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SPE q K SUNSET PARKSIDE EDUCATION AND ACTION COMMITTEE

1329 7th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94122-2507 (415) 979-4816

Planning Commission i [” L P F
1650 Mission Street s - »
San Francisco, CA 94103 CD i ’Z‘;“"M_’)

Re: Beach Chalet Soccer Fields complex
Request for an additional 90-day comment period

Dear P]anning Commissioners:

The Board of Directors of SPEAK met recently to discuss the Soccer Fields complex
EIR and we believe that it is not possible for the public to review and understand this
complex and controversial EIR in the short period before December 12, a date that is
within the most intensive part of the holiday period when people are distracted and

01
many are away.

This is a very controversial issue and difficult to bring to an environmentally desirable
solution, so we therefore request an additional 90-day period for the EIR review.

Thank you very much,

Sincerely yours,

Mary Anne Miller
Vice President, SPEAK
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee

November 15, 2011
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SUNSET PARKSIDE EDUCATION AND ACTION COMMITTEE
S P E A K 1329 7th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94122-2507
SPEAKSANFRANCISCO@yahoo.com

Historic Preservation Commission
1650 Mission Street HPC meetingon //-/& /' /

San Francisco, CA 94102 AL0/ L, £

Re  Beach Chalet Soccer Fields Complex DEIR D L Fuy /5
Case No 2001.0016E

Mr. President and Commissioners:

SPEAK (Sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee) has the following
concerns about the draft EIR for the Soccer Fields complex at the western edge
of Golden Gate Park near the Beach Chalet.

There are four landmark buildings within a few yards of the proposed sports
complex. They are the Murphy Windmill, the nearby Millwright's Cottage, the
Queen Wilhelmina Windmill and Tulip Gardens, and the Beach Chalet. All four
are official City Landmarks. The proximity of these structures to each other is
enhanced by a pathway which runs north-south and connects the four
landmarks, parallel to the Great Highway. This pathway lies atop what may have
been the historic trace of the Sutro Railroad which once connected H Street (now
Lincoln Way) to the Sutro attractions at the foot of Sutro Heights, such as
Playland-at-the-Beach. While this area has not yet been recognized as an
historic district, if the Soccer Fields complex is approved, there will be little
chance that sufficient historic connectivity and integrity will remain to qualify it as
an historic district.

Secondly, the proposed Soccer Fields project should be reviewed together with
the proposed Recycled Water Treatment Plant which is also to be located at the
western end of Golden Gate Park. The cumulative impacts of both proposed
projects need to be evaluated together. Until a DEIR for the Treatment Plant is
published this DEIR for the Beach Chalet Soccer Fields should not be approved.

Here are the main points of our concerns of the Soccer Fields DEIR:

1. the proposed project is the development of an expanded sports facility
complex at a nationally recognized site on the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP);

2. this project should not be called a renovation: it is an extreme makeover and
major expansion which will materially affect the NRHP status;

3. the DEIR treats separately and does not connect the four highly visible
landmarks mentioned above; the DEIR does not adequately identify and describe
them as a potential historic district and does not provide a fully dimensioned map
showing the location of the proposed project within the potential landmark district;
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4. adding artificial turf and stadium lighting designed to attract nighttime use in an
area of Golden Gate Park which is designated to remain as a natural area goes
counter to the policies of Golden Gate Master Plan and the Western Shoreline
Area Plan of the General Plan; the 60 foot high light standards of galvanized
steel would create a negative visual impact to the pastoral park setting and would
violate Policies 2.1 and 2.2 for Conservation of Natural Areas of the Urban
Design Element; -

5. with the right graphics, it can be demonstrated that the impact of the proposed
project would be visually significant; the EIR does not contain adequate graphics
or photographs taken in sufficient light and thus the EIR says the project would
not be visually significant (see the photographs presented in Figs, 11-2. II-3 and II-
5 which are so dark that they cannot be read and as such do not constitute
readable graphics as required by CEQA),

6. an alternative to the proposed project should be developed which would show
how a true restoration and renovation would enhance the historic resources; the
EIR should carefully analyze the renovation of the Playing Fields with natural
grass without additional lighting combined with the location of a high intensity
sports complex to other areas such as the West Sunset Playing Fields;

7. the impacts of this project are a large amount of excavation and removal of soil
which would make the change from grass fields to artificial turf an irreversible
barrier to restoration at some future time; and,

8. approval of the project would foreclose any possibility of the West End of
Golden Gate Park becoming a San Francisco historic district.

9. SPEAK suggests that HPC join the community by asking for a 90-day
extension for the EIR comment period;

The proposed project will compromise the integrity of the historic buildings and
compromise the visual and functional integrity with the increase in activity and
hours of operation of the proposed sports facility.

