prepare a formal written summary.

In light of the lack of scientifically valid evidence used to compile the 2008 report, and
the clear conflicts of interest present in some of the “data,” I would ask that mention
of the 2008 report and any of its conclusions be removed from all sections of
the Draft EIR, and that the Draft EIR does not rely on any findings from the
2008 report.

e Why wasn’t a search done to update the references in the reports cited in the
Draft EIR? In addition to the 2008 task-force report, section IV, subsection H, of the
Draft EIR reviews studies from 2007 (the Integrated Waste Management Board Study),
2009 (the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment Study) and 2010
(California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery Study). The latest date for
any study included in these reports is 2009; thus the research cited by the Draft EIR is 04
not up-to-date. All of these studies were commissioned, and none seems to have been
peer-reviewed. (This is in contrast to the studies conducted in Connecticut that are cited
in the Draft EIR; all were peer-reviewed by an independent agency.) The Draft EIR cites
no studies from 2011, and also neglected to include relevant, independent research

conducted on playing fields in San Francisco.*

* Dworsky C et al. Runoff water from grass and artificial turf soccer fields: which is better for the soccer player, the
city and the environment? Eos, Transactions, American Geophysical Union, 2009;90 (Fall Meeting
Supplement):Abstract ED43A-0557 (http://www.agu.org/pubs/ecs-news/supplements/). (Also available at
http://dig.abclocal.go.com/kgo/PDF/2009%20AGU%20Poster%20-%20Claire%20Dworsky-final.pdf, accessed
December 6, 2011).
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While I realize that as Commissioner Borden stated, the Commission will never have all the
evidence it needs to make any decision, surely it is the responsibility of the Planning
Department and the Commission to assess all of the current, relevant literature regardless
of whether the findings are conclusive.® At least then the public would know that an
evidence-based decision had been made rather than one that relied on evidence selected to

support foregone conclusions.

The low standards used in preparing the 2008 task-force report and the fact that it was
included in the Draft EIR despite its obvious shortcomings, seem a clear warning that much
of the other data presented about risks to health and the environment should be

subject to scrutiny by an independent expert.

I ask that, given the dearth of appropriate, scientifically valid, and current data presented in
the Draft EIR, an unbiased, independent expert — that is, someone without any
interest in the outcome of the project — who has knowledge of scientific method
and research, conducts a thorough review and evaluation of the relevant medical
and scientific literature before any conclusions are drawn about the hazards of
artificial turf — either to the the environment or to health — and its ability to reduce
injuries. This person must declare all actual and potential conflicts of interest before
undertaking these tasks. Additionally, if reports that are not readily accessible to the public
are cited, then they should be included in the Draft EIR for the public to review. I realize
that not all of the data favor my position on the artificial-turf fields, but as an interested

citizen I would rather that the evidence be assessed fairly and without bias.

I further ask that only scientifically valid, reliable studies that have been peer-
reviewed or published in peer-reviewed journals be included in the EIR, especially
in Section 1V, subsection H, for without valid studies, the report cannot draw valid

conclusions.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Miriam Pinchuk

5 In some areas the findings are conclusive. Contrary to the arguments put forward by City Fields and their
supporters, the evidence on injury is clear: there is no difference in the number of injuries sustained on grass
playing fields compared with artificial-turf fields; there is no difference in terms of the number of minor injuries or
in the number of severe injuries. The only difference is in terms of the types of injuries.
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Sci Total Environ. 2011 Nov 1;409(23):4950-7. Epub 2011 Sep 9.

Artificial-turf playing fields: contents of metals, PAHs, PCBs, PCDDs and
PCDFs, inhalation exposure to PAHs and related preliminary risk assessment.

Menichini E, Abate V, Attias L, De Luca S, di Domenico A, Fochi I, Forte G, Iacovella N,
Iamiceli AL, Izzo P, Merli F, Bocca B.

Source

Department of Environment and Primary Prevention, Istituto Superiore di Sanita, Viale Regina
Elena 299, 00161 Rome, Italy.

Abstract

The artificial-turf granulates made from recycled rubber waste are of health concern due the
possible exposure of users to dangerous substances present in the rubber, and especially to
PAHSs. In this work, we determined the contents of PAHs, metals, non-dioxin-like PCBs (NDL-
PCBs), PCDDs and PCDFs in granulates, and PAH concentrations in air during the use of the
field. The purposes were to identify some potential chemical risks and to roughly assess the risk
assoctated with inhalation exposure to PAHs. Rubber granulates were collected from 13 Italian
fields and analysed for 25 metals and nine PAHs. One further granulate was analysed for NDL-
PCBs, PCDDs, PCDFs and 13 PAHs. Air samples were collected on filter at two fields, using
respectively a high volume static sampler close to the athletes and personal samplers worn by the
athletes, and at background locations outside the fields. In the absence of specific quality
standards, we evaluated the measured contents with respect to the Italian standards for soils to be
reclaimed as green areas. Zn concentrations (1 to 19 g/kg) and BaP concentrations (0.02 to 11
mg/kg) in granulates largely exceeded the pertinent standards, up to two orders of magnitude. No
association between the origin of the recycled rubber and the contents of PAHs and metals was
observed. The sums of NDL-PCBs and WHO-TE PCDDs+PCDFs were, respectively, 0.18 and
0.67x10(-5) mg/kg. The increased BaP concentrations in air, due to the use of the field, varied
approximately from <0.01 to 0.4 ng/m(3), the latter referring to worst-case conditions as to the
release of particle-bound PAHs. Based on the 0.4 ng/m(3) concentration, an excess lifetime
cancer risk of 1x10(-6) was calculated for an intense 30-year activity.

Copyright © 2011 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

PMID:
21907387

[PubMed - i1t process
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J Toxicol Environ Health A. 2011 Sep 1;74(17):1175-83.

Benzothiazole toxicity assessment in support of synthetic turf field human
health risk assessment.

Ginsberg G, Toal B, Kurland T.

Source

Connecticut Dept of Public Health, Hartford, Connecticut 06106, USA. gary.ginsberg@ct.gov

Abstract

Synthetic turf fields cushioned with crumb rubber may be a source of chemical exposure to those
playing on the fields. Benzothiazole (BZT) may volatilize from crumb rubber and result in
inhalation exposure. Benzothiazole has been the primary rubber-related chemical found in
synthetic turf studies. However, risks associated with BZT have not been thoroughly assessed,
primarily because of gaps in the database. This assessment provides toxicity information for a
human health risk assessment involving BZT detected at five fields in Connecticut. BZT exerts
acute toxicity and is a respiratory irritant and dermal sensitizer. In a genetic toxicity assay BZT
was positive in Salmonella in the presence of metabolic activation. BZT metabolism involves
ring-opening and formation of aromatic hydroxylamines, metabolites with mutagenic and
carcinogenic potential. A structural analogue 2-mercaptobenzothiazole (2-MBZT) was more
widely tested and so is used as a surrogate for some endpoints. 2-MBZT is a rodent carcinogen
with rubber industry data supporting an association with human bladder cancer. The following
BZT toxicity values were derived: (1) acute air target of 110 pg/m(3) based upon a BZT RD(50)
study in mice relative to results for formaldehyde; (2) a chronic noncancer target of 18 ug/m(3)
based upon the no-observed-adverse-effect level (NOAEL) in a subchronic dietary study in rats,
dose route extrapolation, and uncertainty factors that combine to 1000; (3) a cancer unit risk of
1.8E-07/pg-m(3) based upon a published oral slope factor for 2-MBZT and dose-route
extrapolation. While there are numerous uncertainties in the BZT toxicology database, this
assessment enables BZT to be quantitatively assessed in risk assessments involving synthetic turf
fields. However, this is only a screening-level assessment, and research that better defines BZT
potency is needed.

PMID:
21797770

[PubMed - indexed for MEDLINE]E View full text
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J Toxicol Environ Health A. 2011 Sep 1;74(17):1150-74.

Human health risk assessment of synthetic turf fields based upon investigation
of five fields in Connecticut.

Ginsberg G, Toal B, Simcox N, Bracker A, Golembiewski B, Kurland T, Hedman C.

Source
Connecticut Dept of Public Health, Hartford, Connecticut 06106, USA. gary.ginsberg@ct.go

Abstract

Questions have been raised regarding possible exposures when playing sports on synthetic turf
fields cushioned with crumb rubber. Rubber is a complex mixture with some components
possessing toxic and carcinogenic properties. Exposure is possible via inhalation, given that
chemicals emitted from rubber might end up in the breathing zone of players and these players
have high ventilation rates. Previous studies provide useful data but are limited with respect to
the variety of fields and scenarios evaluated. The State of Connecticut investigated emissions
associated with four outdoor and one indoor synthetic turf field under summer conditions. On-
field and background locations were sampled using a variety of stationary and personal samplers.
More than 20 chemicals of potential concern (COPC) were found to be above background and
possibly field-related on both indoor and outdoor fields. These COPC were entered into separate
risk assessments (1) for outdoor and indoor fields and (2) for children and adults. Exposure
concentrations were prorated for time spent away from the fields and inhalation rates were
adjusted for play activity and for children's greater ventilation than adults. Cancer and noncancer
risk levels were at or below de minimis levels of concern. The scenario with the highest exposure
was children playing on the indoor field. The acute hazard index (HI) for this scenario
approached unity, suggesting a potential concern, although there was great uncertainty with this
estimate. The main contributor was benzothiazole, a rubber-related semivolatile organic
chemical (SVOC) that was 14-fold higher indoors than outdoors. Based upon these findings,
outdoor and indoor synthetic turf fields are not associated with elevated adverse health risks.
However, it would be prudent for building operators to provide adequate ventilation to prevent a
buildup of rubber-related volatile organic chemicals (VOC) and SVOC at indoor fields. The
current results are generally consistent with the findings from studies conducted by New York
City, New York State, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and Norway, which
tested different kinds of fields and under a variety of weather conditions.

PMID:
21797769

[PubMed - indexed for MEDLINE]
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Chemosphere. 2010 Jun;80(3):279-85.

Characterization of substances released from crumb rubber material used on
artificial turf fields.

Li X, Berger W, Musante C, Mattina ML
Source

The Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station, 123 Huntington Street, New Haven, CT
06511, USA. '

Erratum in

« Chemosphere. 2010 Sep;80(11):1406-7.

Abstract

Crumb rubber material (CRM) used as infill on artificial turf fields can be the source of a variety
of substances released to the environment and to living organisms in the vicinity of the CRM. To
assess potential risks of major volatilized and leached substances derived from CRM, methods
were developed to identify organic compounds and elements, either in the vapor phase and/or the
leachate from CRM. A qualitative method based on solid phase micro-extraction (SPME)
coupled with gas chromatography/mass spectrometry (GC-MS) was developed to identify the
major volatile and semi-volatile organic compounds out-gassing from CRM samples under
defined laboratory conditions. Direct vapor phase injection into the GC-MS was applied for the
quantitative analysis. Ten organic compounds were identified in the vapor phase by the SPME
method. Volatile benzothiazole (BT) was detected at the highest level in all commercial CRM
samples, in the range 8.2-69 ng g(-1) CRM. Other volatile PAHs and antioxidants were
quantified in the vapor phase as well. A decrease of volatile compounds was noted in the
headspace over CRM samples from 2-years-old fields when compared with the virgin CRM used
at installation. An outdoor experiment under natural weathering conditions showed a significant
reduction of out-gassing organic compounds from the CRM in the first 14 d; thereafter, values
remained consistent up to 70 d of observation. Zinc was the most abundant element in the
acidified leachate (220-13000 microg g(-1)), while leachable BT was detected at relatively low
amounts. .

Copyright (c) 2010 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

PMID:
20435333

[PubMed - indexed for MEDLINE]
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J Air Waste Manag Assoc. 2010 Jun;60(6):741-6.

Toxicological assessment of coated versus uncoated rubber granulates
obtained from used tires for use in sport facilities.

Gomes J, Mota H, Bordado J, Cadete M, Sarmento G, Ribeiro A, Baiao M, Fernandes J,
Pampulim V, Custoédio M, Veloso .

Source

IBB/Center for Chemical and Biological Engineering, Instituto Superior Técnico, and Chemical
Engineering Department, Instituto Superior de Engenharia de Lisboa, Lisboa, Portugal.
jgomes@deq.isel.ipl.pt

Abstract

Reuse of tire crumb in sport facilities is currently a very cost-effective waste management
measure. Considering that incorporation of the waste materials in artificial turf would be
facilitated if the rubber materials were already colored green, coatings were specifically
developed for this purpose. This paper presents an experimental toxicological and environmental
assessment aimed at comparing the obtained emissions to the environment in terms of polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), heavy metals, and ecotoxicity for coated and noncoated rubber
granulates. This study is a comprehensive evaluation of the major potential critical factors related
with the release of all of these classes of pollutants because previous studies were not
systematically performed. It was concluded that between the two types of coatings tested, one 1s
particularly effective in reducing emissions to the environment, simultaneously meeting the
requirements of adherence and color stability.

PMID:
20565000
[PubMed - indexed for MEDLINE]
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Sci Total Environ. 2009 Mar 15;407(7):2183-90. Epub 2009 Jan 19.

Metals contained and leached from rubber granulates used in synthetic turf
areas.

Bocca B, Forte G, Petrucci F, Costantini S, Izzo P.

Source

Department of Environment and Primary Prevention, Istituto Superiore di Sanita, Viale Regina
Elena 299, 00161 Rome, Italy. beatrice.bocca@iss.it

Abstract

The aim of this study was to quantify metals contained in and leached from different types of
rubber granulates used in synthetic turf areas. To investigate the total content of metals, ca 0.5 g
of material was added with HNO(3), HF and HCIO(4) and microwave digested with power
increasing from 250 W to 600 W. Leachates were prepared by extraction of about 5.0 g of
material at room temperature for 24 h in an acidic environment (pH 5). Leaching with deionized
water was also performed for comparison. Aluminium, As, Ba, Be, Cd, Co, Cr, Cu, Hg, Fe, Li,
Mg, Mn, Mo, Ni, Pb, Rb, Sb, Se, Sn, Sr, T1, V, W and Zn were quantified by high-resolution
inductively coupled plasma mass spectrometry (HR-ICP-MS) and ICP optical emission
spectrometry (ICP-OES). Results indicated that the developed method was accurate and precise
for the multi-element characterization of rubber granulates and leachates. The total amount and
the amount leached during the acidic test varied from metal to metal and from granulate to
granulate. The highest median values were found for Zn (10,229 mg/kg), Al (755 mg/kg), Mg
(456 mg/kg), Fe (305 mg/kg), followed by Pb, Ba, Co, Cu and Sr. The other elements were
present at few units of mg/kg. The highest leaching was observed for Zn (2300 microg/l) and Mg
(2500 microg/1), followed by Fe, Sr, Al, Mn and Ba. Little As, Cd, Co, Cr, Cu, Li, Mo, Ni, Pb,
Rb, Sb and V leached, and Be, Hg, Se, Sn, Tl and W were below quantification limits. Data
obtained were compared with the maximum tolerable amounts reported for similar materials, and
only the concentration of Zn (total and leached) exceeded the expected values.

PMID:
19155051

[PubMed - indexed for MEDLINE]Z
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Chemosphere. 2009 Aug;76(7):952-8. Epub 2009 May 17.

Characterization and potential environmental risks of leachate from shredded
rubber mulches.

Kanematsu M, Hayashi A, Denison MS, Young TM.

Source

Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of California-Davis, CA 95616,
United States. ’

Abstract

In order to determine whether shredded rubber mulches (RM) pose water quality risks when used
in stormwater best management practices (BMPs) such as bioretention basins, batch leaching
tests were conducted to identify and quantify constituents in leachates from RM such as metal
ions, nutrients, total organic carbon (TOC), and aryl hydrocarbon receptor (AhR) activity
(determined by the chemically activated luciferase gene expression (CALUX) bioassay) at varied
temperature and 1nitial pH values. The results indicate that aqueous extracts of RM contain high
concentrations of zinc (Zn) compared with wood mulches (WM), and its concentration increased
at lower pH and higher temperature. Although methanol extracts of RM displayed high AhR
activity, none of the aqueous extracts of RM had significant activity. Hence, while unknown
constituents that have significant AhR activity are present in RM, they appear to be not
measurably extracted by water under environmental conditions relevant for stormwater
(5<pH<9, 10<T<40 degrees C). Our results suggest that organic constituents in water extracts of
RM which have AhR activity may not be of significant concern while leaching of Zn from RM
appears to be a potentially larger water quality issue for RM.

PMID:

19450864

[PubMed - indexed for MEDLINE]
PMCID: PMC2735888
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J Expo Sci Environ Epidemiol. 2008 Nov;18(6):600-7. Epub 2008 Aug 27.

Hazardous chemicals in synthetic turf materials and their bioaccessibility in
digestive fluids.

Zhang }J, Han IK, Zhang L, Crain W.

Source

School of Public Health, University of Medicine and Dentistry of New Jersey, 683 Hoes Lane
West, Piscataway, New Jersey 08854, USA. jjzhang@eohsi.rutgers.edu

Abstract

Many synthetic turf fields consist of not only artificial grass but also rubber granules that are
used as infill. The public concerns about toxic chemicals possibly contained in either artificial
(polyethylene) grass fibers or rubber granules have been escalating but are based on very limited
information available to date. The aim of this research was to obtain data that will help assess
potential health risks associated with chemical exposure. In this small-scale study, we collected
seven samples of rubber granules and one sample of artificial grass fiber from synthetic turf
fields at different ages of the fields. We analyzed these samples to determine the contents
(maximum concentrations) of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and several metals (Zn,
Cr, As, Cd, and Pb). We also analyzed these samples to determine their bioaccessible fractions of
PAHs and metals in synthetic digestive fluids including saliva, gastric fluid, and intestinal fluid
through a laboratory simulation technique. Our findings include: (1) rubber granules often,
especially when the synthetic turf fields were newer, contained PAHs at levels above health-
based soil standards. The levels of PAHs generally appear to decline as the field ages. However,
the decay trend may be complicated by adding new rubber granules to compensate for the loss of
the material. (2) PAHs contained in rubber granules had zero or near-zero bioaccessibility in the
synthetic digestive fluids. (3) The zinc contents were found to far exceed the soil limit. (4)
Except one sample with a moderate lead content of 53 p.p.m., the other samples had relatively
low concentrations of lead (3.12-5.76 p.p.m.), according to soil standards. However, 24.7-44.2%
of the lead in the rubber granules was bioaccessible in the synthetic gastric fluid. (5) The
artificial grass fiber sample showed a chromium content of 3.93 p.p.m., and 34.6% and 54.0%
bioaccessibility of lead in the synthetic gastric and intestinal fluids, respectively.

PMID:
18728695

[PubMed - indexed for MEDLINE]
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Sports Med 2011 Nov 1;41(11):903-23. doi: 10.2165/11593190-000000000-00000.

A review of football injuries on third and fourth generation artificial turfs
compared with natural turf.

Williams S, Hume PA, Kara S.

Source

Sports Performance Research Institute New Zealand, School of Sport and Recreation, Auckland,
New Zealand.

Abstract

Football codes (rugby union, soccer, American football) train and play matches on natural and
artificial turfs. A review of injuries on different turfs was needed to inform practitioners and
sporting bodies on turf-related injury mechanisms and risk factors. Therefore, the aim of this
review was to compare the incidence, nature and mechanisms of injuries sustained on newer
generation artificial turfs and natural turfs. Electronic databases were searched using the
keywords 'artificial turf', 'natural turf', 'grass' and 'inj*'. Delimitation of 120 articles sourced to
those addressing injuries in football codes and those using third and fourth generation artificial
turfs or natural turfs resulted in 11 experimental papers. These 11 papers provided 20 cohorts
that could be assessed using magnitude-based inferences for injury incidence rate ratio
calculations pertaining to differences between surfaces. Analysis showed that 16 of the 20
cohorts showed trivial effects for overall incidence rate ratios between surfaces. There was
increased risk of ankle injury playing on artificial turf in eight cohorts, with incidence rate ratios
from 0.7 to 5.2. Evidence concerning risk of knee injuries on the two surfaces was inconsistent,
with incidence rate ratios from 0.4 to 2.8. Two cohorts showed beneficial inferences over the
90% likelihood value for effects of artificial surface on muscle injuries for soccer players;
however, there were also two harmful, four unclear and five trivial inferences across the three
football codes. Inferences relating to injury severity were inconsistent, with the exception that
artificial turf was very likely to have harmful effects for minor injuries in rugby union training
and severe injuries in young female soccer players. No clear differences between surfaces were
evident in relation to training versus match injuries. Potential mechanisms for differing injury
patterns on artificial turf compared with natural turf include increased peak torque and rotational
stiffness properties of shoe-surface interfaces, decreased impact attenuation properties of
surfaces, differing foot loading patterns and detrimental physiological responses. Changing
between surfaces may be a precursor for injury in soccer. In conclusion, studies have provided
strong evidence for comparable rates of injury between new generation artificial turfs and natural
turfs. An exception is the likely increased risk of ankle injury on third and fourth generation
artificial turfs. Therefore, ankle injury prevention strategies must be a priority for athletes who
play on artificial turf regularly. Clarification of effects of artificial surfaces on muscle and knee
injuries are required given inconsistencies in incidence rate ratios depending on the football
code, athlete, gender or match versus training.