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns.

inge Horton

Chair, SAHRIC

Sunset Architectural and Historic Resources Inventory Committee
Mary Anne Miller

Vice President, SPEAK
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee
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SUNSET PARKSIDE EDUCATION AND ACTION COMMITTEE
S PE A K 1329 7th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94122-2507
SPEAKSANFRANCISCO@yahoo.com

Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re Beach Chalet Soccer Fields Complex DEIR
Case No 2001.0016E

Dear Commissioners.

SPEAK ('Sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee) has the following concerns about the
draft EIR for the Soccer Fields complex at the western edge of Golden Gate Park near the Beach
Chalet.

1. Cumulative Impacts: Recycled Water Treatment Plant. The proposed Soccer Fields project
should be reviewed together with the Recycled Water Treatment Plant which is also proposed for
location at the western end of Golden Gate Park. The cumulative impacts of both proposed projects
need to be evaluated together. There is more than enough information available to allow analysis of
the proposed Treatment Plant vis-a-vis the Beach Chalet Soccer Fields. '

Cumulative Impacts: Proposed Ocean Beach Plan. No mention or study is found in the document
of the proposed Ocean Beach Plan although SPUR has brought together eight City agencies, as well
as the National Park Service, and the planning is well underway. The objectives and future needs of
Ocean Beach planning effort are available in advanced draft form.

Cumulative impacts: Precedent for future installation of artificial turf and stadium lighting
should be studied as a part of cumulative impacts. The EIR should study the likelihood that if this
project is approved, there would be subsequent attempts to convert the Polo Fields to artificial turf
with stadium lighting. The EIR should study this eventuality whether or not it is affirmed by the project

sponsor; the public senses this strongly as a possible precedent. -

2. Impacts on the integrity of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) designation. The T

proposed project is the development of an expanded sports facility complex at a nationally recognized
site on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The DEIR does not adequately study the
impact this construction of highly artificial playing fields and the introduction of night-time use will
have on the NRHP status.

We request an analysis of project impacts on the integrity and quality of the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) designation. We are concerned that there will be so much change to the
character of this area that it will no longer have the integrity remaining to qualify it for the National
Register. Compare the character of the area around Kezar Stadium in the extreme east end of the
Park with the construction proposed here for the west end. -

Historic Context: City Landmarks. There are four landmark buildings within a few yards of the
proposed sports complex. They are the Murphy Windmill, the nearby Millwright's Cottage, the Queen
Wilhelmina Windmill and Tulip Gardens, and the Beach Chalet. All four are official City Landmarks.
The proximity of these structures to each other is enhanced by a pathway which runs north-south and
connects the four landmarks, paraliel to the Great Highway and is assumed to be the historic trace of
the Sutro Railway.which once connected H Street (now Lincoln Way) to the Sutro attractions at the
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foot of Sutro Heights, such as Playland-at-the-Beach. The EIR must evaluate the changes that will
occur to the perception and the character of these landmarks when the proposed project is
constructed in their midst. The EIR should examine in what ways the proposed project will
compromise the integrity of the historic buildings and compromise their visual and functional intearity
with the increase in activity and hours of operation of the proposed sports facility

3. The proposed project is the development of a new and expanded sports facility complex,
not a “Renovation”. The present Beach Chalet soccer fields are used today for soccer practice play,
mainly after school. Before perimeter fencing was installed eight to ten years ago, there were after-
school soccer games and casual, unscheduled pick-up games on this meadow. The meadow was
designed to be a large open grassy field, following the “Picturesque” style which created in Golden
Gate Park a series of alternating meadows, horticultural planted areas, recreation areas and forest. I
should not be called a renovation. The DEIR does not study the project for what it is: an extreme
makeover and major expansion which will materially affect the NRHP status. It is a new project, not a
renovation and it should be studied as such. The word “RENOVATION” should not be permitted to
remain in the project title as it is biased in favor of the project and glosses over the major construction
program that is being proposed.

4. The “Users” of the proposed fields are not adequately described. Project proponents claim
that an expanded sports facility with stadium lights will benefit children. However, children play
mainly after school, as they do now on playing fields all over the city. The goal of this new facility will
not be to schedule many more hours of play for school children. The goal is to create a magnet for
‘adult soccer clubs whose members play after work and in the evening hours until 10 p.m. The DEIR
must study objectively the claims that this facility is designed to serve children and that they are the
main beneficiary user group; in fact, it is designed for a population of adults who belong to leagues
which play competitively all over the greater Bay Area.