PMID: 21985213 [PubMed - in process]
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Sports Med Arthrosc Rehabil Ther Technol. 2011 Feb 9;3:3.

Comparison of the incidence, nature and cause of injuries sustained on dirt
field and artificial turf field by amateur football players.

Kordi R, Hemmati F, Heidarian H, Ziaee V.
Source

The Sports Medicine Research Centre, Tehran Umver81ty of Medical Sciences, Tehran, Iran.
ramin_kordi@tums.ac.ir.

Abstract

BACKGROUND: Data on the incidence, nature, severity and cause of match football injuries
sustained on dirt field are scarce. The objectives of this study was to compare the incidence, nature,
severity and cause of match injuries sustained on dirt field and artificial turf field by amateur male
football players.

METHODS: A prospective two-cohort design was employed. Participants were 252 male football
players (mean age 27 years, range 18-43) in 14 teams who participated in a local championship
carried on a dirt field and 216 male football players (mean age 28 years, range 17-40) in 12 teams
who participated in a local championship carried on a artificial turf field in the same zone of the
city. Injury definitions and recording procedures were compliant with the international consensus
statement for epidemiological studies of injuries in football.

RESULTS: The overall incidence of match injuries for men was 36.9 injuries/1000 player hours on
dirt field and 19.5 on artificial turf (incidence rate ratio 1.88; 95% CI 1.19-3.05).Most common
injured part on dirt field was ankle (26.7%) and on artificial turf was knee (24.3%). The most
common injury type in the dirt field was skin injuries (abrasion and laceration) and in the artificial
turf was sprain and ligament injury followed by haematoma/contusion/bruise.Most injuries were
acute (artificial turf 89%, dirt field 91%) and resulted from player-to-player contact (artificial turf
59.2%, dirt field 51.4%).Most injuries were slight and minimal in dirt field cohort but in artificial
turf cohort the most injuries were mild.

CONCLUSIONS: There were differences in the incidence and type of football match injuries
sustained on dirt field and artificial turf.
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Sports Med 2010 Nov 1;40(11):981-90. doi: 10.2165/11535910-000000000-00000.

The effect of playing surface on injury rate: a review of the current literature.
Dragoo JL, Braun HJ.

Source

Department of Orthopaedic Surgery, Stanford University, Palo Alto, California, USA.

Abstract

Synthetic playing surfaces are widely used for field and court sports. Artificial turf surfaces are
commonly used as an alternative to natural grass, while outdoor surfaces like clay and acrylic are
also prevalent. The effect of these synthetic surfaces on injury rates has not been clearly
established. The available literature is largely limited to football and soccer data and the majority
of studies are short-term. Confounding variables such as climate, player position and footwear,
as well as varying definitions of injury, also make it difficult to draw firm conclusions about the
general effect of artificial playing surfaces on injury rates. Many peer-reviewed studies cite a
higher overall rate of injury on first- and second-generation artificial turf surfaces compared with
natural grass. Despite differences in injury type, the rate of injury on third-generation and natural
grass surfaces appears to be comparable. It also appears that clay is significantly safer than either
grass or hard court tennis surfaces, but this is a conclusion drawn with limited data. Further
research investigating overall injury trends as well as sport-specific data is needed to draw more
definitive conclusions regarding the effect of artificial playing surfaces on injury rates.

PMID:
20942512
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Curr Sports Med Rep 2010 May-Jun;9(3):129-33.

Playing field issues in sports medicine.

Wright JM, Webner D.

Source

Crozer-Keystone Health System, Springfield, PA 19064, USA. jmwright76@gmail.com

Abstract

The use of artificial turf on playing fields has increased in popularity. Advances in technology
have allowed for the development of turf that closely mimics the properties of natural grass.
Overall injury incidence does not differ between the two surfaces, but unique injury patterns are
apparent between the two surfaces. Differences in shoe-surface interface, in-shoe foot loading
patterns, and impact attenuation may provide insight into the different injury patterns. Player
perceptions of artificial turf vary and may be related to different physiological demands between
the two surfaces. Artificial turf has been implicated in skin infections, but concerns about other
health consequences related to the synthetic materials have not been proven yet. Understanding
the differences between artificial turf and natural grass will help physicians, athletic trainers, and
coaches better care for and train their athletes.

PMID:
20463494 ,
[PubMed - indexed for MEDLINE]® "™ Wil
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Clin J Sport Med. 2010 Jan;20(1):1-7.

Incidence of injury among adolescent soccer players: a comparative study of
artificial and natural grass turfs.

Aoki H, Kohno T, Fujiya H, Kato H, Yatabe K, Morikawa T, Seki J.

Source

Department of Orthopaedic Surgery, St. Marianna University School of Medicine,2-16-1, Sugao,
Miyamae-ku, Kawasaki, Kanagawa 216-8511, Japan. h2aoki@marianna-u.ac.jp

Abstract

OBJECTIVE: To investigaté the incidence of acute injuries and soccer-related chronic pain from
long-term training and during matches in adolescent players using natural grass turfs (NT) and
artificial turfs (AT).

DESIGN: Case-controlled prospective study.

SETTING: Institutional-leve] Fédération Internationale de Football Association Medical Centre of
Excellence.

PARTICIPANTS: Youth soccer players (12-17 years of age) from 6 teams, with a predominant
tendency to train on either NT or AT, were included. Of 332 players enrolled in this study, 301
remained to completion.

INTERVENTIONS: Medically diagnosed acute injuries and chronic pain were recorded daily by team
health care staff throughout 2005, and reports were provided monthly to the authors.

ASSESSMENT OF RISK FACTORS: Noninvasive prospective study.
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES: Age and turf type.

MAIN QUTCOME MEASURES: Acute injuries per 1000 player hours on each surface and chronic
complaints per 1000 player hours were evaluated according to frequency of surface used > or =
80% of the time. Incidence rate ratio (IRR} of acute injuries and chronic complaints during play on
NT and AT was calculated.

RESULTS: There was no significant difference in the incidence of acute injuries between the 2
surfaces during training and competition. However, the AT group showed a significantly higher
incidence of low back pain during training (IRR, 1.62; 95% confidence interval, 1.06-2.48). Early
adolescence and prolonged training hours were factors associated with an increased incidence of
chronic pain in the AT group. e e

CONCLUSION: Adolescent players routinely training on AT for prolonged periods should be
carefully monitored, even on AT conforming to new standards.

PMID:
20051727
[PubMed - indexed for MEDLINE]
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Sports Biomech. 2010 Sep;9(3):193-205.

Comprehensive evaluation of player-surface interaction on artificial soccer
turf.

Miiller C, Sterzing T, Lange J, Milani TL.

Source

Department of Human Locomotion, Institute of Sport Science, Chemnitz University of
Technology, Chemnitz, Germany. clemens.mueller@hsw.tu-chemnitz.de

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the traction characteristics of four different stud
configurations on Fédération Internationale de Football Association (FIFA) 2-Star, third-
generation artificial soccer turf. The investigated stud configurations were hard ground design,
firm ground design, soft ground design, and an experimental prototype. The concept of this study
combines performance, perception, biomechanical, and mechanical testing procedures. Twenty-
five soccer players took part in the different testing procedures. Variables of this study were:
running times, subjective rankings/ratings, ground reaction forces, and mechanical traction
properties. Statistical discrimination between the four stud configurations was shown for
performance, perception, and biomechanical testing (p < 0.05). Unsuited stud configurations for
playing on artificial turf are characterized by less plain distributed and pronounced studs.

PMID:
21162364
[PubMed - indexed for MEDLINE]
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Scand J Med Sci Sports. 2010 Aug 24. [Epub ahead of print]

Injury risk on artificial turf and grass in youth tournament football.

Soligard T, Bahr R, Andersen TE.

Source

Oslo Sports Trauma Research Center, Norwegian School of Sport Sciences, Oslo, Norway.

Abstract

The aim of this prospective cohort study was to investigate the risk of acute injuries among youth
male and female footballers playing on third-generation artificial turf compared with grass. Over
60 000 players 13-19 years of age were followed in four consecutive Norway Cup tournaments
from 2005 to 2008. Injuries were recorded prospectively by the team coaches throughout each
tournament. The overall incidence of injuries was 39.2 (SD: 0.8) per 1000 match hours; 34.2
(SD: 2.4) on artificial turf and 39.7 (SD: 0.8) on grass. After adjusting for the potential
confounders age and gender, there was no difference in the overall risk of injury [odds ratio
(OR): 0.93 (0.77-1.12), P=0.44] or in the risk of time loss injury [OR: 1.05 (0.68-1.61), P=0.82]
between artificial turf and grass. However, there was a lower risk of ankle injuries [OR: 0.59
(0.40-0.88), P=0.008], and a higher risk of back and spine [OR: 1.92 (1.10-3.36), P=0.021] and
shoulder and collarbone injuries [OR: 2.32 (1.01-5.31), P=0.049], on artificial turf compared
with on grass. In conclusion, there was no difference in the overall risk of acute injury in youth
footballers playing on third-generation artificial turf compared with grass.

PMID:
20738822
[PubMed - as supplied by publisher]
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Phys Sportsmed. 2010 Apr;38(1):91-100.

Turf toe: soft tissue and osteocartilaginous injury to the first
metatarsophalangeal joint.

Coughlin MJ, Kemp TJ, Hirose CB.

Source

Clinic at Saint Alphonsus, Boise, ID 83706, USA. footmd@aol.com

Abstract

The use of artificial turf in the United States has created a dramatic increase in first
metatarsophalangeal joint dorsiflexion injuries. Turf toe has been reported to occur in athletes
who participate in sporting activities. An injury to the plantar capsular ligamentous complex can
result in acute and chronic pain, resulting in time lost from sports participation for a short- or
long-term period. Classification of this injury is based on clinical findings and imaging studies,
mcluding plain radiographs and magnetic resonance imaging. The early recognition of this injury
is crucial to successful treatment. Nonoperative treatment may often suffice for incomplete
injuries; however, surgery may be warranted for a complete plantar plate disruption or injury to
one or both sesamoids. In the high-performance or elite athlete, a turf toe or severe dorsiflexion
injury can be disabling, and can threaten an athlete's career if not treated properly.

PMID:
20424406
[PubMed - indexed for MEDLINE]
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Br J Sports Med. 2010 Sep;44(11):794-8.

Risk of injury on third-generation artificial turf in Norwegian professional
football.

Bjerneboe J, Bahr R, Andersen TE.

Source

Department of Sports Medicine, Oslo Sports Trauma Research Center, Norwegian School of
Sport Sciences, PO Box 4014 Ullevaal Stadion, 0806 Oslo, Norway. john.bjorneboe@nih.no

Abstract

BACKGROUNRD: Artificial turf is used extensively in both recreational and elite football in areas with
difficult climatic conditions. '

OBJECTIVE: To compare the risk for acute injuries between natural grass (NG) and third-generation
artificial turf (3GAT) in male professional football. study design: Prospective cohort study.

METHODS: All injuries sustained by players with a first—tearh contract were recorded by the
medical staff of each club, from the 2004 throughout the 2007 season. An injury was registered if
the player was unable to take fully part in football activity or match play.

RESULTS: A total of 668 match injuries, 526 on grass and 142 on artificial turf, were recorded. The
overall acute match injury incidence was 17.1 (95% CI 15.8 to 18.4) per 1000 match hours; 17.0
(95% CI 15.6 to 18.5) on grass and 17.6 (95% CI 14.7 to 20.5) on artificial turf. Correspondingly, the
incidence for training injuries was 1.8 (95% CI 1.6 to 2.0); 1.8 (95% CI 1.5 to 2.0) on grass and 1.9
(95% CI 1.5 to 2.2} on artificial turf respectively. No significant difference was observed in injury
location, type or severity between turf types.

CONCLUSION: No significant differences were detected in injury rate or pattern between 3GAT and
NG in Norwegian male professional football.
PMID:

20820058

[PubMed - indexed for MEDLINE]
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Scand J Med Sci Sports. 2011 Dec;21(6):824-32. doi: 10.1111/5.1600-0838.2010.01118.x. Epub
2010 Apr 28.

Comparison of injuries sustained on artificial turf and grass by male and
female elite football players.

Ekstrand J, Hiagglund M, Fuller CW.

Source

Department of Medical and Health Sciences, Linkoping University, Linkoping, SwedenCentre
for Sports Medicine, University of Nottingham, Nottingham, UK.

Abstract

The objective of this study was to compare incidences and patterns of injury for female and male
elite teams when playing football on artificial turf and grass. Twenty teams (15 male, 5 female)
playing home matches on third-generation artificial turf were followed prospectively; their injury
risk when playing on artificial turf pitches was compared with the risk when playing on grass.
Individual exposure, injuries (time loss) and injury severity were recorded by the team medical
staff. In total, 2105 injuries were recorded during 246 000 h of exposure to football. Seventy-
one percent of the injuries were traumatic and 29% overuse injuries. There were no significant
differences in the nature of overuse injuries recorded on artificial turf and grass for either men or
women. The incidence (injuries/1000 player-hours) of acute (traumatic) injuries did not differ
significantly between artificial turf and grass, for men (match 22.4 v 21.7; RR 1.0 (95% CI 0.9-
1.2); training 3.5 v 3.5; RR 1.0 (0.8-1.2)) or women [match 14.9 v 12.5; RR 1.2 (0.8-1.8);
training 2.9 v 2.8; RR 1.0 (0.6-1.7)]. During matches, men were less likely to sustain a
quadriceps strain (P=0.031) and more likely to sustain an ankle sprain (P=0.040) on artificial
turf.

© 2010 John Wiley & Sons A/S.
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BrJ Sports Med 2007 Aug;41 Suppl 1:133-7. Epub 2007 Jun 5.

Risk of injury on artificial turf and natural grass in young female football
players.

Steffen K, Andersen TE, Bahr R.

Source

Oslo Sports Trauma Research Center, Department of Sports Medicine, Norwegian School of
Sport Sciences, Oslo, Norway. kathrin.steffen(@nih.no

Abstract

BACKGROUND: Artificial turf is becoming increasingly popular, although the risk of injury on newer
generations of turf is unknown.

AIM: To investigate the risk of injury on artificial turf compared with natural grass among young
female football players.

STUDY DESIGN: Prospective cohort study.

METHOGDS: 2020 players from 109 teams (mean (SD) 15.4 (0.8) years) participated in the study
during the 2005 football season. Time-loss injuries and exposure data on different types of turf
were recorded over an eight-month period.

RESULTS: 421 (21%) players sustained 526 injuries, leading to an injury incidence of 3.7 /1000
playing hours (95% CI 3.4 to 4.0). The incidence of acute injuries on artificial turf and grass did not
differ significantly with respect to match injuries (rate ratio (RR) 1.0, 95% C1 0.8 to 1.3; p = 0.72) or
training injuries (RR 1.0, 95% CI 0.6 to 1.5, p = 0.93). In matches, the incidence of serious injuries
was significantly higher on artificial turf (RR 2.0, 95% CI 1.3 to 3.2; p = 0.03). Ankle sprain was the
most common type of injury (34% of all acute injuries), and there was a trend towards more ankle
sprains on artificial turf than on grass (RR 1.5, 95% CI 1.0 to 2.2; p = 0.06).

CONCLUSION: In the present study among young female football players, the overall risk of acute
injuries was similar between artificial turf and natural grass.

PMCID: PMC2465249
Free PMC Article
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J Trauma 2004 Dec;57(6):1311-4.

A comparison of artificial turf.

Naunheim R, Parrott H, Standeven J.

Source

Departments of Emergency Medicine, Washington University, St. Louis, Missouri, USA.
naunheir@msnotes.wustl.edu

Abstract

BACKGROUND: In an attempt to decrease injuries, newer forms of artificial turf have been
marketed. The purpose of this study was to determine whether a new shredded rubber-based turf
improves impact attenuation.

METHODS: An instrumented computerized impact recording device {(IRD, Techmark, Lansing, MI)
was dropped 20 times from a height of 48 inches onto five types of turf used by a professional
football team.

RESULTS: Duncan's multiple range test shows that the new rubber-based field and the older foam
field are not significantly different. There were significant differences, however, between sites on
the shredded rubber-based field.

CONCLUSION: The change from a foam-based system to a shredded rubber-based system had no
effect on impact attenuation overall. However, areas in the shredded rubber-based field were
significantly compacted, causing some sites to be much harder than the foam-based surface it
replaced.

PMID:
15625466
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[PubMed - indexed for MEDLINE] R
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[-Posthumus
From: Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
To: Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 04:38PM ,
Subject: Fw: BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION - Draft Environmental Impact
Report

————— Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/12/2011 04:39 PM -----

Yope Posthumus Tobill.wycko@sfgov.org

<yope@comcast.net> cc

SubjectBEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS
12/12/2011 03:22 PM RENOVATION - Draft Environmental

Impact Report
Re:

Public Comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation

Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E

State Clearinghouse No. 2011044005

Dear Mr. Wycko:

The DEIR states that the potential loss of the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields (or about 0.7% of the
total) as a contributor to the Golden Gate Park National Historic District would not constitute a
significant impact to the District as a historical resource. I suggest that this 0.7% is significantly
higher if weighted for the prominent location of the Fields.

The Beach Chalet Athletic Fields are part of the defining western edge of Golden Gate Park across
from the Pacific Ocean. They, along with the historic Windmills and Beach Chalet, constitute the
major landmarks that represent the grand entrance to the Park from the west. The other
recreational areas as one proceeds west - the Polo Fields, the golf course, the archery field, the

Bercut Equitation field and the 45th Avenue Playground are all natural turf with no lights. The 1

western end also contains many lakes and meadows. The introduction of a sports complex with
artificial turf and stadium lights is out of character - aesthetically, historically and culturally - with
the rest of the western portion of the Park. The sight of the 60-foot-tall galvanized steel light

poles would be intrusive during the day. The lighting will be very intrusive on the

extended neighborhood, as well as the beach area. 1

Please include an alternative in the DEIR that restores the Beach Chalet Soccer
fields with natural grass and no lights. This alternative, combined with the off-

site alternative in the DEIR, would keep the western edge of the Park "sylvan"

and "pastoral" and provide more hours of play for youth soccer.

Sincerely,

C —
hitp://sfmail0 1 sfgov.org/mail/CTYPLN/dlewis.ns{714920877¢069ed 1288257964005544...  12/13/2011
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Johannes Posthumus
636 46th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121
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I-Rappolt
From: Toby Rappolt <toby@sunsetsoccer.com>
To: bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc: don.lewis@sfgov.org, c_olague@yahoo.com, rm@well.com, wordweaver21@aol.com,

plangsf@gmail.com, mooreurban@aol.com, hs.commish@yahoo.com,
rodney@waxmuseum.com, linda.avery@sfgov.org

2

Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 10:20AM
Subject: Beach Chalet Renovation

Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Department

Dear Bill,

.........

see the the amount of physical activity on all 5 fields. Soccer, Lacrosse, Flag Football,
Ultimate Frisbee, Pop Warner Football, Joggers, Walkers, Mothers pushing strollers,
Families Strolling, Skateboarding. This amount of activity did not exist at the old
Crocker. I know because I'll be 56 years old next week and I first started playing at
Crocker when I was 7 years old. I grew up in Vis Valley. I've been coaching or playing
at Crocker for almost 50 years.

These fields are keeping people ALIVE!!!

We the people of San Francisco who want to run, move and play desperately need a
Crocker on the westside of town.

Please give us a new Beach Chalet with lights.
Please.
Thank You

Toby

Toby Rappolt

Sunset Soccer Supply

Apparel and Equipment Resource
WWwWWw.sunsetsoccer.com

3401 Irving St. @ 35th Ave.

San Francisco, CA

94122-1313
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tel 1-866-285-4441

Soccer Futuro

Team Travel to Brazil and Argentina
www.soccerfuturo.com

tel 1-866-285-4441

San Francisco Vikings Soccer Club
http://'www.sfvsc.org/
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I-Ray

Jmaie Ray
879 47" Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94121

Attention: Bill Wycko:
December 12 2011
Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation 2009 Proposal

I appreciate that a draft environmental impact report was created by the San Francisco
planning department in order to evaluate this extremely important issue. This report has
led to further concerns that I and many of my neighbors have about this project.

It is requested that the Planning Department not approve this proposed project, as it
would create significant negative impacts to the character of the west end of Golden Gate
Park, degrade the park use experience of the 200,000 residents of the Sunset and 01
Richmond district and other residents and tourists that enjoy the quiet naturalistic setting
of the west end of the park, and will have significant adverse effects on the environment
and our resident and migratory wildlife.

Specifically, it is requested that the Planning Department not approve the following
components of this proposed project:

Installation of artificial turf

Installation of stadium lighting (150,000 kw of night lighting)

Field size enlargement

Barbeque area

Children’s play area

Concrete perimeter around fields

Lighting fixtures around field and pathways

Raised fencing height

Spectator seating that is excessive to needs of city resident games

10) Restroom renovation beyond sinks, toilets and baby changing areas

Clearly these soccer fields, and others in the City, require renovations and improvements
to meet the needs of the growing soccer community in San Francisco, and in particular
the need to have soccer fields available for children.

There is overwhelming evidence that sports in general are beneficial to children in terms
of health, fitness, sportsmanship, leadership, and self-esteem.

As an ex soccer player and youth coach, I can attest to these many benefits. In my
opinion soccer is the best sport overall for developing children, as it has broad appeal, is
not gender specific, and is the world's most popular and exciting sport, whether it be if a
player or as a spectator.
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The question is whether soccer is best played on artificial turf, or grass?
Soccer is typically a winter sport. While artificial turf may be appropriate for many areas
of the US where winter conditions make playing on grass fields difficult or impossible,

San Francisco's benign climate lends itself perfectly to use a natural grass surface.

The other issues are as follows:

MRSA - Mersa or Staph

The biggest concern.

MRSA infections are on the increase. The most rapidly growing staph infection is
Community Acquired MRSA or CAMRSA.

e The Center for Disease Control or CDC estimates that MRSA kills more people
per year in the US than AIDS.

e The CDC latest figures, from 2001 state that in American hospitals alone,
Healthcare-Associated Infections (HAI's) account for an estimated 1.7 million
infections and 99,000 associated deaths each year. These figures are 9 years old,
and it can be safely assumed that the more recent figures would be alarmingly
higher. )

http://www.cdc.gov/ncidod/dhqp/hai.html

Not withstanding the extremely high fatality rate, the costs associated with overcoming
the infections in a clinical setting are staggering.

http://www.cdc.gov/ncidod/dhqp/pdf/Scott_CostPaper.pdf

In the course of my profession I was required to monitor the world wide issue of HAT's,
and in particular MRSA. I maintained a website blog which over the course of two years
there were over 4000 entries following and reporting on the worldwide spread of the
potentially deadly bacteria.

Due to the prolific use of antibiotics in the past thirty years or so, this has become a
worldwide problem as bacteria have become more and more resistant to antibiotics.

With regards to CA MRSA, this particular infection has been known to occur in many

schools, colleges and universities, in particular affecting students, male or female, who
are involved in sports.

COM-667
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Contact sports such as Football, Soccer, Wrestling, Lacrosse, and Gaelic Football all
involve skin to skin contact, and present the potential for transmission of the bacteria
from one person to another.

The infection can be harbored on equipment, on hard surfaces, clothing, Jacuzzis, towels,
razors, footwear, door handles, gymnasium floors and mats, toilet seats, and artificial turf.

Outbreaks of CAMRSA have also been known to occur in prisons or areas where there
can potentially be skin to skin contact. The Military have also seen concerning infection
numbers.

e A study by the CDC found that athletes who sustained a skin burn from artificial
turf were seven times more likely to develop a MRSA infection. Another study
published in the Journal of Clinical Microbiology in 2000 found thac MRSA
survives better on artificial turf than on other surfaces.

e CA MRSA and MRSA are known to be particularly relevant in attacking people
with compromised or undeveloped immune systems. Young children and the
elderly are at particular risk of serious consequences from acquiring this infection.

e According to a 2007 report by the NFL Players Association, 61 percent of 1,511
players polled had negative reviews of artificial surfaces, with many believing
artificial surfaces were more likely to cause injury and shorten players' careers.

http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,329065,00.html

~Please also this article which appeared in Time magazine about the issue

http://www.time.com/time/arts/article/0.8599.1853828.00.html

While the subject of MRSA has been addressed to some degree in the proposal, it seems
to me that the potential dangers presented by the use of artificial turf have been
minimized and require further research.

e A number of American hospitals have been sued in the past by families of patients
who have contracted the bacteria and as a result have either died or have
necessitated numerous live saving surgeries due to the extent of the infection.

These suits have been filed stating unsanitary practices or poor medical treatment. In
many cases MRSA was not immediately diagnosed, leading to severe conisequences..

e Asof 2007, California Lawmakers implemented legislation requiring all

California hospitals to report all HAI's including CA MRSA. These records
should allow insight into infections resulting from artificial turf injuries.
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\
The potential legal ramifications to the city of San Francisco as a result of a serious
infection resulting in the death of a player cannot be understated.
w 03
To minimize or dismiss this potential serious issue would be a major oversight, and is cont.
worthy of further research.
I refer to these links below which will help explain the issue even further ]

http://sportsinjuries.suite101.com/article.cfm/artificial field turf vs natural grass safet
y

http://www.dallasnews.com/sharedcontent/dws/dn/latestnews/stories/122207dnspofootbal
Istaph.135¢94.html

http://fotp.org/advocacy/artificial-turf
Injuries

The proposal from Rec and Park states that one of the key factors they considered in
promoting the use of artificial turf over grass was due to injuries sustained by the poor
condition of the grass fields due to gopher holes.

e They quote one example of a player breaking an ankle. This begs the question is
there statistics available staging the number of injuries incurred due to the poor
condition of the field?

e They point to Garfield Square Playground stating that it was formerly known as
"The Park where you break your foot". Are there any statistics available on the
number of players that have actually broken their foot, or is this purely anecdotal?

Soccer is a contact sport, and it is inevitable that injuries will result from playing it. Most 04
adult players have been injured in one way or another during the course of their careers.

This applies fo amateur as well as professional players.

Other sports such as Lacrosse or Gaelic football are also contact sports which will also
result in injuries.

While there is no specific evidence to suggest that there is more likelihood of injury by
playing on artificial turf, the main cause for concern is rashes or burns acquired by the
player having contact with the ground. This raises the MRSA issue.

e It is vital in the case of a potential infection or injury to ensure that the affected
area is cleaned and protected as soon as possible.

COM-669



I-Ray

e Within the proposal, with regards to the bathroom renovation, there has been no
provision made for shower stalls. If a player has access to a shower immediately
following injury this could severely reduce the chance for infection to set in.

e Currently players, after they leave the field, are reduced to either changing in the
toilet or more commonly in the car before they head home to hopefully take a
shower. Should there be a delay in showering, this again could result in infection
taking hold.

e There is also the question of chemical infection occurring in a wound due to the
composition of the turf, which in some cases is known to contain lead, chrome,
zinc and possibly others.

http://www.cdc.gov/nceh/lead/tips/artificialturf.html
Another area where grass is better than artificial turf is in the length of the cleats required
to play. Longer cleats used with grass reduce the possibility of a player slipping or
twisting due to better stability.

Provisions should be made to improve the bathroom facilities to include showers for both
male and female players regardless of which surface they should play on.

Gophers

Gophers live underground in every park or grassy area. In the case of Golden Gate Park,
gophers are everywhere.

Any of the gardeners in the Park will state that this is one of their biggest challenges, as
they are difficult to exclude from doing significant damage. While this is true of an area
such as a golf course, in the case of the Beach Chalet soccer fields, is relatively easier and
inexpensive to address.

e As the soccer fields are contained by a fence, by digging a trench 2 to 3 feet deep
by 1 foot wide around the outer perimeter of the fence. Narrow gauge wire
fencing is then put in to the trench, backfilled, thus providing an unaerground
barrier that the gophers cannot pass through.

e Should the gophers attempt to enter through the fence; a barrier of small gauge
wire can be added to the existing fence to provide yet another barrier.

Other Areas of concern

The following components are desired to be improved as listed
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Renovating restrooms to replace the toilet stall doors that have been missing for years,
adding new mirrors, soap dispensers, modern toilet paper dispensers, hand dryers, sinks
and baby changing tables in mens and womens bathrooms.

Adding lockers pose some risk of vandalism, but would not be opposed. Showers will
attract homeless park dwellers and require excessive maintenance. Players can bring
towels to wipe down, have room to change clothes, and will need to shower when they
get home. Given the problems we have in Golden Gate Park, this is a concession players
have to live with to play here.

In the UK, soccer is the national game, and hundreds of thousands of players play the
game on a regular basis almost all the year around. In every organized soccer game the
facilities are available to the players include showers, and in certain cases plunge baths.

In my opinion the bathroom facility would have to be expanded considerably to be able
to effectively accommodate the players. This then raises a question of security for
valuables, and protection against vandalism which could easily happen.

Building small areas of spectator seating that is in keeping with the naturalistic setting of
the west end of Golden Gate Park. There is no room to implement this additional

fixture.

Improvéments to and expansion of the parking lot by 8 spaces, as proposed.

The proposal to increase the number of spaces in the soccer field parking lot by 8 spaces
will not reduce the traffic congestion on weekends for the current primarily resident use
of these fields.

Intentionally attracting Bay Area Leagues to play on these fields will increase the number
of spectators by many fold.

RPD states thet Ocrean Beach parking lots will accommodate the need for additional
parking. Ocean Beach parking lots are full on sunny weekends year round. In order to
accommodate the additional need for parking that will be generated by this proposal to
expand field size to professional league competion size spectators would require RPD
providing a minimum of 100 additional spaces, if only 25 spectators attended games on
the four fields. In actuality, there could easily be 100 spectators that attend games on each
of the 4 fields. Q

The logistics of a soccer tournament are as follows:

11 per side plus 3 substitutes= 14 = 28 players per game. Plus 2 coaches per team plus
referees and 2 linesmen. = 33 total participants every 1 % hours (per game).

Spectators can be expected to be at least 30 per game, and more likely 60 spectators
which gives us 93 players x 4 fields = 400 people attending each 90 minutes.

If 5 games are hosted per field on a weekend day, this = 2000 people that will all need to
park their cars.
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It is difficult enough to park now, and bringing in this volume of people wiil make it an
absolute nightmare. This clearly has not been thought through intelligently

Changes Character of the West End of Golden Gate Park

Lengthening the fields will necessitate removing the windscreen hedge between the
service road and the fields — contrary to the computer model images that City Fields has
presented. (Just as City Fields admitted that the computer generated images they
provided to represent the amount of light that will be generated by the stadium lights, and
how much light would be seen from Sutro Park, was greatly under- represented.

The fields do not need to be expanded, they are perfectly fine as they stand right now and
would meet any soccer leagues requirements.

Enlarging (lengthening) the fields is unnecessary and will take away the small walkway
of grass around the fields that were fenced off from the public to walk on in the mid 90’s.
I walk around these fields on the grass daily. Putting concrete walkways around the
artificial turf fields will make this are unattractive for walking for pleasure. The green
meadow of these fields is an ideal place to take a quiet walk.

Stadium lighting.

The lights will be seen for miles. This is in conflict with the city’s commitment to reduce
nighttime light pollution to protect wildlife. (See environmental impact section) Not to
mention our adoption of the Green City Initiative to reduce excess power usage.

Noise

Soccer fans get excited and make noise. It's the same the world over at any level. The
noise levels will increase dramatically and spoil the peaceful experience of being in
Golden gate Park.

Garbage

The amount of garbage generated by soccer tournaments is bad now. Increases
exponentially and the garbage is increased exponentially. The overworked gardeners will
now become full-time garbage collectors and the park will suffer greatly as a result

Safety
Soccer can be a dangerous game for both players and spectators. Rivalries are

commonplace, and things can get out of hand very easily result in people getting hurt.
This includes nonparticipant passers by and residents
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Artifical turf in no way has the character of natural grass. It will change the look of the 13
area and the feel of the area from one of a peaceful meadow when not in play, to one of cont.
industrial sports complex. '

Traffic

RPD cannot expect us to believe the results of the traffic study they paid for.

Current soccer field use on weekends causes excessive traffic congestion on JFK and
MLK, between Bernice Way and the Great Highway.

Weekend demand currently creates traffic hazard to pedestrians, bicyclists, skaters and
motorists: Traffic backs up on JFK & MLK as cars stop to wait for a parallel parking
space to be vacated. Traffic stops while a car waits for a family to load all of their gear
into their car and get themselves all aboard, then pull out, which involves waiting for cars
passing the stopped car to create a break in the traffic. JKF & MLK are not wide enough 14
to allow cars to safely pass a stopped car. This requires entering into the oncoming lane
of traffic, along with skaters and bicyclists that are also passing the car that has stopped
to obtain a “soon” to be vacated parking space. Between the time someone walks toward
a vehicle to vacate a parking space and the time they actually pull out and into weekend
traffic on JFK & MLK, upwards of 5 minutes may elapse. During this time, other cars,
bicyclists and skaters are all trying to get around the car waiting for the parking space.
Multiply this scenario several times, as several cars stop to gain parking in the distance
between Bernice Way and the Great Highway on both JFK & MLK.

I respectfully request that this issue he reevaluated completely with new plans to include
a grass surface, no lighting, improved bathroom facilities, improved parking.

This is Golden Gate Park, a world-famous park, one of the world's great parks and it
deserves our very careful stewardship. If Mr. McLaren were alive today he would be
mortified at some of these suggestions that have been made

Sincerely
Jamie Ray

879 47th Averiue
San Francisco, CA 94121
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It is requested that the Planning Department not approve this proposed
project. It would create significant negative impacts to the character of the
west end of Golden Gate Park, degrade the park, negatively impact the
quality of the park for park visitors who seek respite in nature, and have
significant negative impacts on the environment and wildlife that also utilize
the park. This will particularly affect the 200,000 residents of the Sunset and
Richmond district that call Golden Gate Park our neighborhood park. All
park users will be impacted by this unnecessary project.

We will hear sports fans not bird songs. Vuvuzelas, not the wind in the trees.
This will increase already problematic traffic congestion on weekends in the
west end of the park, create excessive garbage strewn about, light up the
night sky when we walk at night, cause safety concerns when fans leave the
park after night games, amongst other concerns. The issue of increasing
daytime playtime on these fields can be addressed without adding night
games, installing artificial (toxic) turf, and other proposed infrastructure.
problem that could be resolved in a common sense way.

Specifically, I request that the Planning Department not approve the
following components of this proposed project:

1) Installation of artificial turf

2) Installation of stadium lighting (150,000 kw of night lighting)

3) Field size enlargement

4) Barbeque area

5) Children’s play area

6) Concrete perimeter around fields

7) Lighting fixtures around field and pathways

8) Raised fencing height

9) Spectator seating that is excessive to needs of city resident games
10) Restroom renovation beyond sinks, toilets, changing room areas and
baby changing areas.

The following components are not opposed
1) Renovating restrooms to replace the toilet stall doors that have been
missing for years, adding new mirrors, soap dispenses, modern toilet
paper dispensers, hand dryers, sinks and baby changing tables in
mends and women’s bathrooms. Adding lockers pose some risk of
vandalism, but would not be opposed. Showers will attract homeless
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park dwellers and require excessive maintenance. Players can bring
towels to wipe down, have room to change clothes, and will need to
shower when they get home. Given the problems we have in Golden
Gate Park, this is a concession players have to live with to play here.

2) Building small areas of spectator seating that is in keeping with the
naturalistic setting of the west end of Golden Gate Park.

3) Improvements to and expansion of the parking lot by 8 spaces, as
proposed.

4) Improving the maintenance of the fields in increase play days.

Jamie Ray
879 47th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121
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Project “Need”- Debating the “Need” / Premise for this Proposed
Project.

The stated need for this (excessively costly, intrusive and destructive)
proposed project is to increase access to the Beach Chalet Soccer Fields, or
more generally, resident access to playing fields.

The problem, according to RPD, is that one of the four fields is always being
“rested” and that they sometimes have to close all the fields for “rain days”
due to poor drainage. \

The Beach Chalet Soccer Fields (BCSF) are under-utilized most weekdays.
Our rainy season is comparatively short and mild. Weekend demand at
present, does exceed the BCSF capacity some of the year.

The question is, can rainy season closures/drainage issues be addressed in an
environmentally sound and neighbor friendly way? Can we reduce field
“resting” to increase access to the fields on weekends when most teams play
matches? Could we do this by hiring an actual turf specialist to maintain the
fields and increase drainage issues for more winter use?

Or is the answer to spend $45 M, of which $20M is tax payer bond funds
that were approved to improve neighborhood parks throughout the city that
are in desperate need of repairs - and build a sports complex?

RPD defers millions of dollars of needed capital improvement / maintenance
projects in our parks every year. Children’s playgrounds are dilapidated and
more are needed. Does this project really reflect the intent of the voters
when they voted to approve these funds? Does this serve the park, park
visitors, neighbors, the environment and wildlife?

And, is this project legal without a vote by residents? Our City Charter says,
that enlarging or building any structure in Golden Gate Park requires a
public vote. We’ve not voted to approve this!

RPD and City Fields believe the answer to the field resting and drainage
issue is to build a sports complex which is in violation of the city charter, in
violation of the Master Plan of Golden Gate Park, in violation of the
expressed wishes of all non-soccer playing residents that have spoken during

1
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public meetings, and in violation of our environmental policies that require 4
us to use the most environmentally sound principles in all purchases and cont.
projects.

o

Not a single non-soccer playing member of the public has spoken in favor of
this proposed project. Hundreds, if not thousands of people have
vociferously stated their opposition to this proposed project.

Another option, far cheaper, more ecologically sound, and in keeping with
the majority of park users who are not soccer players, is to address the turf
problems by increasing drainage, and hiring a turf specialist that can keep all 05
four fields available to the public on weekends. This is my preferred choice.
These fields have been inadequately maintained and thus not as available for
public use as they could be.

RPD has claimed that they can’t afford to hire an athletic turf specialist to
maintain these fields. Instead a gardener, without the highly specialized
skills needed to maintain athletic fields to maximum capacity usage has been
maintaining these fields in such a lackluster manner as to cause his work
habits to be common knowledge amongst neighbors who don’t even have
access to these fields.

If RPD can’t afford to pay someone with the skill needed to maintain the 06
grass turf fields, is it reasonable to expect that funds will suddenly be
available to provide the equally specialized maintenance of artificial turf and
the entire proposed sports complex? Including maintaining shower rooms,
and other facilities?

Or are the fields going to be privatized, with the Fisher brothers’ City Fields
providing the funding for maintenance and operation? If so, the public hasn’t
been told.

Proper care of these fields, including regular aeration to reduce compaction
would reduce field closures due to rain and reduce the extent to which fields
are currently “rested.” The Beach Chalet Soccer Fields rest on sand, beneath 07
the sod’s (compacted) loam layer. Sand provides excellent drainage. If
necessary, perforated drainage tubing could be installed under the turf to
carry away excess water on heavy rain days, at minor cost. England plays

2
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on grass throughout their heavily rainy winters as do many world class
countries. Why can’t we? “The city that knows how.”

The answer is not a $45M capital improvement project, with maintenance to
be added to the millions of dollars of deferred maintenance project repairs

$20M of tax payer funds should be spent on increasing the quality of life for
parks and park visitors across our city.

We should pay a turf specialist to improve drainage and overall field
conditions to keep them available on weekends when demand exceeds
current use capacity.

The majority of the components of this proposed project are unrelated to,
and go far beyond addressing the stated need for residents to have increased
access to the Beach Chalet / Golden Gate Park soccer fields on weekends
and rainy days.

The majority of the components of this proposed project would adversely
effect majority of residents who are park visitors and enjoy the relaxing
naturalistic setting of the west end of the park, but particularly the 200,000
residents of the Sunset and Richmond district, for whom Golden Gate Park
is our neighborhood park.

Golden Gate Park is becoming ever less hospitalble for resident use as a
neighborhhod park, as it becomes ever more used as an event venue for
marathons, concerts and the like.

This project would change the character of the park and negatively effect the
environment and resident and migratory wildlife.

The west end of Golden Gate Park provides, and will hopefully continue to
provide a place to get away from the noise and lights of the city and enjoy
the quiet of nature. Bird songs, the wind in the trees... not blinding stadium
lights and vuvuzelas.

If we need to further increase access for playing fields, we should partner
with local schools so that our children can play their weekend games in their
neighborhoods. Potentially walking or riding a bike to their games, rather
than having to be driven to the westernmost edge of the city, hunting for

3
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ages for a parking space, and adding to the car congestion in the park. Many
school fields, parking lots and bleachers are un-used on weekends. Cities
throughout the country utilize school fields for children’s weekend games.
Why can’t we? : 09
cont.
RPD claimed to have started a pilot program with schools to encourage
athletics and fitness amongst their students. What happened to this program?
City Fields (Fisher bothers) clearly want the focus to stay on building their
sports complex, not viable alternatives. '

Enlarging the size of the fields is an example of a component of this project
that has nothing to do with the stated need— to increase access to the fields.
Lengthening these fields will make it harder for our youth to play on these
fields. They already struggle to play a full game on the existing full size
fields. :

10

This project is also proposed to decrease maintenance costs. but in fact
creates an excessively maintenance-intensive infrastructure for which the
city has no funds to maintain.