Comparable data should be obtained from the records of Recreation and Parks Department to show
the program of usage at other similar soccer facilities as compared with the program for this facility.
The lights will be on whether or not a field has subscribers who use it. For example, it is
demonstrable that the South Sunset Soccer Fields are not used on a regular basis 365 days and
nights a year. Yet the lights are automatically set to turn on 365 days a year. The EIR should record
the pattern of usage on a monthly basis throughout the year in order to provide a reliable forecast of
how the Beach Chalet facility would be used. Department records should be obtained to show hours
of operation at each comparable facility, type of user served (schools clubs individuals), hours that a
particular field was used. Seasonal use will vary; therefore the data that would be most useful would
be broken down as to season of the year or months of the year. :

5. A Change of Use is proposed. What is the zoning district in which a sports facility may be
located according to the Land Use tables in the Planning Code? When a use is changed from casual
meadow playing fields to a full competition-ready facility with stadium lighting turned on 365 days a
year, turf pavement over several feet of constructed underlayment, is that still the same category of
use, or does that graduate up to another category of use? The argument should be substantiated
that this facility would not amount to a change of use and presented in the EIR.

6. Visually significant impacts The proposed project would cause visually significant impacts from
numerous vantage poinis but the EIR does not contain adequate graphics or photographs taken in
sufficient light. Most photographs appear to have been taken near dusk and lack focused detail.
There are many visual vantage points which are not represented, enabling readers to say the project
would not cause visually significant impacts.
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| TELEGRAPH HiIlL
DWELLERS

November 20, 2011

To: Planning Commission

Fr: Judy Irving, THD

Re: Beach Chalet Athletic Fields DEIR |
Action: Please extend comment period 90 days

The Telegraph Hill Dwellers’ Parks, Trees, and Birds Committee
requests that the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields DEIR public
comment period be extended 90 days from its current deadline of
December 1st. The report is lengthy, complex, and detailed, and
we need more time to study it in order to craft an informed |,
response. Two holidays will have intervened between the
issuance of the DEIR (Halloween and Thanksgiving), and the
current deadline. Many of our committee members are going out
of town over the Thanksgiving weekend. For all these reasons, we
ask that you please extend the comment deadline.

Thank you and best regards,

Judy Irving, Chair
Parks, Trees, and Birds Committee

PO BOX 330159 SAN FRANCISCO. CA 94133 - 415,273 1004 www thd. org

Founded in 1954 1o perperucte the istors traditions of Sen Frandsco’s Telegroph Hil and 1o represent the tommunity interests ot ifs res'dents and property owner:

COM-224



Individuals



Page 1 of 4

I-Anderson
From: Yeashore Community <yeashore@yahoo.com>
To: bill. wycko@sfgov.org, don.lewis@sfgov.org
Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 12:29AM

Subject: BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION

Raja Anderson
P.O. Box 22094
S.F., Ca. 94122

December 12, 2011

Mr. Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St. Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E
State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005

Dear Mr. Wycko,

I very strongly 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 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 this alternative and work to find a solution that protects Golden Gat
Park's parkland. '

I strongly agree with the DEIR finding that the proposed project will materially
impair in an adverse manner many of the character defining features of the
Beach Chalet Athletic Fields. However, in all other areas, I find the Draft
Environmental Impact Report to be deeply flawed. I request that the following
areas be explored further:

Aesthetics:
e Both during the day and at night, show two simulations for each view. One
is to show the amount of light and darkness currently in this area. The Second is
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to show, in the full dark, all lighting, including the proposed stadium lights at the
highest amount of lighting planned for the Beach Chalet fields and all proposed
parking and pedestrian lighting:

e From Ocean Beach due west and south west of the project area, looking
back to Golden Gate Park and the area of the Beach Chalet Athletic fields;

e From the Great Highway Promenade immediately across from the Beach
Chalet, looking back to Golden Gate Park and the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields;

e From the road up to the Cliff house, looking down to the beach and to the
Beach Chalet Athletic Fields.

e From the railroad path due west of the center of the Beach Chalet fields,
looking at the project area. Show also the change in Ilght on the path area from
the current darkness to the fully lighting project.

Cultural Resources:

e The Myoporum trees are still called "shrubs" - why are 30 foot trees called
shrubs? What is the basis for this classification? Quote the arboriculture
standard that substantiates this designation.

e The DEIR says RPD can change the circulation paths to decomposed granite
(DG) and make them more curvilinear; but ADA in San Francisco won't accept
DG. What materials does RPD propose to use? What will these paths look like?
Provide an illustration.

e Why are there so many paved paths in a park that is supposed to be
naturalistic parkland?

e In addition to the stadium lighting, there will be lighting for paths and
lighting for parking also - what will be the cumulative impact on this "wild" end
of the Park for people? What will be the cumulative impact for wildlife?

e This report ignores the fields as part of the larger part of GGP; What
percent of the total meadows in the park is the Beach Chalet project?

e The DEIR ignores the cumulative impact of the fields and the Westside
Water Treatment Plant. The two projects together form a barrier that is over
50% of the width of the Park - why does the DEIR ignore this? What is the
impact on the overall design and experience of the park for visitors, if these two
projects are built?

e What is the impact on wildlife should such a barrier be created?

e Explain why the DEIR ignores the Golden Gate Park Master Plan when it calls
the western end of the Park the more wild and forested area.

e Explain why the DEIR ignores the cumulative loss of trees with the two
projects. What is the total number that will be lost and threatened by these two
projects? What will be the cumulative impact on the western windbreak of the
park?