RPD’s Dan Mauer has stated that the existing fields are in less than ideal
condition because RPD can’t afford to hire a gardener with the necessary
knowledge and skill necessary to competently maintain athletic turf. He’s
also said that artificial turf will reduce maintenance personel costs.
However, artificial turf manufacturers and sales websites clearly state that
artificial turf will not require less maintenance than natural turf. They both
require a high degree of care. Artifical turf requires sweeping, “steam”
cleaning for removal of bacteria such as MRSA, tear repairing, etc. Artificial
turf cannot have sodas or other drinks spilled on it, and is flammable.
Bacteria that harbors in artificial turf could cost the city plenty if someone
becomes hospitalized for an infection and sues the city. Injuries are also
known to increase on artificial turf. (see safety section)

11
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In addition to significant maintenance of the artificical turf and replacement
cost necessary in 6-8 years depending on use, this proposed project will add
or increase the following maintenance (cost) needs:

e Daily (several times a day) cleaning of the showers, changing rooms
and bathrooms. Currently gardeners are required to clean the soccer
field and all other park bathrooms. Union efforts to protest that these
maintenance duties are not part of their hired job description failed.
This increased maintenance will decrease the quality of the park, as
gardeners will spend even less time taking care of the park’s
vegetation. Park gardener staffing is at a historic low.

e Increased garbage pickup will be required. After games, the amount of
garbage strewn around is unbelieveable. Currently, park gardeners
spend an average of 1/3 of their time picking up garbage, not planting
or maintaining the plants that make our parks beautiful.

e Increased garbage collection service will be needed. The garbage can
located at the archery field was recently removed to cut the cost of
garbage collection service. 11

e Increased fixture maintenance — lighting fixtures along paths, stadium cont.
lights, bathroom fixtures fixed or replaced as damaged, replacing
toilet paper, fixing clogged showers and toilets, etc.

¢ Increased structure maintenance and graffiti control on structures.

e Increased maintenance of the parking lot, pathways, BBQ area,
children’s play area, etc. The children’s play area nearby sorely needs
maintenance attention.

Revenue garnered from increasing play from 3 fields to 4 on weekends and
some rainy days, and adding night games, cannot possibly meet the
increased maintenance costs that this project will create.

It’s unlikely that fees will cover the monthly cost of 150,000 watts of
lighting each night until 10pm.

The last area of Need that the project sponsor has stated is the need to reduce
water usage.

12

This is a non-issue from an environmental standpoint when compared to the
environmental impacts of the proposed project. ‘
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Currently the water used to water the turf comes from a well. Excess water
filters through the sand to the aquifer below. No pesticides or herbicides are
used, according to RPD’s IPM department director (Ralph Montana). He
states that golf courses, athletic fields and parks lawns are maintained
without herbicides or pesticides, using only compost teas.

CO2 is absorbed by natural grass.

CO2 is not absorbed by artificial turf.

CO2 is generated by the electricity needed to power 150,000 watts of
lighting each night, when demand for night games is questionable at best.
The benefits of grass in removing greenhouse gasses, emitting oxygen,
providing a cool safe playing surface outweighs the water that is used for the
benefit of providing athletic fields for the public.

12
cont.

The alternative proposed by RPD and City Fields is to lay down several tons
of toxic car tire crumb, above the freshwater aquifer that serves as 13
emergency water in case of a severe earthquake. These toxins will percolate
down to this aquifer when it rains.

Neither the lighting or artificial turf are keeping with our Green City
Initiative, the Precautionary Principle or our IPM policies. Water use is a
minor issue in comparison.

14

The PUC intends to sell water to RPD for the soccer fields at a cost that far
exceeds the current use of well water. This is an issue that should be
addressed. Turf does not require Reverse Osmosis water! Well water has
worked fine and should continue to be used.

Jamie Ray
879 47th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B
cC

%%? bce

Subject Fw: City Charter Sec.4.113. Recreation and Park
Commission / Question Re: Soccer Field Proposal requiring

vote of the people?

were Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/13/2011 02:08 PM -—--

Jamie Ray
<jamie_ray@comcast.net> To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
12/12/2011 0718 PM cc

Subject City Charter Sec.4.113. Recreation and Park Commission /
Question Re: Soccer Field Proposal requiring vote of the
people?

Hi Bill,

T wanted to ask a question about our city charter and the Jegality of building in Golden Gate Park
without a public vote? (Attached below)

RPD told me when I enquired about utilizing 1/2 acre of the 4 acre parcel behind the soccer
fields ( that had been used for green waste composting) to build a small wildlife hospital and
nature education center, that it would require a public vote,

( I'm the director of San Francisco's only wildlife rehabilitation program for injured sick, oiled
and orphaned wildlife. We'd hoped to use Prop 84 bond funds that were designated for new
nature education centers to build a small wildlife hospital and state of the art nature education
center that would allow the public to watch and learn about resident and migratory wildlife (and
how we can all protect the environment) - utilizing streaming video of the patients as they
progress through the rehabilitation process - onto large screens in the nature center.

Our proposal to RPD's capital improvement department also included a proposal to offer simple
local organic food as well. I've recently heard that RPD has taken this suggestion for the old
millwright house and adopted it.

This same property is now slated for a 40,000 square foot water treatment plant (MOU between
RPD and PUC signed in Feb. 2010... without a public vote.

Shouldn't the water treatment plant and the soccer field expansion and complex of structures
require a vote?

Could you please clarify why the soccer field complex project is not going to a citywide vote?
Also, Prop A bond funds do not look like they apply for use on this project, as I believe RPD
intends.

Lastly, I found a document in my files relating to the effects of artificial night lights on wildlife,
should you choose to include this in environmental impact comments, due today.

Thank You, Bill.

COM-682

01

02



I-Ray4

1) Climate characteristics vary from one year to the next; it is not uncommon
to experience cool summers, dry springs, and slow falls. A season’s
photoperiod is the only consistent factor in the natural environment.

Therefore, many species of plants and animals rely on the length of the
day to indicate the proper season for mating, molting, and other life
cycle activities.

This photoperiodic sensitivity is often so acute that many
species can detect discrepancies in natural light as short as one minute.

Reproduction cycles are most often disrupted when artificial light
at night
interferes with species’ natural detection systems.

Trees have been known to bud prematurely; some flowers cease blooming,

Artificial light also can cause animals such as squirrels and robins to mate
out of season. Changes in plant and animal reproductive activity can create
difficulty in finding food and increase chances of starvation.

2) Artificial light at night contributes to lack of food (starvation) by
interfering with predator/prey relationships. For instance, moths and
other night-flying insects are attracted to lights. This involuntary phototaxis
leads to their easy capture. Their incessant gravitation toward artificial
points of light not only makes them vulnerable as prey and subjects them to
increased predation but disrupts the normal nocturnal patterns of predator
species by creating an artificial feed concentration around points of light.

For some species of predators, such as bats, this disruption means a change
in the concentration and location of their feed, which can lead to imbalances
in predator/prey ratio. For species repelled by light, feed becomes scarcer
and difficult to procure, as many insects swarm around lights, leaving fewer
to be caught as they fly free. The decreasing amount of available food due to
night lighting can effect the survival of these species. Most species of bats
endemic to California are federally listed.

Hundreds of terrestrial bird species migrate under cover of night.
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Skyscrapers and other night lighted pose collision / disorientation hazards.

During the 1960s, it is estimated that over a million birds a year were killed
in collisions with lighted television towers in the United States. Since that
time, the number and height of communication towers has increased

- exponentially.

The West End of Golden Gate Park is located on the Pacific Migratory
Flyway. This area hosts an amazing diversity of resident and migratory
wildlife and should not be degraded with nighttime flood lighting.

Our Green City Initiative and signing onto the precautionary principle which
requires us to take the least environmentally damaging approach and to
choose the one less invasive to the environment. It requires that we consider
the biological effects on wildlife from the actions we take, and the policies
we create.

The only beneficiaries of this intrusive and objectionable element are the
Bay Area adult leagues that the city hopes will pay enough to cover the cost
of replacing the artificial turf they play on.

Natural grass, properly maintained and drained is the environmentally sound

03
cont.
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solution to increase local playtime on the fields. 1

Jamie Ray

San Francisco Wildlife Rehabilitation
(415) 221-3498 (Direct)

Jamie Rayv{@comecast.net

COM-684



I-Ray4

01
cont.

COM-685



I-Ray4

01
cont.

COM-686



I-Ray4

01
cont.

COM-687



I-Ray4

the management of this bond program. In addition, the measure
would require the City to maintain a website describing the bond
program, progress achieved to date, and projections of future pro-
gram activities. .

Proposition A would require an increase in the property tax to pay
for the bonds and would permit landlords to pass-through 50 per-
~ cent of the resulting property tax increase to tenants.

URGENT NEED IN OUR PARKS

Proposition A is the first step in San Francisco's ten year capital
plan to repair and rebuild the City's aging and broken physical
structures, starting with heavily-used neighborhood parks. An
independent analysis identified more than $1.7 billion in struc-
tural work needed in our parks.

This bond will fix our neighborhood parks where basic safety,
cleanliness and accessibility are threatened. From Dolores Park to
Sunset Playground, from Chinese Recreation Center to Palega
Playground, we can protect the quality of parks across the City.
The bond will:

« Replace dangerous and broken playground equipment

» Repair or replace park restrooms

» Retrofit recreation centers and waterfront open space to make
them carthquake safe

» Plant trees in parks throughout San Francisco

* Replace deteriorating athletic fields

* Restore nature trails in patks

» Create a blue-greenway of parks along the waterfront

» Provide matching grants for community-initiated, small-scale.
repairs

NO INCREASE IN THE PROPERTY TAX RATE

Clean and safe neighborhood
parks Bonds, 2008

by the Ballot Simplification Committee
digest

notice to Voters:
the “Controller's statement” and “How ‘a’ got on the Ballot” information on this measure appear on
the opposite (facing) page.
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» Provide matching grants for community-initiated, small-scale
repairs

NO INCREASE IN THE PROPERTY TAX RATE

Under current City policy, these parks bonds will only be issued
after old bonds are repaid. As a result, there will be no increase in
the property tax rate used to repay these bonds.

STRICT ACCOUNTABILITY FOR PROGRESS AND
SPENDING '

To ensure that funds are properly spent, a citizen's bond over-
sight committee will track spending through independent audits;
they are authorized to stop the sale of bonds if necessary. Major
projects have already been identified and assigned budgets.
Progress will be monitored through monthly reports at the
Recreation and Parks and Port Commissions.

Unanimously passed at the Board of Supervisors.

Vote YES on Proposition A.

Mayor Gavin Newsom

Board President Supervisor Aaron Peskin

Supervisor Michela Alioto-Pier

Supervisor Tom Ammiano

Supervisor Carmen Chu

Supervisor Chris Daly

Supervisor Bevan Dufly

Supervisor Sean Elsbernd

Supervisor Sophie Maxwell

Supervisor Jake McGoldrick

Supervisor Ross Mirkarimi

Supervisor Gerardo Sandoval

reButtaL to proponent’s arguMent In faVor of proposltlon a

A Clean and safe

neighborhood
parks Bonds, 2008

proponent’s arguMent In faVor of proposltion a
This disclaimer applies to the proponent's argument on this page. The Board of
Supervisors authorized the submission of the follow-
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quil and calming beauty of nature without leaving San Francisco.
Unfortunately, our parks are older and worse for the wear. They
need help to get back in shape. Prop. A restores San Francisco
parks so we can get the exercise we need to stay healthy and the
time in nature we need to stay sharp and at peace.

Yes on Prop. A.

Sierra Club

San Francisco Tomorrow

Nature In The City

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument is San
Francisco Tomorrow.

Business, labor, tenants and homeowners agree — VOTE YES

on A. _ ‘

Your YES vote on A will extend critically important park and
recreation center repairs and improvements to every city neigh-
borhood

Twelve projects from Cabrillo Playground in District One to
Cayuga Playground in District Eleven, dozens of new park rest-
rooms, renovated athletic fields, a unique neighborhood grants
program, trail and forest maintenance and new parks along the
waterfront — all with NO INCREASE IN THE PROPERTY TAX
RATE! |

The city's ten year capital plan provides for new bonds to be
issued as old bonds are paid-off, which, along with normal growth
in values, means no increase in tax rates.

Restore our parks and open up the waterfront to the public -

vote YES on A.

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument is the
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce.

PAR supports Proposition A because it combines sound plan-
ning and sound financing to achieve safe and clean neighborhood
parks across San Francisco. Recreation Centers receive seismic
upgrades to make them earthquake safe; broken and dangerous

* playground equipment will be repaired and replaced; restrooms
will be renovated and rebuild; trees and trails will be planted and
restored. _

On February 5th, please join PAR in voting YES on Propo-
sition A.

Planning Association for the Richmond — PAR

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument is the
Planning Association for the Richmond.

Prop. A Protects Open Space in the City
San Francisco is home to an amazing diversity of plants, ani-
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pald arguMents In faVor of propositlon a

Yes on Proposition A

Proposition A is “family friendly” and important to school chil-
dren. For many City kids, neighborhood parks are their backyards.
This bond repairs broken playground equipment, replaces dam-
aged restrooms, installs safety lighting and rebuilds recreation
centers to be earth-quake safe.

San Francisco desperately needs more athletic fields. Sports
make all the difference in keeping kids engaged, in school, away
from gangs and out of trouble. We need the sports fields this bond
will provide.

The bond will plant trees and restore paths in natural areas, giv-
ing those kids who rarely leave the City a non-urban experience.
Schools and parks are natural partners where kids are con-
cerned.

Please vote YES.

Mark Sanchez, President — Board of Education*®

Hydra Mendoza, Board of Education™

Eric Mar, Board of Education*

*For identification purposes only

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument is the

San Francisco Parks Trust.

Prop. A — Restore Our Parks!

Prop. A means more {rees, more plants and better park land-
scapes. Valuable staff time wasted patching together broken
equipment will instead be devoted to maintaining the plants and
landscapes that make our parks beautiful. Improved irrigation
means athlctic fields will be properly watered and ready for play.
The department's forestry program will plant a new generation of
trees in our parks to replace our many aging trees and restore trails
so more people can access and enjoy the City's open space.

Give your neighborhood park gardener a hand.

Vote YES on Prop. A.

Laborer’s, Local 261

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument is

Laborers 261.

San Francisco urgently needs the greening effect of planting
more trees in parks. Many of the nearly 100,000 trees currently in
our parks were planted shortly after World War 1I and have a life
expectancy of 30 or 40 years. Some are diseased and infested.
Proposition A commits $4 million dollars to a long term effort to
replace dying trees and add new ones. Not a moment too soon.
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From: Don.Lewis@sfgov.org

To: Ruby Wells

Subject: Fw: new report: mortality report on birds from night lighting
Date: Wednesday, December 14, 2011 2:14:12 PM

Please include as DEIR comment. Thanks.

Thanks,

Don Lewis

Environmental Planner

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

ph: (415) 575-9095 fax: (415) 558-6409

Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO
Vv To
Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah
12/14/2011 11:43 B Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
AM cc
Subject

Fw: new report: mortality report on
birds from night lighting

Jamie Ray
<jamie_ray@comcas
t.net> To
bill.wycko@sfgov.org
12/13/2011 07:17 cc
PM
Subject

new report: mortality report on
birds from night lighting
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Has this report been already included in the DEIR?

(downward facing is better than out. Blue green better than yellow red. RPD
suggests to utilize these features plus a timer to turn off at 10 pm.
However, these measures only slightly mitigate negative impact to birds,
particularly migratory birds on the Pacific Flyway)

New Bird-Safe Building Design

The American Bird Conservancy (ABC) announced the availability of a new,
national publication, American Bird Conservancy’s Bird-Friendly Building
Designs, part of a national-level program to reduce the massive and growing
number of bird deaths resulting from building collisions in the US. The
58-page publication contains over 110 photographs and 10 illustrations and
focuses on both the causes of collisions and the solutions, with a
comprehensive appendix on the biological science behind the issue. The
publication addresses building design, bird movements, and habitat and
landscaping, which can help or exacerbate the collision problem. Full
publication available in PDF format at:
http://www.abcbirds.org/newsandreports/BirdFriendlyBuildingDesign.pdf

p.29, 30
Artificial light is increasingly recognized as a negative factor

for humans as well as wildlife.

Birds evolved complex, complementary systems for orientation

and vision long before humans developed artificial light. We

still have much more to learn, especially the differences between species,
but recent science has begun to clarify how artificial light poses a threat
to birds, especially nocturnal migrants. These birds use a magnetic

sense which is dependent on dim light from the blue-green end of the
spectrum.

Research has shown that different wavelengths cause different behaviors,
with yellow and red light preventing orientation. Different intensities of
light

also produce different reactions. Despite the complexity of this issue,
there is one

simple way to reduce mortality: turn lights off.

Rich and Longcore (2006) have gathered comprehensive reviews

of the impact of “ecological light pollution” on vertebrates, insects, and
even plants.

For birds especially, light can be a significant and deadly hazard.

Beacon Effect and Urban Glow

Light at night, especially during bad weather, creates con-
ditions that are particularly hazardous for night-migrating
birds. Typically flying at altitudes over 500 feet, migrants
often descend to lower altitudes during inclement weather,
where they may encounter artificial light from buildings.
Water vapor in very humid air, fog, or mist refracts light,
forming an illuminated halo around light sources.

There is clear evidence that birds are attracted to light, and
once close to the source, are unable to break away (Rich and
Longcore, 2006; Poot et al., 2008; Gauthreaux and Belser,
2006). How does this become a hazard to birds? When birds
encounter beams of light, especially in inclement weather,
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they tend to circle in the illuminated zone, appearing dis-
oriented and unwilling or unable to leave. This has been
documented recently at the 9/11 Memorial in Lights, where

lights must be turned off briefly when large numbers of birds
become caught in the beams.

Significant mortality of migrating birds has been reported at

oil platforms in the North Sea and the Gulf of Mexico.

Van de Laar (2007) tested the impact on birds of lighting

on an off-shore platform. When lights were switched on,

birds were immediately attracted to the platform in significant numbers.
Birds dispersed when lights were switched off.

Once trapped, birds may collide with structures or each other,

or fall to the ground from exhaustion, where they are at risk from
predators.

While mass mortalities at very tall illuminated structures (such as
skyscrapers)

during inclement weather have received the most attention, mortality has
also been

associated with ground-level lighting during clear weather.

Light color also plays a role, with blue and green light much
safer than white or red light. Once birds land in lighted areas,
they are at risk from colliding with nearby structures as they
forage for food by day.

In addition to killing birds, overly-lit buildings waste electric-
ity, and increase greenhouse gas emissions and air pollu-
tion levels. Poorly designed or improperly installed outdoor
fixtures add over one billion dollars to electrical costs in the
United States every year, according to the International Dark
Skies Association. Recent studies estimate that over two
thirds of the world’s population can no longer see the Milky
Way, just one of the nighttime wonders that connect people
with nature. Together, the ecological, financial, and cultural
impacts of excessive building lighting are compelling rea-
sons to reduce and refine light usage.

Overly-lit buildings waste electricity and increase greenhouse
gas emissions and air pollution levels, as well as posing a threat
to birds.

Reducing exterior building and site lighting has proven ef-
fective at reducing mortality of night migrants. At the same
time, these measures reduce building energy costs and de-
crease air and light pollution. Efficient design of lighting sys-
tems plus operational strategies to reduce light “trespass” or
“spill light” from buildings while maximizing useful light are
both important strategies. In addition, an increasing body of
evidence shows that red lights and white light (which con-
tains red wavelengths) particularly attract and confuse birds,
while green and blue light have far less impact.

Light pollution is largely a result of inefficient exterior light-
ing, and improving lighting design usually produces savings
greater than the cost of changes. For example, globe fixtures
permit little control of light, which shines in all directions, re-
sulting in a loss of as much as 50% of energy, as well as poor
illumination. Cut-off shields can reduce lighting loss and per-
mit use of lower powered bulbs.
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Most “vanity lighting” is unnecessary. However, when it is

used, building features should be highlighted using down-

lighting rather than up-lighting. Where light is needed for

safety and security, reducing the amount of light trespass

outside of the needed areas can help by eliminating shad-
ows. Spotlights and searchlights should not be used during
bird migration.

Communities that have implemented programs to reduce light pollution
have not found an increase in crime. Using automatic controls,
including timers, photo-sensors, and infrared and motion detectors

is far more effective than reliance on employees turning off lights.
These devices generally pay for themselves in energy savings in less than a
year. Workspace lighting should be installed where needed,

rather than lighting large areas. In areas where indoor lights

will be on at night, minimize perimeter lighting and/or draw

shades after dark. Switching to daytime building cleaning is a simple
way to reduce lighting while also reducing costs.

(Note pers.JR: spotlights, regardless of timers, should not be used,
particularly on the Pacific Flyway)

Across the United States and Canada, “Lights Out” programs
at the municipal and state level encourage building owners
and occupants to turn out lights visible from outside during
spring and fall migration. The first of these, Lights Out Chi-
cago, was started in 1995, followed by Toronto in 1997. There
are over twenty programs as of mid-2011.

The programs themselves are diverse. Some are directed by
environmental groups, others by government departments,
and still others by partnerships of organizations. Participa-
tion in some, such as Houston'’s, is voluntary. Minnesota
mandates turning off lights in state-owned and -leased
buildings, while Michigan’s governor proclaims Lights Out
dates annually. Many jurisdictions have a monitoring compo-
nent or work with local rehabilitators. Monitoring programs
can provide important information in addition to quantify-
ing collision levels and documenting solutions. Toronto, for
example, determined that if short buildings emit more light,
they can be more dangerous to birds than tall building emit-
ting less light.

Ideally, Lights Out programs would be in effect year round,
saving birds and energy costs and reducing emissions of
greenhouse gases.

ABC stands ready to help develop new

programs and to support and expand existing programs.
Shielded lights, such as those shown above, cut down on light
pollution and are much safer for birds. Photo: Susan Harder
.pdf
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The Planning Department will have reduced services available the last week of December 2011. In
addition to the regular observed legal holiday on Monday, December 26, 2011, most Planning
Department offices will be closed on December 27, 28, 29, & 30. On these dates, only the Planning

Information Center (PIC), located on the 1st floor of 1660 Mission Street, will be open normal business

hours as follows:
Tuesday, December 27, 2011: 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM
Wednesday, December 28, 2011: 8:00 AM to 5 00 PM
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Thursday, December 29, 2011: 8:00 AM to 5 00 PM
Friday. December 30, 2011: 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM

Please note that the PIC will have reduced staffing on these days. The PIC phone number is (415) 558-
6377. The Planning Department will resume full services on January 3, 2012.
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Patricia Reid To "Don.Lewis@sfgov.org" <Don.Lewis@sfgov.org>
<odendhaldesign @yahoo.com e
>
11/28/2011 03:19 PM bec .
Please respond to Subject destruction of seven green acres of Golden Gate Park
Patricia Reid

<odendhaldesign@yahoo.com
>

History: &2 This message has been replied to.

Dear Mr. Lewis, . -
If a soccer stadium is desirable in San Francisco, a location must be found where a natural green
environment does not exist, a location 01
where 60 ft. tall stadium lights and greatly increased traffic would not diminish the enjoyment of the park and of ocean
beach. San Francisco, being a
city with very little environmentally needed green areas, it is shocking that there is a proposal to eliminate 7 acres of it's
beautiful green and beneficial 02
Golden Gate Park. 1 would appreciate receiving a copy of the report. Thank you.

Sincerely, Patricia Reid
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

w 12/08/2)11 05:23 PM ce

hﬁ@ ' bce

Subject Fw: Opposition to Artificial Turf in GG Park

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/08/2011 05:24 PM —--

Renee Richards and John Hill
<fogline @pacbell .net> To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

12/08/2011 03:27 PM cc Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org, John.Avalos@sfgov.org, David.Campos@sfgov.org,
David.Chiu@sfgov.org, Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org, Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org,
Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org, Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org, Jane Kim@sfgov.org,
Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org, Scott. Wiener@sfgov.org
Subject Opposition to Arificial Turf in GG Park

Dear Mr. Wycko and Honorable Supervisors:

| am a resident of San Francisco, parent of a youth athlete, frequent user of Golden Gate Park and Ocean Beach and former San Francisco Little
League parent coach, and | am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposal to cover the natural grass Beach Chalet Soccer Fields in Golden
Gate Park with artificial turf and install stadium lighting. Rather, | believe if the proponents of this project really want to do what is best for the City, its
residents, and the legacy of Golden Gate Park, the Beach Chalet Fields should be rehabilitated with real turf and no lights like the Polo Fields recently
were, and the artificial turf project should be implemented at the West Sunset Playground fields.

| have read the DEIR and am astounded that the artificial turf project is even being realistically entertained given the fact that "The proposed project would |

have the following significant unavoidable impacts: The proposed project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code."

|
Golden Gate Park 1s not just a local, but a national treasure. Millions of people visit it every day, residents and tourists alike. Millions of volunteer hours and millions of
donor dollars have been spent in the efforts to renovate and maintain the nearby windmills to restore the historic beauty and quality of Golden Gate Park, and now
proponents want to cover acres of nearby grass--just hundreds of yards away from the windmills on one side and Ocean Beach on the other--with artificial turf and
stadium lighting? Absurd.

Environmentally, removal of 9 acres of natural grass will destroy necessary habitat to birds, butterfiies and other wildlife, and no mitigation is proposed.

01
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protected National Park in which human and domestic animal use will be highly restricted in the adjacent Ocean Beach and Fort Funston areas.

This boggles the mind in light of the ongoing efforts of the National Park Service to convert the Golden Gate National Recreation Area into a more IO4

Installation of ten 60" towers with stadium lighting that will remain on until 10:00 pm every night is completely contrary with not only the historic and wild

nature of the West End of Golden Gate Park, but of Ocean Beach and the GGNRA. Atrtificial lighting has been shown to draw birds off course during :[05

migration.

There is no recycling of the artificial turf plastic and tire crumb rubber, and in 8-10 years 400 tons of debris will go to the landfill. In addition, from what | :[06

can tell by going to Crocker Amazon, | would be surprised if highly used artificial turf fields get the 10 year lifespan described in the DEIR. The Crocker
fields are already showing substantial wear, and during every soccer season my son's shoes are filled with tire crumb bits after ever soccer game or
practice at Kimball and Crocker. We know fish and birds are dying from eating plastic peltet "nurdles"” (
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2011/10/29/MNF91LNMLB.DTL), why wouldn't wildlife that lives or migrates through GG Park also
knowingly or unwittingly consume tire crumbs, to their certain detriment?

It is much less expensive and more environmentally sustainable for the City to restore the natural grass fields, and those fields can be maintained
beautifully as has been shown by the newly refurbished Polo Fields. One can't play on them in the pouring rain or on a cold night, but is that such a bad
thing? i
In addition, | did not see anything in the DEIR about the relative impact on the park and surrounding neighborhood of thousands of additional people who
will use the Beach Chalet soccer fields until 10 p.m. every night during times when the west end of the park or the Great Highway are closed for special
events. Special events dramatically affect the west end of GG Park almost every weekend from May through October. A few events that cause virtually
every road (and sometime foot access) to be closed in the west end of the park include music festivals Hardly Strictly Bluegrass and Outside Lands and
road races and walks such as AIDS Walk, Nike Women's Marathon, San Francisco Marathon and Bay to Breakers.

Project Alternative Number 2, renovating the West Sunset Fields with artificial turf, is a much better plan. There will be no adverse and significant
negative historical impact. The neighborhood already has street lighting, and Saint Ignatius school is nearby which also has athletic lighting in place. In
addition to Si, Sunset Elementary and Giannini Middle School are nearby and their students could benefit from the use of turf fields. The West Sunset
playground has already been renovated, so the costs of creating the proposed adjacent play/recreation area would be unnecessary. While the long-term
safety of tire crumb use is still debated, West Sunset Fields are not located in an environmentally sensitive area.

In addition, and importantly, the use of artificial turf fields at West Sunset rather than GG Park would involve not only the creation of more turf soccer
fields, but also turf baseball fields. If you are unfamiliar with the rush on registration for SF Little League's 2012 Spring season, suffice it to say that the
demand is so great for baseball in San Francisco that all of the under-12 divisions were fully registered and closed within seven hours of registration
opening. While | am not a proponent of playing through inclement weather (having just stood through my son's soccer game at Crocker in the pouring
rain and upper 40 degree temperatures myself a few weeks ago) | always feel it is unfortunate that after a Spring rainstorm, when the sun comes out
and the kids are chomping at the bit to play baseball or soccer, fields can remain closed for 24 or more hours after the last drop has failen because of
standing water and field saturation.

West Sunset is less than 2 miles from the Beach Chalet, is not in an historically protected park, is not in an environmentally sensitive area, and would
provide additional access not only to after-school and adult sports teams from all over San Francisco, but school kids from three immediately adjacent
schools.
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| urge you to reject 'the proposal to cover the Beach Chalet soccer fields with artificial turf and install stadium lighting, and to accept the alternative
proposals that the Beach Chalet fields be rehabilitated with natural grass and artificial turf be installed at the West Sunset fields.

Thank you for consideration of this email.
Renee Richards

666 42nd Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121
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RECEIVED |
DEC {5 200
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
ME A

Environmental Raview Officer:

Your EIR Report concerning the GG PARK Soccer Fields
project is an inch thick and contains enough data, evidence, photos,
and legal matter to dizzy us regular SF citizens, no rmaiter how deeply
interested we might be in the fate of our beloved Park.
| So | wonder if you would consider trying the following
experiment that might, just might, clear the air a bit? Please try to
forget your position in the SF City Government for a few moments
and approach the following questions simply as the raticnal grown-up
| am sure you are. Or, at least try and imagine how other rational
grown-ups who are not in the SF City Government might ask the

following questions after reading your work:

1. How can killing more than eleven acres of open grassland
and woods in a semi-wild setting with a plastic blanket and
concrete, especially in an area directly in the flyway of
thousands of migratory birds and used by them as a resting
place be “less than significant” (IV.F-36) as regards wildlife? o1

How can you be so suprernely certain that if the 1500 watt

halide lights aren't pointing upward they won't disorient

birds? You quote “one controlied experiment” (iVF-28)
research to justify this conclusion. Sorry, but in the science

classes | attended, one experiment is only the beginning of

research.
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Also, an open field surrounded by trees is a “hot-spot’ for
wildlife. The open field invites grazing and packing and

burrowing, and the trees invite the predators who feed upon the

walked there at night and watched a Great Horned Owl drop
frorm a branch to snatch a rodent off the ground. Or in the
daylight watched a mass of migratory birds fizeding off the

insects and snails in the grasses. Would this work with plastic?

2. How can 6 or 10 60-foot 1500 watt spot-lights shining until
10 PM every night of the year in this critical bird area be
seriously contemplated in a city whose own government
initiated a Lights Out Policy that attracted praise from the
Governor and Federal Congresspeople, and has inspired

cities all over the world to emulaie it7

w

Do the “light and glare” (IV.B-12) from cars and residences
compare to that produced by 6 to10 60-foot-high 1500 wait
halide spotlights?

4. And speaking of those 60-foot-high spotlights (the average
single—family house in San Francisco, by the way, is
approximately 25 feet above the sidwalk), how can an

~examining body come to the conclusion the iignis “would not
have an adverse effect on a scenic vista, etc.” (IV.B-18)
when there is no indication in your pages of anvone in the

surrounding neighborhoods being asked their opinicn of the

COM-715
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3

proposed lights, nor the proposed project in general. You call
this an Evironmental Impact Report, yet overlook the most
vital segment of the environment there is in a city - the

people who live there. The people who own property there.

. And while we're on the subject of the people who live in the
environs of the West End, did you canvass the
neighborhoods to ask our fellow citizens how they feel about
the vastly increased traffic that would surely fiow down their

streets to and from the proposed parking lets?

. If we go by the sanguine prophecies of the renovation’s
proponents, those parking lots will never accommodate the
vast hordes of soccer-players and their fans who wouid flock
to the piastic-coated fields from all over the City and way
beyond it. But they'll have to park somewhere. Surely not on
the streets. A visit to the Outer Richmond and Sunset
neighborhoods, especially at night, will present the
Environmental Impact observer with a solid wall of the
parked cars of residents. Here the rational civilian wouid ask,
But that means the overflow cars from the lots wiil have to
park along the Park roads, doesn’t it? And how will the public
feel about that? Especially in the West End, that is supposed
to give urban dwellers a whiff of the couniryside when they
need it (See the Master Plan 1V,B-14)?
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7. NDW‘, that term “public” raises another question. The Report
describes the way “the public” will be able to more safely
recreate on artificial grass than on the real McCoy, and the
way “the public” will be able to in fact, recreate until 10:00
PM every night of the year beneath those 60-foot-high
floodlights. When you say “the public,” do you mean baseball
players? No. These fields would not be designed for
baseball. You mean, basketball players? No. Same reason.
Football? No. Track sports like broad-jumping? Pole-

vaulting? No, again. How about picnicking? No. Not allowed, o

probably. And anyway, a little simple research turns up much

evidence that plastic grass is uncomfortable to sit on, gets
hot in the sun, is a breeding ground for bacteria (since there
no bacteria-eaters present) and smeils funny besides. S0,
asks the rational person, What segment of the public,
besides soccer-players, a sliver of the general population,

will be able to use the proposed synthetic fields? Then, L

further asks the rational person, Is there no moral probiem

with spending a ton of dough ¢n a project on public land that

will serve a small, exclusive percent of “the public?” Could it 08

be more than one percent? It would seem that if you reaily

want to engage “the public,” you would get this Proposal into

the next City-wide Referendum. Then you, and all of us, will

reatty firdrout-what the public thinks of Rec/Park’'s scheme. - -~

Respeactfully,
Da

, ‘Mr. Daniel Richman
77 4229 21st St T ’
& San Francisco, CA 94114
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DIANE M. RIVERA

4133 A Judah St.
San Francisco, CA 94122
415-753-1443 - email: dianariver@aol.com

November 28, 2011

Mr. Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St. Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Wycko:

I'm writing to ask you to OPPOSE two current proposals for the western end of
Golden Gate Park;

1. Renovation of Beach Chalet Soccer Fields with artificial turf and stadium
lights

2. Westside Recycled Water Treatment Plant 101
As a resident of the Sunset District, I am a frequent user of Golden Gate
Park and Ocean Beach. I am OPPOSED to the proposed changes would impact the
local area and detract from everyone's enjoyment of our parkland.

First and foremost: These projects are short term misuse of natural beauty of 02
Golden Gate Park and San Francisco’s general funds - we will be borrowing
against our environment, land, property, and throwing good money (from the
General funds and other resources) after bad, all of which belongs to future
San Franciscans - See a link to the SPUR report below

In addition:

These projects will result in the loss of trees and other wildlife habitat, Io3
in increased traffic.
The soccer project turns what should be a meadow available to all into a T
single-use area.

04
This is not fair to everyone else out here who would like to use the park for
hiking, picnicking, and enjoying nature. )
The lighting will detract from the beauty of Ocean Beach.

05
The lighting will, because of the extreme bright lighting, most importantly,
take away the night sky and our ability to see the stars at night. 1
There must be more of a natural link between the park and the beach. “06
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DIANE M. RIVERA - con’t.

The beach should not be marred with this very urban soccer complex proposal.

The Water Treatment Plant is an enormous industrial building that does not
belong in Golden Gate Park. It should be located elsewhere as the property

Will erode away over time and need to be moved just as we face the same
problem at the end of Sloat Blvd at Ocean beach today.

San Francisco is becoming increasingly more dense. Golden Gate Park is a
treasure for all SF residents, and it is ALL of OUR responsibility to
preserve this precious open space for everyone's enjoyment and for the
enjoyment of future generations of San Franciscans.

Below find a link to the SPUR.org publication regarding OUR ocean beach:

http://spur.org/publications/library/article/future-ocean-beach

Here is an excerpt from SPUR's findings:

"Planning for uncertainty on a dynamic coastline

we know that sea levels are rising due to melting polar ice and thermal
expansion of the oceans. The State of California projects sea-level rise of
16 inches by 2050 and 55 inches by 2100. The frequency and severity of storms
are also likely to increase, and local policymakers have no choice but to
adapt. Climate-change adaptation consists of policy and design responses to
the negative effects of climate change that have already been "locked in,"
regardless of how we address carbon emissions going forward. Adaptation will
be required in many arenas, from water supply to bio-diversity to extreme
heat events, but few are as vivid and pressing as sea-level rise.

At Ocean Beach, this means that the sort of erosion episodes that took place
in 1997 and 2010 will happen more frequently. As the shoreline recedes,
critical wastewater infrastructure along Ocean Beach will face increasing
pressure and will need to be protected, reconfigured or abandoned. Natural
habitat and recreational amenities are threatened as well. Although we have a
pretty clear picture of what will happen as sea levels rise, there is a great
deal of uncertainty about its timing and extent.

Ocean Beach is the city's first real test in responding to the effects of
climate change. The proximity of critical public infrastructure to the coast
throws the challenges into high relief. Where should we hold the coastline?
What is the economic value of a beach? A dune system? A threatened bird
species? When and how will private property be exposed to coastal hazards?

There are also significant limitations in the available data about the
effects of sea-level rise. Existing studies paint a general picture of likely
impacts but do not account for local factors like coastal armoring and
topography, which will shape coastal processes."
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DIANE M. RIVERA - Con’t.

Thank you for your consideration.

“Unless someone like you cares... a whole, awful lot, nothing is going to get
better. It's Not!"
-Dr. Seuss

respectfully submitted,

Diane Rivera
Native Sunset District Resident

CC: Board of Supervisors
SF Ocean Edge

Subject Matter:

A project is proposed that will change forever the western
edge of Golden Gate Park. It is the Beach Chalet artificial
turf/60 foot stadium lights soccer complex.

= No artificial turf at Beach Chalet playing fields in Golden Gate Park

= No night sports lighting at Beach Chalet playing fields

= Renovate the fields with real, living grass

= Spend the rest of the money to fix up other parks and playing fields in San Francisco.

KIDS DESERVE REAL GRASS TO PLAY ON, and EVERYONE DESERVES A REAL
PARK EXPERIENCE IN GOLDEN GATE PARK.

ERURURRIR RN R R RN

STOP THE DESTRUCTION OF PARKILAND AT BEACH CHALET FIELDS IN THE
WESTERN END OF GOLDEN GATE PARK:

X 7 - acres of artificial turf is proposed to replace a grass playing field!

X 10 banks of 60 foot tall stadium lights will be lighted to 10:00 p.m. every night of the
year!

X A $9 to $12 Million project that could be done for much less money!

X Loss of wildlife habitat in an area designated as the most wild and wooded in the
Golden Gate Park Master Plan

COM-720
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From: Rosemary Robinson <rosemaryellisrobinson@gmail.com>
To: bill.wycko@sfgov.org, don.lewis@sfgov.org
cc: c_olague@yahoo.com, rm@well.com, wordweaver21@aol.com, plangsf@gmail.com,

mooreurban@aol.com, hs.commish@yahoo.com, rodney@waxmuseum.com,
linda.avery@sfgov.org

Date: Friday, December 09, 2011 04:50PM
Subject: Beach Chalet Field Project

Dear Bill,

I am writing in support of the Beach Chalet Field Renovation project. It is important for families
with children to have access to all weather fields for team sports and the outdoor enjoyment of
all. As a team parent for the San Francisco Riptide Lacrosse Club, I know first hand what it is like
to have to notify a whole team when practices or games have to be cancelled at the last minute
due to field closures caused by inclement weather. Having fields that can be used no matter the
weather makes a huge difference in my ability as a mom to schedule my time and that of my
son. Hundreds of families and children would benefit from these field upgrades.

01

Thank you for taking the time to consider my opinion.

Sincerely,
Rosemary Robinson
33 Ashbury Terrace

- COM721
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From: "David" <droma4@yahoo.com>
To: "Bill Wycko" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc: "Don Lewis" <don.lewis@sfgov.org>,

"Dan.Mauer@sfgov.org"@smtp104.prem.mail.spl.yahoo.com,
"Dawn.Kamalanathan@sfgov.org"@smtp104.prem.mail.spl.yahoo.com,
"sfoceanedge.org” <sfoceanedge@earthlink.net>

Date: Sunday, December 11, 2011 08:37PM
Subject: DEIR Beach Chalet Athelic Fields

Mr. Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

December 9, 2011

Re. BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION - Draft Environmental
Impact Report

Dear Mr. Wycko,

The DEIR does not properly address the very serious issue of the increase in
traffic that will result if the proposed renovation goes ahead. We are already at
maximum load in that part of the Park during the soccer season. The site can not
support more than the current set-up of 3 playing fields in use at any one time.

TABLE ES-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES: Impact TR-1
states, “The proposed project would not have a substantial significant
operational impact on levels of service at local intersections.” This is obviously
not correct just on the face of it. What is the basis for this assessment?

On a summer weekend, when the Park is most visited, there is already a heavy
load of traffic from people going to Ocean Beach, the Beach Chalet and Park
Chalet, The Queen Wilhelmina Tulip Garden and Windmill, Golden Gate Park Golf
Course, the Archery Fields, and just visiting the western end of the Park. The
increase in traffic that will occur if four fields are in use will result in noise, air
pollution and congestion beyond the Park's ability to absorb it.

I live within a quarter mile of the site and this is what I have personally
witnessed:

01

02

« There is not enough parking for the Athletic Fields, as it is, when the three l03

iee o COMET22



Page 2 ot 3

I-Romano

fields currently available are all in use The parking lot at the Athletic Fields
can't accommodate all the vehicles and the overflow parks up both sides of
JFK Drive and 47th Avenue in the Park, as well as the parking lots at Ocean
Beach. An additional 20 parking spaces, as proposed, will not be sufficient
to meet the demand for parking at the Athletic Fields if a fourth field is
added and the hours of play extended to 10 pm every night.

e The parking lot for the Beach Chalet and Park Chalet is not large enough to
meet the demand for parking at peak times. Customers who can't find
parking in the restaurant lot park at the Ocean Beach parking lot or on JFK
Drive. They will have to compete with the overflow from the vehicles that
can't find parking at the Athletic Fields.

o There is not enough parking at the Golden Gate Park Golf Course to meet
the demand on a summer weekend, and the parking overflows into the
Park. ,

o The archery fields are very popular all year round. 47th Ave in the Park is
already often parked up and can't accommodate the extra vehicles that are
looking for parking during soccer matches.