Traffic and circulation:

e Rec and Park has talked of closing the Park at night -- how will this impact
traffic in this area?
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e How will having large crowds in this area impact Rec and Park trying to close
the Park at night?

e What happens to people who take a bus to a game -- where does the public
get off the bus? How far do they walk? What paths will they follow?

e What is the impact on the Ocean Beach parking lot of large games at the
soccer complex?

e What is the cumulative impact of events such as soccer tournaments, sand
castle contests, surfing contests, major runs, Bay to Breakers, or even just a
sunny day -- on traffic in this area?

e Expand the traffic study to include the above factors. Study all of the
events over the past 2 years that took place in Golden Gate Park and the
increased traffic for the soccer matches. Give totals for all events and where the
parking takes place. Analyze the impact on Golden Gate Park, on Ocean Beach,
and on the surrounding neighborhoods. Include increased attendance at events
such as the Outside Lands Festival and the Bluegrass Festival, which have
increase in attendance over the years.

e What will be the impact on the new bicycle lane that goes by the newly
enlarged parking lot entrance?

Recreation

e What level of maintenance will be required with the new artificial turf
fields? What kinds of activities will be included in this maintenance, and how
many hours will be spent on each activity? |

e What level of maintenance will be required if natural grass is planted at
Beach Chalet? What kinds of activities and how many hours will be spent on
each activity?

e Please give the same information for the West Sunset Playing fields - -how
will this change between the current natural grass and if it has artificial turf?

e How will maintenance be handled with more traffic and higher use of the
area? ‘

e What will be the new, compared to the prior, custodian hours? How will this
be financed? :

e The DEIR says that the new project will result in clean restrooms --what is
the correlation between artificial turf and clean restrooms? What is the
correlation between night time stadium lighting and more usage, and clean
restrooms? Why can't RPD clean up the bathrooms without spending $9.6 million
on artificial turf and night lighting?

I belong to the Yeashore Community, a religious group which has evening
Bonfires on Ocean Beach every month from May to November. The proposed
new lights would seriously negatively impact our ability to have our gatherings
and services. It will ruin the connection to nature we are trying to achieve at
Ocean Beach to be inundated with artificial lights.
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I would also like to receive a copy of the Comments and Responses and the Final
EIR by E-mail.

~ Please let me know that you have received this letter.

Sincerely,
Raja Anderson
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I-Arack
From: "City Currents Editor Email" <cceditor@ccsf.edu>
To: <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>, <don.lewis@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 01:00PM

Subject: Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Planning Department Case No. 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

Re: Public Comment on Draft EIR -

Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation
Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E
State Clearinghouse No. 2011044005

Dear Mr. Wycko:

I am against this project to renovate the Beach Chalet Soccer Field with artificial turf
and huge stadium light which will create glare and illumination totolly out of
character with the surrounding environment of the park and the residential areas,
both north and south of the park.

the EIR report erroneously states that this project will not have significant
environmental or aethetic impact on the surrounding area. that is totally untrue. It
will change the character of the outer Western Edge of GG Park forever, and not in a
beneficial way.

Now it is natural, wild, a refuge for both humans and animals and birds. It conforms
to the master plan of the park, which states that Western side of park was to be
kept wild and nat.ral This plan will turn this area into another parking lot instead of a
park. Must we pave paradise. . . . again?

Reasons:

1. artificial turf:

independent research has proved that the materials used in the a. turf are 100%
toxic. This will be an environmental disaster for animals who live in the park, birds,
and the water table and the ocean. How could anyone even contemplate such a
thing, much less draw up plans. Unbelievably bad idea.

2. 60-foot stadium lights:
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these will destroy the character of the night sky and clause a glare that will drive
what few migrating birds we have left away. I have lived on the Great Hwy for 25
years. At first, for several years,m I heard honking of migrating geese every season.
Now, only one or two flocks each YEAR come to my attention. These lights, if
installed will be the end of migrating birds along this Pacific Flyway.

When will that last flock of geese honk overhead in the night sky? Is this the legacy
we want Golden Gate Park administration to have? The death of the habitats and the

flora and fauna in the area? The stadium lights will destroy the ambient light in the
heavens for everybody. Visually, these poles are ugly stalks sticking up about 30 ft
above the tree line. Please don't do this to our park.