If the RPD proposed renovation goes through there will be a massive traffic jam
every weekend in front of the Queen Wilhelmina Tulip Garden and Windmill.
What about the weddings that take place there? People pay the City to reserve
the Tulip Garden for their ceremony, but there will be no parking for the guests.

The Park can not sustain or support the addition of a fourth playing field and
extended hours of play. The quality of the Park experience will be diminished for
both residents and visitors due to traffic congestion and lack of parking.

Recently, a lot of money was spent to provide ADA access to the walkway along
the seawall at Ocean Beach. Ramps were installed adjacent to the staircases. If
the parking lot at Ocean Beach is full it will limit access to the wheelchair ramps
and limit access to Ocean Beach generally. The RPD proposed renovation of the
Athletic Fields may be in conflict with the Ocean Beach Master Plan if access to
parking at Ocean Beach is reduced. This needs to be evaluated more fully in the
EIR.

The DEIR does not properly address the above concerns and dismisses them as
not significant or substantial. They are significant and substantial. This needs to
be rectified in the final Report. The DEIR should be an informational document; it
reads more like a sales pitch by RPD.

I oppose the proposal to renovate the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields with artificial
turf and stadium lights. I support the Compromise Alternative put forth by the
public during the Planning Commission hearing of December 1st, 2011. The
Compromise Alternative is to renovate the Beach Chalet fields with natural grass

. COMT723 . .
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and no lighting and to renovate the West Sunset Playground to provide more

hours of play for youth soccer. I request that the Planning Department focus on 09
this alternative and work to find a solution that protects Golden Gate Park's cont.
parkland.

Thank you for your consideration of the above. Please let me know that you have
received this communication.

Sincerely yours,

David Romano
759 La Playa Street, #1
San Francisco CA 94121
415 221-5809

. COM 74

Coval ',H'»r’//».ﬂr-l"."'i: R



I-MRussell

P Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B

W 11/28/2011 09:33 AM CC Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

bcc

Subject Fw: Beach Chalet Athletic Fields

-—-- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/28/2011 09:33 AM —---

Mark Russell
<mark94121 @yahoo.com> To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
11/23/2011 12:27 PM cc "sfoceanedge@earthlink.net” <sfoceanedge@earthlink.net>,
Please respond to "Phil.Ginsburg@sfgov.org\" ; \"Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org\"
Mark Russell <Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org>; \"Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org\"
<mark94121@yahoo.com> Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org" <Phil.Ginsburg@sfgov.org>

Subject Beach Chalet Athletic Fields

Dear Mr. Wycko:

| am writing to express my concern regarding the proposed artificial turf soccer stadium planned for the
western edge of Golden Gate Park.

| disagree with the DRAFT EIR that states: (the project) "would not result in a substantial change in the
character of the vicinty. Therefore, impacts related to land use were determined to be less than
signficant.” On the contrary, this project poses numerous threats to the character of our neighborhood and
the peace and tranquility associated with the Beach Chalet area, including the current grass soccer fields
and nearby trails.

Of specific concern are 1) traffic congestion in the area; 2) controlling crowds;|3) use of the park after
closed hoursz|4) light pollution to residences in the area,|and 5) impacts on wildlife.

You can count on me and my neighbors to be a the public hearing to voice our opposition to this project.
For those of us priviliged to call Golden Gate Park part of our neighborhood, we are grateful to the hard
work and stewardship of Parks & Rec. However, on this particular project, we believe the negative impacts
of this proposal far outweigh the benefits.

Thank You.
Mark Gelade

608 44th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121

COM-725
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TV & COUNTY OF S.F
LEIDA SCHOGGEN Gl {\pL%NQnggggARTMENT

897 NOE STREET

San Francisco, CA 94114

Mr. Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. WyEf(B,

I am opposed to the installation of artificial turf at the Chalet fields. In this time of
global warming, the loss of species, the distancing of our children from nature, and
significant budgetary problems it is irresponsible and heartless to replace natural
grass with artificial turf.

While there are conflicting opinions about the financial burdens of artificial versus
real turf, about the dangers to the users of the artificial turf, about the costs of 01
installation and maintenance of artificial turf and other issues, there is no conflict
about the value of real grass and trees to birds and other animals which populate
our parks. There is so little green space in urban areas that can be used by animals
and people]that can serve to help keep global warming at bay] that helps filter and |03, 04
absorb large amounts of water]it makes no sense to disturb a living part of the park “05
to replace it with plastic. -

02

I'am also opposed to putting up banks of lights at the fields. Light pollution is a
problem for all of us. To put these lights up in what is now a natural part of the
park, destroying the natural rhythms of the day and night, beaming light onto a part |06
of Ocean Beach at night is offensive. There are few places where one can escape the
constant presence of artificial light in the city. I don’t think that one more of them
should be destroyed by large banks of light.

Let there be more nature in the park, not less.

Sincerely,

,j‘é((\&y\ &/{L"f (/‘Z{ﬁ',, -

Leida Schoggen !
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Cheryl Schultz

729 271h Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121
T 415 533-3143

cherylschultzl@yahoo.com

December 11, 2011

Mr. Bill Wycko

Mr. Don Lewis

nvironmental Review Officers
Major Environmental Analysis Unit
San Francisco Planning Dept.

1650 Mission Street, Suile 400

San Francisco, CA 91103

Re: Beach Chalet Athletie Fields Draft Environmental Impact Report,

Cascs No. 2010.00161< and State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005

Gentlemen:

I am writing lo you as a concerned San Francisean, Richmond District
resident and PAR Board Member. In what little time | have been given Lo
review the above-referenced dralt Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), | have

Lthe following comments on the adequacy and accuracy of the document.

Request for Additional Time

1. Although additional time was denied for reviewing the DEIR al the
Planning Commission hecaring on December Tst, | believe that the public must
be given more time Lo review this massive DEIR. The DEIR was published on
Oclober 26, 2011 giving the public only 45 days to review il. This is insulTicient
time Lo review a document of this size (369 pages) and complexity. There are 01
many charts, including analysis thal in some cases would lake a chemist lo
understand their accuracy and efficacy. Also some ol the charts are non-
sensical. | lake particular exception to the chart on Intersection Level of
Service (LLOS) Weekday PM Peak-Hour and Saturday Peak-Hour Existing,
[<xisting Plus Project, and 2035 Cumulative Conditions on page 1V-D-9 of the
DEIR. CEQA states in scection 15140 that:
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The text of draft EIRs should normally be less than 150 pages and for proposals of

unusual scope or complexity should normally be less than 300 pages.
CEQA further stales in Section 15141:

[Z1Rs shall be wrilten in plain language and may use appropriate graphics so that

decision makers and the public can rapidly understand the documents.

The DEIR is inadequale under both of these CEQA sections and [ails to
salisly CEQA requirements regarding sufficient timing for public review and

commendt.

Synthetic Turf

2. The synthetic turf that is proposed for the soccer ficlds would have a
planned life of only ten ycars (DEIR page ES-1). There is inadequate informa-
tion provided on the potential environmental impacts the contaminants in Lhat
proposed turf may have on the qualily of the water in the aquifer underneath it.
The Task Force formed to investigate the synthetic turl concurred, encouraging

further exploration.

3. Furthermore, the potential for pollutants (rom storm-water runofl
should only increase the disuse of synthetic turf.  Findings of iron, manganese,
chromium, lead, zinc and other chemical components that are known carcino-
gens should in and of itself ask us why we would even consider using this mate-
rial and how in good conscience we could or would allow our children to ever
play on it. The DEIR is inadequate in this inslance as it does not adhere lo San

IFrancisco Environmental Code Scelion 201, Goals which states:

The purpose ol this Chapler is to reduce negalive impacts to human health and the en-

vironmenl through the development of specilicalions for Cily purchases that:

1. Reduce occupational health hazards for City staff as well as reduce exposure of City
residents and visitors to polentially Loxic chemicals by purchasing products for use in City op-
erations that do not harm human health or the environment;

2. Reduce San Irancisco's contribution to global climate change by purchasing prod-
ucts that lead to a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from Commodities;

3. Improve lhe air quality for San Francisco residents and visitors by purchasing vehi-
cles and motorized equipment that minimize emissions of air pollulants;

4. Protect the quality of San Francisco's ground and surlace walers by eliminating the

usc of chemicals known to contaminalte local waler resources through toxicity, bioaccumulation

COM-728
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or

persislence: and
5. Preserve resources locally and globally through purchasing practices that include:
iy Maximizing water and energy efficiency and favoring renewable energy sources;

() Maximizing post consumer reeyeled content and readily receyelable or composta-

ble materials;

(i) Favoring long-term use through product durability, repairability, and refuse:; and

(iv)  Considering life eyele economies of a produet that includes manatacture, trans-

porlation, use and disposal.

4. The DEIR is also deficient in that is does not sufficiently address
hazards of synthetic turf to humans, most importantly, children. The main re-
view ciled by the DEIR is a 2008 report by the San Francisco Reercation and
Park Department’s Task Foree set up to review synthetic turll Their data is
(lawed as it was laken by data written for the artificial turl industry. This is a
conllict of interest. An independent, impartial experts must be hired to under-

lake a proper analysis of all health risks associated with artificial turf.

5. Inaddition, the Precautionary Principle states: “Based on the best
available science, the Precautionary Principle requires the selection of the al-
lernalive thal presents the least potential threat lo human health and the City's
natural systems..."  Simply pul, the Precautionary Principle means "Salely
Firsl." More preciscly, it stands for the proposition that when an aclivily raises
threals ol harm o human health or the environment, precautionary measures
should be taken even il some cause and effect relationships are not fully estab-
lished scientifically. In this context the proponent of an activily, rather than the

public, should bear the burden of proof.

6. The DEIR is deficient in that it has not reviewed the synthetie turf
with the Precautionary Principle in mind. This must be considered. The haz-
ardous impacts of the proposed project are clearly significant and cannol be
miligated. There is simply too much threal to human health and/or the envi-
ronmenl. And, in accordance with the Precautionary Principle, when there is
loo much threat, it is besl nol to proceed. Tire ecrumb contains many com-
pounds, including toxic melals, volatile organic carbons, phthalates, carbon

black, allergens, and endocrine disrupters that are carcinogenic or otherwise
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toxic. These toxins appear in water runoff, leachale and in the air. Rubber tire

crumb gets attached to clothing, shoes, and skin and is tracked into homes.

7. Replacement of an 80,000 square fool ficld would produce approxi-

mately 400 tons ol debris thal would use up valuable landfill space and would

result in considerable disposal costs (DEIR page IV.H-9). There arc currently
no standards for recyeling of this synthetic turf material as verilied with the

California Environmenlal Prolection Agency.

This is in complete contradiction to CCSF Ordinance 53-07 - Use of
Recycled Malerials as there is currently nothing that can be recycled from 400
tons of synthetic turf materials and it would need to use up precious landfill.
San Francisco is known for being a green leader and many city leaders around
the Counlry have looked to us for some of the innovative laws that we have
passed -- such as the ban on plastic bags in the City. This has resulted in a 50%
drop in plastic bag litter on the streets since the ban took cffect. How can we

go so far backwards? The DEIR rust address this issuc.

. 8. The DEIR has not addressed the dangers and serious injuries caused
by synthetic turf vs. natural turf and this must be included. A study by a third
parly, unbiased team of qualified orthopedic surgeons, or the like is nccessary to
gain a complete understanding of the comparison. The study must also ad-
dress the ACL injuries that are much more common on synthetic turf as com-

pared to natural grass turf.

9. The General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco, Envi-
ronmental Protection Policy 1.4 states: “Assure that all new development mects
strict environmental quality standards and recognizes human needs: 1) In re-
viewing all proposed development for probable environmental impact, careful
allention should be paid to upholding high environmental quality standards.
Granted that growth provides new economic and social opportunities, uncon-
trolled growth can also seriously aggravale environmental deterioration. Devel-
opmenl projects, therefore, should not disrupt natural or ecological balance,
degrade the visual character of natural arcas, or otherwise conflict with the ob-

jectives and policies of the General Plan.”

The DETR does nol address this Environmental Protection Policy of
the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco.

4
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Possible Other Uses

10. The permanent lighting that is being proposed, the stadium scaling
being installed and the other proposals 1o enhance the soccer fields implies but
does nol ensure thal the only activities that would be permitted on those fields
would be soccer and other related sporting events, since recent experience
demonstrales the likelihood there may be other activities (e.g., concerts, cle.)
wilh very different potential environmental impacts. Therefore, | believe itis
necessary Lhal the scope of the DEIR be expanded o include those distinetly
different potential impacts and the alternatives that should be considered for

them.

Tralfic, Increased Playving Hours

11. The DEIR proposes Lo increase playing field hours by 9,582 hours

per year for a tolal of 14,320 playing hours per year. This is a_200% increase per

vear over the current playing field hours. The DEIR’s study regarding the in-
creased level of traffic Lo arcas alfected by the increased use in the park is in-
sulficient. The DEIR now only provides an assumption given to them by the
SERPD for athletic fields similar to an athletic ficld EIR dated July 2010 and
they provide a chart that indicates the inercased level by cars that will be travel-
ing into the Park that is unrealistic 1o believe. Although the project will in-
crease the level of play by 200 percent this chart suggests thal the traffic in-
crease will be unchanged on many streels, decrease on others and only change
by .1 perecent on many (DEIR p. IV.D-9.) A proper study must be conducted
that shows the increased number of cars thal will be traveling into the Park. A
comprchensive Transportation Demand Management Plan addressing these is-
sues musl be included in the DEIR belore the project begins that is in plain

fanguage so that the public can quickly understand the document (CEQA Sce-
tion 15140).

12. Not only does the increased tralfic into the Park require further in-
depth study, itis directly in conflict with the Master Plan of Golden Gate Park
which slates: Among the goals of the policies are the following: minimize the
impact of motor vehicles on the park experience. (Golden Gate Park Master

Plan, page 5-2).

wr
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13. The Master Plan of Golden Gate Park further states in Policy M -
Traffic Generalors (page 3-15):

Major traffic generators, within Golden Gate Park or adjacent to the park,

preparing development or improvement plans or staging major activitics
shall be required to prepare a lransportation analysis or environmental
evalualion detailing possible transportation impacts to Golden Gale Park.
Where appropriate, such development plans, improvement programs, or
aclivilies should provide a transportation management system that will
prevent additional motor vehicle congestion, user conllicts, and all-day
parking by non-recreational users within Golden Gate Park and encourage
“alternative modes of Lransportation. [Emphasis added.]

Habital - Flora and Fauna and Endangered Species

14. The study and analysis in the DEIR regarding the habitat of the pro-
tected and non-protected birds, endangered species, other specics, ete. that
would be displaced because of the proposed project is inadequale. Tt is not
productlive Lo suggest that the birds, raptors and special-stalus bats protected
under the California Fish and Game Code will move Lo another portion of the
Park simply due to the fact that there are 200 similar acres of habitat for them.

[DEIR page 1V IF-23.] It is also inconsistent with Objective 8 of the Masler Plan
ol San Francisco.

Objective 8 of the Master Plan Flora and Fauna. Ensure the Protec-

tion of Plant and Animal Lifc states:

A tolally manufactured environmenl without plants and animals would be ster-
ile. Thai bit of nature, which still remains in San Francisco, is a precious assel.
The ecological balance of wildlife and plant communities should be protected
against further encroachments.

POLICY 8.1
Cooperate with and otherwise support the California Department of Fish and

Game and ils animal protection programs.

The California Department of Fish and Game has overall authority to protect
animals in San Francisco. The Municipal Code reinforces this control in pro-
teeling animals in public areas. The City should foster greater public awareness
of these faws.

6
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POTICY 8.2
Protect the habitats of known plant and animal speeies thal require a relatively

natural environment.

Golden Gate Park, a produet of years of planning and design, provides 1o a cer-
tain extent the natural environment needed by wildlife and plant communities.
The natural areas of Golden Gate Park should remain as they are. and any move

to convert them into arcas for more active reercation should be discouraged.

Other parks and undeveloped areas in San Francisco remain relatively undis-

turbed and provide a variety of environments for flora and fauna: beaches, sand ::Snt
dunes, woaded arcas, open flields, grassy hills, and lakes. All these arcas should '
be protected. The Presidio, nol subjeet 1o local jurisdiction, should, neverthe-
less, be urged 1o protect animal and plant habitats within its boundaries.
POLICY 8.3
Protect rare and endangered species.
A number of native plant and animal species ave designated as rare or
endangered. Tnterested individuals and groups, together with knowledgeable
public agencies such as the Recereation and Park Department and the California
Academy of Sciences. ' 1
15. This is also contrary lo the Master Plan of Golden Gate Park which
states in Policy C, Wildlife and Habitat at page 3-10 and 11 thal:
Golden Gate Park provides important habital for wildlife within
San Francisco. Habitat values should be preserved and enhanced
throughout the park. Designate and manage arcas or zones within the park
that are identified as having high natural resource values. 16

1. Manage, protect, and enhance the park’s landscape
for wildlife habitat and other natural values. Managing the
landscape for these values should include preserving and
enhancing food sources, nesting siles, and roosling siles
thinning and providing openings in the forest canopy, and

maintaining understory vegelation....

~1
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5. Designate arcas within the park that have special resources
or habitat values as natural resource areas. Natural

resource areas should be managed to preserve and
enhance the natural resource values. Control park uses in

and near natural resource areas Lo preserve natural values.

16. The project is located within the Pacific Flyway and in closc proxim-
ity to the Pacific Ocean and shorcline. The DEIR admits that the migratory cor-
ridors in the vicinity of the Beach Chaletl Athletic Fields are unknown. Itis
however, known that nighttime lighting has the potential to interfere with mi-
gralory corridors and can impede the use of wildlife nursery sites. Increase in
ambient nose levels are problematic as il can inlerfere with avian reproduclion
as well as deler the use by special-status bats. [DEIR Pages IV.F-26,27.] As the
Beach Chalel Soccer Fields are located within an Urban Bird Refugee as de-

fined by the City’s Bird-Safe Guidelines, further study is warranted.

Alternative Locations

17. The Sclecled CEQA Alternatives were not adequately investligated
and should be further explored. Alternative 2, the West Sunset Playground, was
summarily dismissed although it meels most if not all the goals of the project
and 1t would provide a safe, optimal reereational [acility and amenities for ath-
leles, spectators, park users, and result in facility compliance with current ADA

requirements. Addilionally, the playground is not considered a potential his-

toric resource. However, under no circumstances should synthetic turf be used

at this location or any location. The failing objections are minimal and pie in

the sky requirements such as increasing the size of the parking lot. CEQA Code
Section 15123.6 clearly states: |

(b) Purpose. Because an EIR must idenlily ways to mitigate or avoid the
significant effects that a project may have on the environment (Public
Resources Code Seclion 21002.1), the discussion of alternatives shall focus on
alternatives to the project or its localion which are capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these

alternalives would impede to some degree Lthe atlainment of the projecl

objeclives, or would be more costly. [Emphasis added.]
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18. Additions ol the synthetic turl; the 100 foot stadium lighting and the
stadium scaling collectively result in an irreversible impact under CEQA and
the Beach Chalet Athletie Fields would no longer be a contributor o the
Golden Gate Park National Historie Districl. The DEIR considers this to be an
acceptable loss of 10.9 acres of our 1,017 acres of parkland. No contributor 1o
the whole of the Golden Gate National Historte District should ever be removed
rom the resources of the Distriel. Traveling down this road is very dangerous
and should be avoided at all costs. (DEIR p. [V C-28, Exemption from Envi-

ronmental Review p. 2).

Finally, I would like to receive a hard copy any and all future material that is

produced regarding this maller.
Thank vou for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Cheryl Schultz

“The va/tte of a /%er Consists of its Ae/ng a pa‘r(/ , and net a cadch-all
for a/rost wﬂ/ﬂnﬁ whrch M/'\Sga/dea’ pecple may wish wpon it.”

Whilliam Yammond ¥all

Encye/opedia of” San Francisco, (Golden Gate Park

ce: John Rahaim
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i Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B
11/30/2011 05:17 PM e Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
bcc

Subject Fw: Soccer Fields

--—- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/30/2011 05:17 PM -----

Richard Schwartz
<richard @richardschwartz .inf To <bill. wycko@sfgov.org>
o>

11/30/2011 08:10 AM

cc

Subject Soccer Fields

The proposals to install lights and artificial grass at the Beach Chalet IO1
Soccer fields violates your master plan. It is a horrible president to
install artificial grass and it takes away important habitat for animals. IOZ
This is a thoroughly bad idea. As a user if GGP I urge you strongly to
reconsider this faulty idea that violates the long standing spirit of GGP 103
and denigrates the park's standards. Thanks for listening and considering.

Richard Schwartz

Richard Schwartz
http://www.RichardSchwartz.info
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I-Scott
From: Diana Scott <dmscottO1@yahoo.com>
To: bill. wycko@sfgov.org
cc: don.lewis@sfgov.org, Carmen Chu <carmen.chu@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 07:13PM

Subject: Re: BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION Draft Environmental Impact

Report, Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E State Clearinghouse No.
2011022005

Mr. Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission St. Room 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Wycko:

"I have been sick, and not able to contact you more timely on the DEIR for the
Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation, yet want to express my support for the
Compromise Alternative put forth at the Planning Commission hearing Dec. 1.