3. Park is for everyone, not just soccer players. they are a small %-age of the
population. the distress this will cause to a great number of visitors to the park
should be considered when making your recommendations. It is extremembly cold
and windy out at the beach, anyway. why would someone want to play or watch
soccer in such hostile weather for that sort of activity.

4. Parking problems. the traffic and parking is already a problem out here on the
beach. this will just add to the conjestion and gridlock along the lower great highway
and the upper great highway.

4. RECOMMENDATION: Please consider the Compromise Alternative of natural grass
and no stadium lights at all, and never any lights such as this at night at the western
edge of the park, or anywhere in the park, for that matter. Consider renovating
other areas that are truly designed to be soccer playing fields and not public parks
for everyone, in other San Francisco areas.

BELOW IS MY TESTIMONY GIVEN AT THE DEC. 1 HEARING. (Please note correct
spelling of my last name is Arack)

> good evening, my name is

patricia eric, I am a long-term resident
of the outer sunset on the

great highway 25 yearé.

I was shocked when I learned of

these plans to put an artificial

turf and these stadium lights.

I was further shocked when I
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ready the eir and

it was listed

as not a significant impact.

I beg to differ on what this product will lead to a

wonderful, wild, sandblasted natural environment.

It is a refuge for soine many people, not just soccer players.

The character of the landscape

will be forever changed, this is not coney island.

This is not southern california be‘aches.

This is our golden gate park that was desighed to be natural and the wild.
And a home for the animals.

Two things that I am very much against, the stadium lights.

This will cause a substantial degree of degradation of the

visual character at night area when I first moved into my

house, 25 years ago, I always

heard migrating birds honking

above as they flew by.

Each year, there are fewer and fewer. I hardly ever hear them now.
This project has put a light and heat island that will further

confuse any migrating bird and send them off course where they would avoid this
area which is a

pacific flyway altogether.

These lights will cause a glare.
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The visual impact, if you see

this photograph, the stadium

polarizes very much higher than

the tree line, and I don' t know

how many there are going to be,

but it is going to be a truly -- a true and-change to this environment.
The artificial turf, the young

girl that gave her presentation

about the hazards of this toxic substance was brilliant.

and should absolutely be listened to. This is not something that we should put in a
park.

Soccer players are a small
percentage of the population that use this park.

It is for everyone and it is also for the animals. [Chime]

Patricia Arack

Editor, City Currents

Office of Public Information
Telephone: 415.239.3817
Cell: 415.216.9221
cceditor@ccsf.edu
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From: Jean Barish <jeanbbarish@hotmail.com>
To: Bill Wycko <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc: Don Lewis <don.lewis@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 02:01PM

Subject: Beach Chalet Soccer Fields Renovation , Planning Dept. Case No. 2010.0016E

Dear Mr. Wycko,

Earlier today I submitted Comments and Questions for the subject DEIR. Unfortunately I
became aware of an error in that document after sending it to you.

Attached above is a resubmittal of my Comments and Questions to replace the version I sent
earlier. Kindly disregard the earlier version, and only consider this Final document.
My apologies for any confusion, and thank you for your assistance.

Kind regards,

Jean

Jean B Barish, Esq.
jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
415-752-0185

SAVE GOLDEN GATE PARK

Attachments:
DEIR Letter Final_JB_12_12_ 11 _2_.pdf
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JEAN B BARISH, Esq.
5758 Geary Boulevard
San Francisco, California 94121
Jeanbbarish@hotmail.com

December 12, 2011

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

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation EIR
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Case No. 2010.0016E

Dear Mr. Wycko:
This is in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) referenced above.

| am writing to express my opposition to this project, and to urge the Planning
Department and other agencies and organizations of the City and County of San
Francisco to not approve the installation of artificial turf with tire crumb infill, 60 foot high
sports lights, enlarged parking, additional stadium seating, added paved walkways and
other site modifications to Golden Gate Park in the area specified in the DEIR.

After reviewing the DEIR it is clear there will be many significant environmental impacts
to Golden Gate Park that cannot be mitigated if this project is approved. Golden Gate
Park has been described by the San Francisco Department of Recreation and Parks as
“... an oasis--a verdant, horticulturally diverse, and picturesque public space where city
dwellers can relax and reconnect with the natural world.” Replacing natural turf with
artificial turf made of plastic and rubber tire crumb, installing stadium lighting that will
iluminate the surrounding sky long after the sun has gone down, and significantly
altering this area of the Park will irreparably alter the Park, harm the Park and
surrounding environment, and threaten the health of humans, other animal life, and
vegetation.