This solution minimizes negative environmental impacts -- including toxic run-
off, and disturbance of wild-life as well as neighbors residing near the park,
saves energy, and keeps Golden Gate Park close to its mission of serving as a
natural urban refuge.

Additionally, dedicated use of parkland for one segment of the population --
athletic teams -- is unnecessarily exclusive of other non-athletic uses and
constituents; the Compromise Alternative sets up a more inclusive balance
among these.

Whether or not part of the official record, I hope you give due consideration to
these concerns which I share with many other neighborhood residents.

Sincerely,

Diané Scott, resident
Outer Sunset

01
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SF Parks4everybody To qwrtpost@sfactive.org
<qwrt4@sbcglobal .net>

11/28/2011 05:53 PM

CcC

bcc

Subject Fw: Is The City Fields Foundation Trying To “Get Away With
Murder™?

fffff Forwarded Message ——-

From: SF Active <gsherman@sfactive.org>

To: gwrt4@sbcglobal.net

Sent: Thur, November 18, 2011 7:36:38 PM

Subject: Fw: Is The City Fields Foundation Trying To “"Get Away With Murder"?

dateline Thursday November 17", 2011

Is the City Fields Foundation trying to gel away with murder?. asked District 1 resident
Janet Broward.

On Wednesday the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission metl to discuss the
Beach Chalet Athletic Field conversion which entails replacing the Golden Gate Park grass
playfields with 9 acres of synthelic turf. .About the quarter of million pulverized tires will

black particles and dust can enter and compromise the human body in a variety of toxic

be scattered. said speaker Kiley Watts. .The chemicals and metals from the tires” carbon I
01

ways..

But such sentiments were quickly drowned out by a parade of City Field Foundation
supporters who had created an overflow at the proceedings. It turns out that the Playfields
Initiative lobbyists had done an email blast that arranged for transportation and
presentation coaching to anyone who would show up and support their cause at the
meeting.

After the Planning Department’s Don Lewis gave an introduction, the Commission limited
the public comment to one minute per person, .due to the overflow.. .This is the kind of
tactic that the City Fields lobbyists have been using for years.., said Mark Albright, a
political observer. (Before a recent mayoral debate, Playfields Initiative representatives
bought dinner for anybody who showed up and signed their petition). A one minute limit
prevents any thoughtful or technical discourse. Also by coaching others in advance, the
lobbyists don’t have to speak on the record and give false information., noted Albright.

COM-738
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The coaching was in evidence by the repeated invoking by the City Field Foundalion
supporters and league representatives that; artificial fields were safer than grass, that the
City Fields Playfields Initiative was creating more playfields, mixed in with emotional
anecdotes of gopher holes. .All lies.. said Janet Broward. .I used to be a City Fields
supporter. The facts are thal artificial fields are not safer at all. Study after study has
shown that. And no matter what they say, City Fields Foundation does not want to create
more playfields. They are in the business of turning existing city playfields into artificial
sports complexes. And don’'t get me starled on how easy gophers are to keep out..

The City Fields Foundation, Playfields Initiative is the brain child of billionaires John,
Robert, and William Fisher. According to an agreement with the City their corporation,
PiscesInc., gets to choose who gets awarded millions of dollars in construction contracts,
(i.e. Musco lighting, FieldTurf synthetic fields), while the cily of San Francisco provides
them with free land.

In attendance at the Commission Meeting was City Field’s team of high-powered lobbyists;
Alex Clemens (political insider and founder of Barbary Coast Consulting), Susan Hirsch,
(City Fields Foundation director and founder of Susan Hirsch Associates), Patrick Hannan
(Clty Fields Foundation director of communications), Allie Herson (Barbary Coast Consulting
), along with Dawn Kamalanathan, (Rec and Parks Beach Chalet EIR project sponser)

A San Francisco RPD employee who wished to remain anonymous speculated that, .This,
(the Beach Chalet Field conversion) may not be their end all goal at all. While everyone is
being distracted by the Beach Chalet FIR, the Rec and Parks Commission has green lit two
other projects.. (The Mission Playground in the Mission District and the Minnie and Lovie
Playfield, a $ 7 million / 10 acre project in the Oceanview neighborhood). . And depending
on how the Planning Departments’ EIR is written it could be smooth sailing for them going
forward on their other projects:, (including the 9 acre West Sunset grass Playfield in the
Sunset which is listed in the Drait Beach Chalet EIR as an allernative).

Mr. Albright took note that, What was unusual about the Historic Preservation Commission
members was their seeming unwillingness to be bullied. Despite the fact thal some of the
commissioners had met with lobbyists before the meeting there was a noticeable lack of
the usual kowtowing I have seen with other commissions.. John Fisher, (City Fields
Foundation Trustee and President of Pisces Inc.), was not reachable for comment.

COM-739
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. . . t \ :
We may see Lhe Dream Team in aclion again soon. On December 1* the San Francisco
Planning Commission will be hearing the issue.

contributing correspondent Gail Sherman
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HPG moeting on /S LSy Andrew Solow
, . Past President and Co-Founder
FJLL/, Ao/ ..
< 7 [f/ﬂ/ , < Mission Youth Soccer League (MYSL)
D—- ALa’ss San Francisco, CA 94131

Cell 415-722-3047
Email: asolow(@mindspring.com

November 16, 2011

City and County of San Francisco
Historic Preservation Commission
San Francisco Planning Department

Subject: Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation - SUPPORT
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report - October 2011
Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E
State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005

To Whom it may concern:

I am writing in support of the installation of artificial turf athletic fields and field lights at Beach Chalet in
Golden Gate Park in San Francisco, CA.

I see no rational basis whatever to deny the children and adults of San Francisco the increased recreational

opportunities that a new complex of electrically lighted artificial turf fields at Beach Chalet will provide.

The Environmental Impact Report fails to mention that not building the subject artificial sports field
complex will result in more children who do not participate in organized athletics which will cause more
crime, more health problems and shorter life spans in the general population.

The Mission Youth Soccer League was founded because an entire street gang tried to beat me to death
with baseball bats in front of my home in the Mission District back in 1991.

Due to the efforts of thousands of volunteers and with the assistance and cooperation of the San Francisco
Recreation and Parks Department, there are about 3,000 more children participating in organized sports in
San Francisco today than there were 20 years ago. About 1,400 of those children live in the Mission
District. For many of these children, soccer is their only alternative to a life of crime.

For disadvantaged youth, a soccer team is sort of like a legal street gang. Soccer team membership
provides many Mission District youth with a support system that emphasizes clean living, team work the
value of education* while shielding them from the attraction of street gang membership.
*(Passing grades in school are a prerequisite for participation.)
Increasing the number of sports fields in San Francisco is critical to the health of the community.
Yours truly,
f — /J/é] /
/ §
Andrew Solow

COM-742
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"Andrew Solow \(Earthlink\)" To <bil.wycko@sfgov.org>, <don.lewis@sfgov.org>
<alsolow @earthlink .net>

12/02/2011 02:36 PM

cc

bcc

Subject FW: BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION -
Draft EIR SUPPORT!!! Item 15. 2010.0016E December
1, 2011

History: & This message has been replied to.

Hello Mr. Wycko and Mr. Lewis,

Can one of you guys please confirm receipt?
Also, can one of you give me a call regarding my question about light pole height?
See end of forwarded message.

Thanks, Andy Solow - Cell 415-722-3047

From: Andrew Solow (Earthlink) [mailto:alsolow@earthlink.net]

Sent: Thursday, December 01, 2011 10:56 PM

To: 'bill.wycko@sfgov.org'; 'don.lewis@sfgov.org'; 'c_olague@yahoo.com’; rm@well.com’;
'‘wordweaver21@aol.com’; 'plangsf@gmail.com'; 'mooreurban@aol.com’; 'hs.commish@yahoo.com’;
'rodney@waxmuseum.com'’

Cc: 'Linda.Avery@sfgov.org'; 'Patrick Hannan'; 'Phil Ginsburg'; 'Mark Bethel'; 'Cary Jones'; Chris
Duderstadt (cdmd@sfpix.com)

Subject: BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION - Draft EIR SUPPORT!!! Item 15. 2010.0016E
December 1, 2011 '

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION
Commission Chambers - Room 400
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

President: Christina R. Olague

Vice-President:  Ron Miguel

Commissioners: Michael J. Antonini; Gwyneth Borden;
Rodney Fong; Kathrin Moore; Hisashi Sugaya

Commission
Secretary: Linda D. Avery
Staft: Don Lewis (415) 575-9095
don.lewis@sfgov.org

Bill Wyko (415) 575-9048
bill.wycko@sfgov.org
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Subject: Item 15. 2010.0016E
Re: SUPPORT

Honorable Commissioners and Staff,

[ am writing in support of the draft EIR for the proposed Beach Chalet Athletic
Fields Renovation and in support of the proposed field renovation itself.

I believe that the proposed Beach Chalet renovation and project alternatives are
thoroughly analyzed in the DEIR.

I support the plan to renovate the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields by replacement of
natural grass with leach field drainage, artificial turf and field lights. And, I ask
that you move this excellent project forward without delay.

As noted by one of the Planning Commissioners at this evening's meeting, the
Beach Chalet Soccer Fields have been present at the western end of Golden Gate
Park for about 75 years. Further, the Golden Gate Park Master Plan specifically
describes the Beach Chalet fields as "Soccer Fields" and includes provisions for
improving and expanding those fields to provide additional recreational
opportunities for the residents of San Francisco.

I also utterly reject the NIMBY alternative of building the Beach Chalet Soccer
Field complex in another location. ,

If there is another location in San Francisco where a soccer field complex
could be built, we need to build a soccer complex at that location IN
ADDITION to renovating Beach Chalet with artificial turf and field lights,
NOT instead.

As you are all aware, Golden Gate Park is man-made, not natural. If we really
want to make Golden Gate Park a "natural area", we should turn off all irrigation,
let all of the trees and shrubs die, and let sand dunes reclaim the entire park.

I have personally visited Beach Chalet hundreds of times since I moved to San
Francisco in 1983. And, the Beach Chalet fields have always been in extremely
poor and dangerous condition. The Beach Chalet soccer fields were built on top of
a sandy swamp that doesn't drain. It's been a lake or a mud bog four months out of
every year since it was built.

COM-744

01

02

03

04



[-Solow2

Even with the addition of a leach field drainage system, because of the shortage of
athletic fields in San Francisco, there is no natural grass that I am aware of that
can possibly survive the amount of use that the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields get,
even without field lights.

The proposed undertaking is to build new Beach Chalet fields that can provide
increased playing time, not more natural grass fields full of gofer holes, pot holes
and ruts that are impossible to maintain unless they are fenced and closed 4
months a year. {FYI: It's hard to kill gofers without poison or lethal traps.}

The only question I have about the proposed Beach Chalet Renovation project is
exactly how tall the field light poles have to be to properly illuminate the new
artificial field complex. Shorter would be better if an adequate amount of
illumination can still be achieved.

If they have not already done so, I request that the City Fields Foundation
provide technical comparison of the efficiency (and cost) of 60', 45' and 32’
light poles to light Beach Chalet including the proposed locations for the
different height light poles, the type of light fixtures to be used on the
different size light poles, and some estimate of the amount of spill over and
reflected light for the different height light poles and fixtures (light pole
heights are approximate). Again, if it has not already been done, perhaps a field
lighting contractor could provide the requested lighting comparison.

At the recent HPC meeting regarding the Beach Chalet Field Renovation project,
one of the speakers alleged that an artificial soccer complex with field lights was
recently constructed in an avian flyway somewhere in Marin County with 32' light
poles. Has anyone verified the veracity of this rumor yet???

Yours truly,

Andrew Solow

Past President and Co-Founder

Mission Youth Scccer League, Inc. (MYSL)
San Francisco, CA 94131

Cell 415-722-3047
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B
12/07/2011 03:35 PM __ Jones/CTYPLNSFGOV@SFGOV

bcc

Subject Fw: Proposed Field/Light Construction Near Park Chalet

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/07/2011 03:36 PM -

Chris Soulard
<chris.soulard @gmail.com> To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
12/07/2011 03:31 PM cc

Subject Proposed Field/Light Construction Near Park Chalet

Hello Mr. Wycko,

My name is Christopher Soulard. I own and occupy a home in the Outer Sunset District. My
brother and I frequent Golden Gate Park and enjoy the natural landscaping that the park employs.
I enjoy the quiet that the Outer Sunset provides, a refuge of sorts from the bustle of downtown. I
particularly enjoy the windmills near the edge of the park: I actually proposed to my wife there. I 01
am writing to oppose the construction of a sports complex at the edge of Golden Gate park in this
vicinity because a sports complex in this location does not fit into the aesthetic of this area. | see
a clear disconnect when comparing what is there now versus what will be constructed: lush,
varied vegetation versus homogeneous turf, windmills versus flood lights. San Francisco has a L
history of being unique, this eye-sore screams cookie cutter. Please reconsider your proposal and
place the complex somewhere else in the urban jungle rather than within one of the few peaceful 02
sanctuaries in the city limits. 1

Thank you,
Christopher Soulard

Chris Soulard
chris.soulard@gmail.com

COM-746
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

”“NM 12/12/2011 12:18 PM cc

w bce

Subject Fw: Beach Chalet Soccer Fields

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/12/2011 12:19 PM -----

buzz splittgerber :
<buzz .splittgerber @gmail.com> To bil.wycko@sfgov.org

12/12/2011 11:33 AM cc

Subject Beach Chalet Soccer Fields

Dear Bill,
My son, Kyle Splittgerber, plays in a soccer league that uses the Crocker Soccer Fields. Many of his fellow soccer players and other
citizens of San Francisco have voiced objections to the proposed rubber crumb infill system proposed for the Beach Chalet project.
Please view the attached photo.
A new artificial turf system has recently been introduced by A-Turf (www.aturf.com). The Titan SS system is the only system
designed specifically for sand infill. Using Envirofill, (www.usgreentech.com), a round silica coated with rubber and Microban, the
sand infill can be recycled into the artificial turf. The Titan SS turf carries an industry leading 12 year warranty. The Envirofill is
guaranteed for 16 years. The disadvantages of migration, smell, heat, high maintenance, limited warranty and the need to dispose are
eliminated.
As a soccer coach for 25 years, I have seen soccer teams play on a wide variety of surfaces. I believe that including the A-Turf I

. . . . : ) 01
system in the Environmental Review would add the most advanced and environmentally sound alternative available.

Sincerely,

Buzz Splittgerber Fly Outipg



Rubber Crumb Migration (“Fly-Out”)
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Linda Avery /CTYPLN/SFGOV To

cc Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B
12/06/2011 03:37 PM Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Patricia

bcc

Subject Fw: Beach Chalet Rehab Report

Linda D. Avery-Herbert

Director of Commission Affairs

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION &

SAN FRANCISCO HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
1650 MISSION STREET — SUITE 400

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103-2414

TEL: 415.558.6407 — FAX: 415.558.6409

WEBSITE: www.sfqov.orq/planning

----- Forwarded by Linda Avery/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/06/2011 03:37 PM --—-—--

"Jeff Staben”
<jStaben @Coastal .Ca .gOV> To <|inda_avery@sfgov_org>
12/06/2011 02:44 PM cc
Subject Beach Chalet Rehab Report
Planning Commission - Patrick Hannan from City Fields Foundation has been

instrumental in changing how athletic fields are being build throughout the
City. Though artificial turfs have been asset with regards to less immediate
and short-term costs to DPR. Matter of fact, it will cost the people of SF to
maintain these turf fields. For instance, the Mission Street and 16th fields
are no longer safe to play on; the materials has torn beyond repair, the tires
and other materials are forming dune like piles and DPR cannot pay for its
maintenance. At Crocker Amazon, the fields are being used beyond their
intended use. The DPR has immensely increased the fields usage starting @ 6:00
am for many sports and up to 10:00 pm. The department that issues permits does
not care about keeping the environment safe and rather, are asking for high
fees to play on said areas.

If the Beach Chalet fields are going to be built, then (a) have DRP and City
Fields Foundation provide adequate long-term maintenance service as long as
either party is in existence; (b) DPR permtting service has to eliminate
unaffiliated programs or programs that can be played off of turf fields, such
as frisbee or touch football (i.e, Crocker Amazon has a grass football field
which is not utilized on weekends or weekdays except during pee-wee football
scrimmages); (c) develop long-term nlanninag for adequately studying. the
long-term effects and costs for having turf fields; and (d) have City Fields
replace the 16th and other dilapitated fields.

Thank you

COM-763
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From: Kevin Starr <kstarr@usc.edu>
To: bill.wycko@sfgov.org
ccC: c_olague@yahoo.com, rm@well.com, wordweaver21@aol.com, plangsf@gmail.com,

mooreurban@aol.com, hs.commish@yahoo.com, rodney@waxmuseum.com,
linda.avery@sfgov.org, don.lewis@sfgov.org

Date: Friday, December 09, 2011 04:11PM
Subject: Beach Chalet Renovation Project

We are writing to urge you to expedite the renovation of the Beach
Chalet playing fields for the children of San Francisco.

Kevin Starr

She-la Starr
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From: Kathleen M. Stern <kathleen.m.stern@comcast.net>
To: . bill.wycko@sfgov.org

Date: Sunday, December 11, 2011 03:33PM
Subject: BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION - Draft Environmental Impact Report

Re:

Public Comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation

Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E

State Clearinghouse No. 2011044005

Dear Mr. Wycko:

The DEIR states that the proposed Beach Chalet Soccer Fields Renovation Project has a “significant and unavoidable
impact on historic resources”. However, the two on-site alternatives in the DEIR - Grass Turf with Reduced Lights
and Synthetic Turf without Lights - do nothing to mitigate the significant and unavoidable impact. They are both in
conflict with the Golden Gate Master Plan which says that the western edge of the park should remain "sylvan"

and "pastoral". 1

The DEIR treats project adverse impacts as if they are limited to an isolated site. In doing so, it tends to ignore the
damage done to one's entire experience of the western end of the park. There is a conflict between the philosophy of 02
restoring the Murphy windmill and the philosophy of putting in a sports complex with artificial turf and stadium
lights. The windmill restoration was completed in October, 2011. Please include an alternative in the DEIR that
restores the Beach Chalet Soccer fields with natural grass and no lights. This alternative, combined with the off-site 03
alternative in the DEIR, would keep the western edge of the Park "sylvan" and "pastoral” and provide more hours of
play for youth soccer.

Sincerely,

Kathleen Stern
636 46th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121
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"David Thompson™ ‘ To <recpark.commission@sfgov.org>, <bill. wycko@sfgov.org>,
<dt.davidthompson @gmail.co <don.lewis@sfgov.org>
m> cc <c_olague@yahoo.com>, <rm@well.com>,
12/08/2011 10:09 AM <wordweaver21@aol.com>, <plangsf@gmail.com>,
b <mooreurban@aol.com>, <hs.commish@yahoo.com>,
cc

Subject  Writing in Support of Beach Chalet Athletic Fields
Renovation Project

I am writing to let you know that 1 am 100% in support of the Beach Chalct Athletic Fields Renovation Project. It’s
imperative that this project be approved and completed as quickly as possible. One need spend only five minutes at
Crocker Amazon to witness first-hand the positive impact of this type of project in a city that is woefully 01
under-resourced with usable and safe athletic fields.

The Environmental Impact Analysis and Report has been over 1.5 years in the making. The Report makes it
abundantly clear that this project should move forward and there are no environmental reasons to delay.

Please push forward quickly and make Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation a reality for the people of San
Francisco.

Thank you.
David Thompson
920 Diamond Street

San Francisco, CA 94114
(415) 824-8563
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Bill Wycko /CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B
& 12/05/2011 04:35 PM e Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

bce
Subject Fw: DEIR Beach Chalet Soccer Field Project

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/05/2011 04:36 PM -——-

Ellen Koivisto & Gene

Thompson To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
<offstage @earthlink .net>

12/05/2011 04:28 PM

cc

Subject DEIR Beach Chalet Soccer Field Project

December 5, 2011

1556 Great Hwy, apt 101
San Francisco, CA 94122

Mr. Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Wycko:

At the scoping session, and later in writing, | described a
specific concern regarding crumb rubber. | do not see that
concern addressed in this draft so | will repeat it:

“The EIR must document how much crumb rubber |
migrates to areas surrounding artificial turf fields currently
in use, then estimate the amount that will migrate into
areas surrounding this project. Using this figure, the EIR |,
must calculate how much crumb ruhber will accumulate in
park soil over time, and how that accumulation will affect
flora and fauna. Will animals directly consume the rubber?
What are the potential effects as these compounds are

COM-769



[-GThompson

broken down and absorbed into the ecosystem?”

The DEIR does discuss the presence of carcinogins in
crumb rubber and the problem of leachate. But that
problem is different than the accumulation in the soil of
solid crumbs full of toxic compounds and their long-term
effects on the ecosystem.