Following are my questions and comments regarding the review of environmental
impacts in the DEIR. These comments focus on the following areas: Project
Description; Plans and Policies; Land Use; Aesthetics; Transportation and Circulation;
Hydrology and Water Quality; and Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Air Quality.
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CHAPTER Il - PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Components (P. [I-10)

According to Table II-1, page lI-11, the fields are currently closed between 9 am - 3 pm
Monday-Friday. According to Table 11-4, one or two the fields will be used during these
weekday hours. If fields are currently not used until 3 pm during the week, what will be
the source of the anticipated increase?

How much of the estimated increase in play time will be adult soccer teams, and how
much will be youth teams? :

According to Table 1I-2, the Project Site will increase from 9.4 to 11.2 acres, of which 0.4

acres is an increase in size of playing fields. What accounts for the remaining 1.4 acre
increase, and how much of this increase in project size will be paved?

CHAPTER Il - PLANS AND POLICES

Il. PLANS AND POLICIES

lll-1: CEQA directs that a discussion of inconsistencies between applicable general
plans and regional plans be included. Among others, the project was reviewed under
the Golden Gate Master Plan, which states, in part:

* "The major design feature of Golden Gate Park and the framework within which all
park activities occur is its pastoral and sylvan landscape. The integrity of the pastoral
and sylvan landscape must be maintained and remain unaltered.” (p. 3-9)

¢ "New special use facilities such as museums, recreation centers, and stadiums that
are not essential to the mission of Golden Gate Park should not be sited in the park.”
(p. 3-16) :

» "Park lighting should not detract visually or physically from the character of the park."
(p. 3-21)

e “The demands for recreation need to be balanced with the objectives of preserving
the original intent and purpose of the park as a ‘sylvan and pastoral’ retreat.” (p. 6-1)

¢ “Lighting is for safety purposes and is not intended to increase night use.” (p. 9-5)

There is little doubt that the proposed project is inconsistent with these and many other
requirements of the Golden Gate Park Master Plan. This project shows no regard for
the intended use of the western portion of Golden Gate Park as described in the Master
Plan. Artificial turf, sports lighting, stadium seating, and more concrete have no place in
this part of Golden Gate Park. Describing artificial turf fields and 60 foot high sports
lighting as being consistent with the sylvan and pastoral nature of the park is laughable.
And the sports lights will unquestionably distract from the character of the park. These
are just two of the many examples that have been presented that demonstrate that the
project flies in the face of the Golden Gate Park Master Plan. The project's obvious
conflict with the Master Plan must be considered in this environmental review, and
should be adequate grounds for rejection of the project as currently conceived.
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CHAPTER IV - ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING & IMPACTS

IV.A. Land Use

According to the DEIR, the proposed project would not result in a substantial change in

the character of the vicinity, and impacts to land use were less than significant. Since

the proposed project will significantly increase the number of people traveling to/from

and using this area of the park, since night lighting 365 days a year will alter the 04
appearance of this area of the park, since the historic resource of this area of the park

will be significantly altered, and since the project will significantly alter the appearance of

the park, please explain why the DEIR concludes that impacts to land use are less than
significant.

IV.B. Aesthetics

Despite significant alterations to the appearance of the Park, the DEIR concludes that
these changes do not significantly impact the aesthetics of the project environment.
There are several reasons why this conclusion is incorrect and must be reexamined.

1) The DEIR's conclusions are based on the subjective determinations of consultants
engaged by the Department of Recreation and Parks, the project sponsors. There is a
strong likelihood that these consultants are biased, and given the significance of this
project, their opinions are not sufficient. The only valid and meaningful determination of
the project's impact on the aesthetics of the site is empirical evidence based on rigorous,
objective research. This research should be conducted by an experienced, independent |05
research organization. It should include an adequate number of randomly selected
subjects that represent the population affected by changes to the site, it should use a
questionnaire or other survey technique that will elicit valid and reliable responses, and
in all other ways it should be conducted using standardized, generally accepted scientific
methodology.

2) The DEIR states that the evening photographic analysis of the proposed project to -
Crocker Amazon is an "approximate” example of what the project site would look like in
the evening. Since comparison with Crocker Amazon is not valid, additional research is
needed to determine the effect of lighting at the project site. This is especially important |06
when considering evening views, since the western side of San Francisco has much
more fog than the eastern side of the City, a difference that can significantly affect light
transmission and reflectance. Additionally, it is not clear whether Crocker Amazon has
the same amount of lighting, as measure by the number of lights and the amount of
lights, in lumens. Clarification of this is requested.

3) The following four additional views of the project should be included: a view from the
Ocean Beach due west of the project looking east toward the project both during the day 07
and after dark, and a view from the Cliff House looking toward the project both during the

day and in the evening.
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|V.D.Transportation and Circulation

Travel Demand Analysis

The travel demand analysis was based on the assumption that the maximum number of
spectators would be 5 per field on weekdays, and 36 per field on weekends. Yet the 08
stadium seating that is planned will seat 1,046 spectators. It would appear, therefore,

that the travel demand analysis should have been based on a maximum of 1,046

spectators. Incorrect assumptions lead to incorrect conclusions. It would appear,

therefore, that the Impact Analyses are also incorrect.

IV.G. Hydrology and Water Quality

- Th’e discussion in the DEIR of the possible release of toxins and other harmiful
substances leached from synthetic fields raises a number of general issues, including
the following: } 09

e There is no discussion of harmful phthalates and other organic compounds found in
synthetic turf, many of which are listed on California's Proposition 65 list as possible
carcinogens or endocrine disrupters. -

¢ The long-term environmental impacts of the release of harmful and toxic substances ]: 10
from synthetic turf into water runoff and groundwater are not fully explored.

e The impact of a man-made or natural disaster that might increase the release of
harmful or toxic materials into the environment needs to be considered. 11

¢ Most of the research discussed in this section was not done in the field, but in the
laboratory. That kind of research is less valid.

In addition to these general concerns, please address the following:

Please identify all substances that have been found in artificial turf and tire crumb infill,
including but not limited to metals, phthalates, carbon black, and other substances that
are known to be or are believed to be harmful to human health and the environment. In
what amounts are these substances released from artificial turf and tire crumb into water
runoff and ground water per year and during the life of the synturf?

12

The DEIR stated that the San Francisco Synthetic Playfields Task Force (the "Task
Force") did not find independent studies that specifically addressed the effect of synturf
on the ecosystem. Please review 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?" 13

The DEIR states that the synthetic turf will meet standards set by the SF RPD Synthetic
Playfields Task Force. What other organizations have standards and how do the
Synthetic Playfields Task Force standards compare to those of other organizations and
jurisdictions?
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Please assess the risk of a natural or man-made disaster causing damage to the
proposed lining and drainage system designed to capture runoff and leachate from the
fields, and discuss all possible environmental impacts should such an event occur.
Please discuss plans to minimize these impacts.

Please asses the risk of a natural or man-made disaster causing flooding of the soccer 14
fields, and discuss all possible environmental impacts should such an event occur.
Please discuss plans to minimize these impacts.

The proposed project would remove approximately 10 acres of permeable land from
Golden Gate Park through which water penetrates to the underlying aquifer. Please
discuss the consequences of removing this land as a water source for the aquifer.

The standards developed by the Task Force specify maximum levels for soluble
chromium, lead, and zinc. Table IV.G-3 identifies many additional metals that were
monitored and identified copper, iron, and manganese as exceeding MCL. Explain why
these metals as well as all other metals found in rubber tire crumb are not included in the
Task Force standards.

15

According to Table 1V.G-3 the zinc standard for SBR infill exceeds the drinking water
MCL. The DEIR states: "...the Waste Extraction Test...is not necessarily representative
of the zinc concentration that could dissolve into water as a result of stormwater runoff or
leachate through the field." Absent a representative test, therefore, explain the rationale
for the standard established by the Task Force for allowable zinc levels in SBRinfill.

Impact Analysis HY-1 states: "...there is a substantial amount of research...that
suggesi[s] the runoff from the fields would not cause adverse water quality effects..."

Yet Table IV.G-1 states, in part: "...there is a potential for synthetic turf to leach metals..";
and, "Total iron and manganese concentrations in stormwater samples from two
synthetic turf installations exceeded secondary drinking water standards." Please
reconcile this inconsistency. 16

Impact Analysis HY-1 discusses capturing all runoff and leachate from the fields, which
would then connect to the SF sewer system. Alternatively, if the runoff and leachate
quality are acceptable, then drainage into the groundwater basin would be allowed,
provided the project complied with the SF Stormwater Management Ordinance. Please
clarify if these are two separate constructions projects, and, if so, what would be the
environmental and economic impact of initially building a drainage system, and
subsequently constructing a compliant Stormwater Management System.

Impact Analysis HY-3 states that in the worst case there would be increased volume of
overflow stormwater discharge. What would be the increase in the amount of heavy
metals and other toxins from all components of artificial turf due to this increased volume
of stormwater overflow discharge?

According to the DEIR, Cumulative Impacts C-HY are potentially significant, however
they can be successfully mitigated. This assumes that the underlying liner and drainage
system will work effectively and is not vulnerable to damage from an event such as an
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earthquake or tsunami, and that there will not be a significant impact if the fields are 16
flooded. Please evaluate the proposed mitigations in view of the risk of such events. cont.