~ Sincerely,

Gene Thompson
(415) 564-0706
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Bill Wycko /CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B

% 11/29/2011 03:02 PM w Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

. bcec

Subject Fw: Comments on DEIR for the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields
Renovation Project (Planning Fiel 2010.0016E

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/29/2011 03:02 PM —--

"Noreen Weeden "
<noreen @naturetrip .com> To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

11/29/2011 02:35 PM e

Subject Comments on DEIR for the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields
Renovation Project (Planning Fiel 2010.0016E

Mr. Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer
Beach Chalet Fields Renovation
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Wycko:

The SF Recreation and Parks Dept. is proposing to replace 9 acres of open, naturally
growing grass in Golden Gate Park with synthetic turf and to install ten 60 foot tall
stadium lights that will illuminate the western end of Golden Gate Park for the first time.
This project will remove important wildlife habitat, increase disturbances to neighbors
and wildlife, and violate the Golden Gate Park Master Plan.

The project calls for removal of 9 acres of natural grass which provides habitat to
birds, butterflies and other wildlife and there is no mitigation proposed. The report
states that birds and other wildlife can go to other places. There are no other places
in San Francisco. The few grassy fields in San Francisco are already established
territories for hawks and other wildlife.

The project calls for the installation of 10-60’ towers with stadium lighting that will

remain on 1intil 10:00pm every night. Artificial lighting has been shown to draw.hicds off
course during migration and disturbs birds from feeding and resting. This site is within
the Pacific Flyway, in Golden Gate Park and 1000 feet from Ocean Beach. See the
studies conducted by Rich and Longcore and others at http://www.urbanwildlands.org/
and http://www.prbo.org/cms/index.php?mid=276#lights
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The Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) is calling for the protection of
nearby Lands End as a dark skies site where visitors can enjoy observing the
constellations. The GGNRA has a planned event called Explore the Night Sky on
December 3 at 6:00pm. The GGNRA’s website and their 20 year Master Plan calls for
keeping Lands End as one of the places where visitors can enjoy the night skies. Their
website states that “the National Park Service is dedicated to protecting natural
lightscapes where it can and the construction of the new visitor facility at the site
reflects that awareness.” See
http://www.parksconservancy.org/calendar/lands-end-explore-the-night.html Stadium
lighting that will be on until 10:00pm will put an end to these activities.

The lighting will negatively impact nesting birds and other species that depend on the
area surrounding the current natural grass soccer fields as habitat. See
http://www.cell.com/current-biology/retrieve/pii/S0960982210010183  Brightly lit plastic
grass covered with crumbled tires does not provide habitat for anything. Why is there
no mitigation for the people and wildlife that are negatively impacted by this proposed
project?

There is no recycling of the artificial turf plastic and tire crumb rubber, in 8-10 years 400 |

tons of debris will go to the landfill. Since 2008 the San Francisco Department of the
Environment has called for reducing waste that is sent to landfill. See the link to Stop
Trashing the Climate on the Department of the Environment’s website at
http://www.stoptrashingtheclimate.org/ Why does the project not include recycling?

It is much less expensive and more environmentally sustainable for the City to restore
the natural grass fields. Sustainability is a commitment to social, economic and
environmental factors that promote long-term survival, a capacity to endure and a
sustained quality of life. Most important, it means to think about the impact our actions
have on the environment, on the economy and on future generations. Why is natural
grass which sequesters carbon dioxide not recommended when the installation of the
artificial turf is the equivalent of putting asphalt in 9 acres of Golden Gate Park?

There are ways to manage the gophers on natural grass fields as indicated in this
recent article about golf courses in San Francisco. The golf courses are also managed
by San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department staff. See
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cqi?f=/c/a/2011/11/29/DDDK1M3JCA.DTL. Why
isn’t this successful program of gopher management recommended?

This is a onetime gift to the City. When the artificial turf fields need to be replaced in |

Joa
Jos

06

8-10 years where will the millions of dollars come from?

Thank you,
Noreen Weedén

493 Vermont Street
San Francisco, CA 94107
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Linda Avery /CTYPLN/SFGOV To
cc Margaret Yuen/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Don
11/16/2011 06:32 PM Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
bcc

Subject Fw: Support for Beach Chalet Field Renovation

Linda D. ﬂvery-}[erﬁert

Director of Commission Affairs

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION &

SAN FRANCISCO HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
1650 MISSION STREET — SUITE 400

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103-2414

TEL: 415.558.6407 — FAX: 415.558.6409

WEBSITE: www.sfqov.org/planning

----- Forwarded by Linda Avery/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/16/2011 06:32 PM -----

Lorraine Woodruff -Long
<lorraine @sfpal.org> To awmartinez@earthlink.net,
. andrew.wolfram@perkinswill.com, c.chase@argsf.com,
1171612011 11:50 AM RSEJohns@yah(?o.com, cdamkroger@hotgailiom,
karlhasz@gmail.com, diane@johnburtonfoundation.org
cc tim.frye@sfgov.org, linda.avery@sfgov.org,
marlena.byrne@sfgov.org
Subject Support for Beach Chalet Field Renovation

Dear Commissioners, -
As a seventh generation San Franciscan, a mom of two San Francisco kids, and the Executive Director of
San Francisco Police Activities League (PAL), 1 am writing to urge your support of the Beach Chalet
Athletic field rehabilitation project in Golden Gate park. Please approve this project to ensure that Golden
Gate Park continue to evolve as a place that provides healthy activity for children and families. -

The photograph above is of my Great-Grandmother and Grandfather and their baby daughter in Golden
Gate Park in 1913. Fortunately, in 1913, our city leaders already dedicated the Children's Playground as
an innovative space to play for our city's children and families. Since this photograph was taken, a
multitude of projects have moved forward to similarly benefit families and children. These include, but are
certainly not limited to, the California Academy of Science (1916), Steinhart Aquarium (1916) Kezar
Stadium (1924) , the Beach Chalet (1925) and Stowe Boat House (1946). Had Golden Gate Park been
frozen at any point in time, our park would not be as rich or as used as it is today. My own kids, now eight
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generation San Franciscans, benefit because the City has been dynamic in addressing evolving and cont.
changing needs. -
Each spring, PAL provides soccer to more than 2300 San Francisco youth through the dedication of T
hundreds of adult volunteers. Because of limited amount of recreational fields in our urban area, we turn
away hundreds of kids from all over the city every single year. This project will help us serve more Kids in
San Francisco. With childhood obesity at crisis levels and funding for P.E. slashed in our schools, 02
expanding field access by 300-400% through this renovation, will help thousands of San Francisco kids.

Golden Gate Park has been, and must continue to be, a place that both preserves the best and evolves
for future generations. Please approve the renovation of the Beach Chalet fields as proposed by the San
Francisco Recreation and Park Department through the City Fields Foundation.

Sincerely,

Lorraine Woodruff-Long
Executive Director, SF PAL
(& San Francisco parent of two)

San Francisco Police Activities League
350 Amber Drive. San Francisco, CA 94131
Direct: 415-401-4669 * Main: 415.401.4666* Fax: 415-401-4670

www.sfpal.org

o —— e -
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NANCY WUERFEL, 2516 23%° AVENUE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94116

December 12, 2011

TO: Mr. Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
FROM: Nancy Wuerfel
RE: DEIR for Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project

I have reviewed he DEIR for the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields project and believe that the
document does not adequately address the environmental impacts of the proposed project on
the Golden Gate Park. CEQA Article 20 - Definitions, Section 15360. Environment states”:

" ‘Environment’ means the physical conditions which exist within the area which will be
affected by a proposed project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise,
and objects of historical or aesthetic significance. The area involved shall be the area in which
significant effects would occur either directly or indirectly as a result of the project. The
‘environment’ includes both natural and man-made conditions. Note: Authority cited: Section
21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Section 21060.5, Public Resources Code.”

The DEIR has failed to provide a complete analysis of the project’s impacts on the environment
as defined by Section 15360, and therefore, the DEIR has failed to propose appropriate
mitigations to the project’s effects. The following impacts on the physical conditions were not
adequately addressed:

1) The DEIR did not study the project effects of wind and shadow on the existing soccer area.
This means that the loss of the existing windbreak provided by healthy, mature trees and
shrubs that will be removed was not evaluated. The windbreak provides protection from gusts
directly off the ocean that negatively affect recreational play, the integrity of the forest, and
wildlife habitat. Also, the presence of shadow in the area is a requirement for some wildlife.
Loss of shadow was not evaluated. Mitigation measures that could have been considered
include retaining the maximum number of trees and shrubs by reducing the number of the
optional amenities that require the removal of trees and shrubs.

2) The DEIR did not do long term modeling of the project effects on flora and fauna in the
soccer area. The comments only included “construction related impacts” of the project, not the
environmental consequences over time of the existence of the proposed project or any of the
alternatives. What happens to the environment if the raptors leave? What happens to all of the
wildlife in the western end of the park if lights are installed? What happens if lots of little trees

are used to replace tall establiched trees and shrubs - will they even survive in the area with the -

extensive tree removal proposed for both the soccer project and the water treatment plant?
Before an irreversible act of removing healthy trees is considered, the full consequences must
be known and appropriate project modifications proposed as mitigation.

3) The cumulative environmental impacts of both the soccer and the water treatment projects
together on the western end of the park were inadequately studied with comments about the
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potential for harm noted only during construction. Long-term impacts are noted for hydrology
and water quality, without any mention of the long-term biological effects. These two projects
together create a potential devastation of this wild area, both occurring in the same geographic
area and possibly at around the same time. The aggregate physical impacts are not described
and therefore cannot be mitigated.

4) The mitigations for tree removal are simplistic and unrealistic, and not likely to ensure any
mitigation to the poiential harm of the loss of healthy mature trees. What is meant by
“removed trees shall be replaced at a ratio of 1 inch for 1 inch of the diameter at breast height
of the removed tree?” Does this mean one 20 inch diameter tree can be replaced by 20 each 1
inch diameter trees? The requirements for tree replacement must be specific and realistic to
accomplish the functional tasks of the removed trees.

5) The definition of “trees” and “shrubs” is not in the glossary. This is critical, since only trees
will be replaced 1:1 not the shrubs, which can be as tall and as important to the environment as
any tree. Both are habitat for wildlife and support the livability of the west end of the park for
all flora and fauna. The DEIR is inconsistent in its references to “trees and shrubs”. On page
IV.C-22, the report states that “replacement of significant trees and shrubs in kind and ata 1:1
ratio would be consistent with the guidance provided in the Standards.” Yet page IV.F-33 only
references trees for replacement. Which is correct?

A NEW ALTERNATIVE FOR EIR EVALUATION

The faulty DEIR analysis did not produce alternatives that would better protect GGP while
meeting the project goals. The DEIR did not reference the fact that the proposed water
treatment plant is being located on the site where the fifth soccer field was proposed in the GGP
master plan. A soccer field is much more consistent with the purpose of GGP, than is a water
treatment plant that can be located elsewhere and is specifically mentioned in the master plan
as something to be removed. The DEIR should consider this site as part of a new alternative
that has all Beach Chalet soccer fields as natural grass, and incorporates a fifth field of natural
grass to facilitate more play time while other fields rest. This new alternative should have no
lights on any of the five soccer fields. If night soccer play with lights and/or use of synthetic
turf is needed. a second site should be developed at West Sunset Playground as an adjunct to
the five Beach Chalet fields. This combination of alternatives will meet the stated goals.

The DEIR states that the Off-Site Alternative “would have construction-related impacts similar
to or greater than the proposed project because the fields are more proximate to sensitive
receptors such as schools and residences...”. This implies that a project’s impact on people (the
sensitive receptors) has greater importance in the DEIR consideration of the alternative than
the project’s impact on the non-human environment. Is there a hierarchy of impact significance
between all the elements reviewed in the DEIR, with some elements more worthy than others?

causing “greater” impacts, because this statement will unfairly mislead the decision makers as
to what the DEIR is saying.

I hope you will revise the DEIR to incorporate additional studies, definition of terms, and a new

alternative that will both preserve the integrity and wildness of the Beach Chalet area while
fostering soccer play with high quality natural grass fields and West Sunset field enhancements.
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John Zwolinski To "billwycko@sfgov.org” <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>,

<johnzwo @yahoo.com> "don.lewis@sfgov.org" <don.lewis@sfgov.org>
12/07/2011 08:52 PM cc "c_olague@yahoo.com" <c_olague@yahoo.com>,
Please respond to "rm@well.com” <rm@well.com>, "wordweaver21@aol.com"”
John Zwolinski : <wordweaver21@aol.com>, "plangsf@gmail.com”

<johnzwo@yahoo.com> bee

Subject Regarding Beach Chalet Soccer Fields DEIR

Dear Mr. Wycko,

My name is John Zwolinski. I live with my wife and two young sons In our
home a block from the Murphy Windmill.

I'm bemused that some people are able to look at the Beach Chalet Soccer
Felds in their currenl state and discern "sylvan meadows” or a "wildlife
sanctuary,” while all I am able to make oul are dilapidated, dirty, and
dangerous playing fields. After more lhan lwo years going 'round and 'round
with opponents of the project, I strongly suspect we'll never gel all concerned
on the same page as lo what Beach Chalet Soccer fields are al the moment,
never mind what they could be or should be in the future.

However, | do know this: The very vocal, very well-organized minority who
oppose the proposed Cityfields renovation, no doubt confident that it would
kill the project, demanded an exhaustive, comprehensive, time-consuming
and expensive EIR. And, they got it. Yet now that the report has ended up
green—lighling the project, they are clamoring thal it wasn't exhaustive
enough, wasn't comprehensive enough, and wasn't lime-consuming enough.
They probably feel it wasn't expensive enough, either. They insist thal we all
take a deep breath and go back to their drawing board.

Enough is enough. When we began this conversation a couple of years ago,
my sons were four and six, and just beginning to play soccer. They are now
six and elght, and during soccer season, we drive all over the City to play on
whatever fields are available. Sometimes, no fields are, and the kids don't
play, while fields right here in our neighborhood are ienced off and

paddie-locked shul. Opponenls of lhe renovation seem to have all the time )

in the world to block, stall and hinder the gift of a much needed renovation,
while savoring their perception that an area of GGP that has been playing
fields for nearly a century is somehow actually a nature preserve, and not a
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neglected corner of an urban park currently more utilized by cruisers and
criminals than wildhfe or families. We supporters of the proposed
renovation, we soccer moms and dads, we immediate neighbors of that
sketchy corner of the Park, cannot be so patient or sanguine: Will my boys
be eight and ten before the fields are fit to play on and the surrounding
woods safe to walk in? Ten and twelve? Fighteen and twenty?

[ therefore very enthusiastically urge you lo expedite the Beach Chalet
Renovation Project. We have the demanded EIR, and the results assure us
that we may now proceed with improvements that will be positive for the
Park, positive for the neighboring community, and positive for San Francisco.

Most Sincerely,

John Zwolinski
1296 La Playa
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APPENDIX PH

Public Hearing Transcripts

This appendix contains the complete transcripts of the public hearing on the Draft EIR held
before the San Francisco Planning Commission on December 1, 2011. Copies of all written
comments received on the Draft EIR, including comments submitted either by letter, fax, or
email, are included in a separate appendix, Appendix COM.

The public hearing transcripts are coded the same way as the written comments. Comments are
grouped under one of three categories: public agencies, non-governmental organization, or
individuals. However, the public transcript presents all oral comments chronologically, in the
order in which they were presented at the public hearing. Table COM-1 lists all of the
commenters who presented oral comments at the public hearing alphabetically by commenter,
and indicates the corresponding comment code prefix for each commenter.

Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation PH-1 EP Case No. 2010.0016E
Comments and Responses May 2012
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Thursday, December 1, 2011 5:07 o"clock p.m.
---000---
PROCEEDTINGS
SECRETARY AVERY: Good afternoon. The Planning
Commission is back in session. Before we get started,
iT 1 could just make a couple of announcements.

First, turn off your cell phones or any
electronic devices that may sound off during these
proceedings -- your Kindle, your i1Pad, your Nook
whatever.

Second, because the room is crowded, we do
have overflow in Room 416. |If you have a friend over
there, whatever, they will be allowed to come in and
speak.

And because it"s crowded, i1t"s very difficult
iIT a secondary discussion goes on while we"re in
session. So i1f you feel the need to engage in
conversation with your neighbor or someone across the
room, please go outside and do that as it is extremely
disruptive to the process.

And with that, 1"m just going to call roll
again, since we"ve had a long recess, so everyone will
know that we have a full Commission today.

Commissioner Moore?

COMMISSIONER MOORE: Here.
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SECRETARY AVERY: Commissioner Sugaya?

COMMISSIONER SUGAYA: Here.

SECRETARY AVERY: Commissioner Fong?

COMMISSIONER FONG: Here.

SECRETARY AVERY: Commissioner Antonini?

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI: Present.

SECRETARY AVERY: Commissioner Olague?

PRESIDENT OLAGUE: Here.

SECRETARY AVERY: Commissioner Miguel?

COMMISSIONER MIGUEL: Here.

SECRETARY AVERY: Commissioner Borden?

COMMISSIONER BORDEN: Here.

SECRETARY AVERY: Thank you, Commissioners.

The i1tem before you at this time is
Item No. 15, Case No. 2010.0016E, the Beach Chalet
Athletic Fields Renovation.

This 1s a public hearing on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report. It is not a public
hearing on the project itselfT.

PRESIDENT OLAGUE: Okay. We"ll hear from staff
briefly, and then we did -- 1 did commit publicly last
time the subject came up to allow everyone at least
three minutes. So there are so many people here, so |
just wanted to ask, of course, to please limit your

comments to the environmental impact report.
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And, also, if you feel like you can say what
you need to say in less than three minutes, then, of
course, that"s always appreciated. And always know
that you do have the ability to hand in your written
comments.

Another thing is we are going to have
reasonable accommodations. So I think somehow the
cards might have gotten a little bit confused up here.
So all elderly and people with other types of
disabilities would be allowed to go Ffirst; then we"ll
hear from people with children so they can get home
because we might be here kind of late and then everyone
else after that.

So 1 just wanted to make -- we received those
requests, and I think it"s reasonable to accommodate
folks 1n that way.

So that being said, we"ll hear briefly from
our department, and then we"l1l open up for public
comment.

SECRETARY AVERY: Before our department starts,
let me just make -- there was a request from a
gentleman who stated he had a balance problem. 1 have
put a chair at the front, at the lower microphone for
that use and for anyone else who might have a balance

problem and would need to to use a lower microphone.
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Thank you.

DON LEWIS: Good evening, President Olague and
Commissioners. 1°m Don Lewis, Planning Department
Staff and the EIR coordinator for the Beach Chalet
Athletic Fields project.

Joining me tonight is Sarah Jones, Senior
Environmental Planner, Alisa Moore from ESA,
environmental consultant, and Rec Park park staff is
also here.

The 1tem before you iIs a review and comment on
the Draft EIR for the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields
renovation. 1°d like to summarize for you the Draft
EIR findings.

The Draft EIR found that the proposed project
will result in significant and unavoidable impact on
historic resources. The Draft EIR found that the
impacts to biological resources and hazardous building
materials could be mitigated to a less than significant
level.

The Draft EIR found that impacts to land use,
aesthetics, transportation, recreation, hydrology and
water quality, hazards, and air quality effects would
result in less than significant levels.

The Draft EIR provided alternatives that would

reduce the project"s significant and unavoidable impact

10

PH-11




© 0 N o o b~ w N P

e
= O

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

on historic resources to less than significant levels.

The Historic Preservation Commission held a
public hearing on November 16th to prepare comments on
the Draft EIR. On the whole they agreed that the
impact would be significant and favored alternatives.
A letter summarizing the Commission®s comments will be
submitted on the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR was published on November 26th,
and the public review period closes on December 12th.
For those of you who are interested In commenting on
the Draft EIR in writing, they may submit their
comments to the environmental review officer at 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco by
5:00 p.m. on December 12th.

For members of the public who are at this
hearing tonight, please state your name for the record
and address comments to the adequacy and completeness
of the EIR. Comments will be transcribed and responde
to in writing In the comments and responses document
which will respond to all verbal and written comments
received and make revisions to the Draft EIR as
appropriate.

When the C and R document is complete, the
Planning Department will provide copies to those who

have made comments on the Draft EIR. We will then
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return the Commission, likely in the summer of 2012, to
request that this Commission certify the EIR. If the
EIR is certified, the Recreation and Park Commission
may consider approval of this project.

This concludes my presentation. 1°d like to
turn this over to Sarah Jones.

SARAH JONES: Good afternoon, Commissioners, Sarah
Jones from the Planning Department. | just wanted to
state briefly that I believe you®"ve seen requests for
an extension of the comment period. Bill Wycko, the
ERO has considered these requests. He doesn"t feel
that this EIR is particularly unusually complicated or
that there are other unusual circumstances surrounding
this project.

The CEQA guidelines spell out the comment
periods. A 45-day comment period is considered an
adequate comment period for projects that are
circulated to State agencies. And it says that under
no circumstances should a comment period exceed 60 days
unless there are really unusual issues at stake. So 1
wanted to convey that information.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT OLAGUE: At this time, 1*d like to open
it up for public comment. And again, 1 was handed a

special file, so I"m going to read through this.
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