IV.H. Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Air Quality

Aec tha NEIR raadilhy admite thara hae hann a araat Anal nf niihlic rancrarn ranardinn
Mg Ui /el L |Uuu|l] uulllll\J] LIwiw 11U Ml L sl\lu‘ AC AV SRR V] HUUIIU AV AV IRAV.oI BN ] l\lsulull Ig

health issues related to the use of synthetic turf with tire crumb infill. There is a wealth of
information regarding these potential health hazards from all over the world, many of
which conclude that the product raises significant health and environmental concerns.
Unfortunately, the DEIR failed to consider many studies and papers that discuss these
issues, and skewed the studies that it did consider. Some of these issues are discussed
in section IV.G - Hydrology, above.

The studies that are referred to in this section of the DEIR state there is a need for
additional information and research regarding the risks of artificial turf before it can be
considered safe enough to use on athletic fields. These safety considerations are
especially important since the proposed fields will be used by young children, who are
known to be more vulnerable to environmental toxins.

17
In addition to concerns discussed above about the impact of artificial turf with tire crumb
on hydrology and water quality, there are many other issues that must be considered
when reviewing the environmental safety of artificial turf. These include:
e The effect of chemicals and particulate matter in tire crumb, including toxic metals,
volatile organic carbons, phthalates, carbon black, allergens, other carcinogens and
endocrine disrupters, that can be released into the air and water;
e The effect of chemicals and particulate matter in tire crumb, including toxic metals,
volatile organic carbons, phthalates, carbon black, allergens, other carcinogens and
endocrine disrupters, that can enter the body through ingestion, inhalation, skin
contact, eye contact, and the like;
* The risk of exposure to MRSA that breeds on artificial turf;
¢ The risk of certain injuries such as ACL injury and "turf toe"; 1
e The impact of synthetic turf on global warming; :[18
* The effect of tire crumb sticking to clothes, skin, shoes, and the like, and migrating
beyond the sports fields; 19
¢ The tendency for artificial turf to becoming dangerously overheated in warm and/or T
sunny weather; 20
¢ The fact that artificial turf with tire crumb infill is flammable; |
21
e The safe disposal of artificial turf; 1

e Maintenance of artificial turf, including the use of detergents, cleansers, and the like. :[22
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None of these issues were thoroughly researched in the DEIR. Only a few studies were
cited, each of which looked at only one of the many issues that must be considered.
None of the research considered the long-term exposure to artificial turf, nor were the
cumulative effects considered.

Following are comments on studies cited in the DEIR:

2007 OEHHA Study

The results of this study are not conclusive. This study estimated a one-time ingestion of
tire crumb using a gastric simulation device. This is merely a simulation and should not
be basis for any conclusion regarding the health impact of long-term exposure to tire
crumb under in-use conditions. The report states: "However... we have not calculated
the increased cancer risk for other than a one-time ingestion.” Additionally, this study
evaluated health risks based on wipe sampling. Results showed a slight increased
cancer risk from chrysene, a known carcinogen.

Synthetic Playfields Task Force

The task force recommendation not to use zinc, when feasible, is unacceptable.
Elevated levels of zinc can be toxic. According to Table IV.H-2 artificial turf leachate has
up to 250mg/L of zinc, whereas the California drinking water standard is 5.0mg/L. Also,
the study group "recommended further study evaluate whether recycled tire infill is a
pollution source and if off-gassing from these materials could result in adverse health
effects..." And there are no specific plans for how these fields will be recycled, despite
the fact that the safe disposal of approximately 400 tons of debris per field must be
properly recycled. Absent a careful recycling plan, it is not safe to install these fields.

2009 OEHHA Study

23

This study determined that the increased risk of cancer from off-gassing was above the
de minimus level for five of the eight chemicals tested. Additionally, the study concluded
that “further studies of the chemicals present above synthetic turf fields is warranted.”

2010 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery Study

This study measured the release of VOCs four feet above the fields. Since many young,
small children play on these fields, this is not a realistic test. The test only measured the
presence of VOCs above three Bay Area fields. Further, these limited studies "did not
consider certain variables that could affect the generation of VOCs and particulates at
synthetic fields, including field age, method of processing the tire rubber, and the source
of the tire stocks. (IV.H-11-12)

Connecticut Studies

This study measured the concentrations of VOCs and the leaching of chemicals in
laboratory conditions and in stormwater runoff. Air samples at only four outdoor fields
were taken. Benzothiazole was measured at an unacceptably high level in an indoor
field. The study concluded that the cancer risks were above de minimus levels for
cancer risk. The study had significant limitations, including that it did not study other
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routes of exposures, such as ingestion and contact; some chemicals of potential
concern, such as natural rubber latex, were not included; the project had a potential for
selection bias because patrticipation was voluntary and self-selected; and, the sample
size was small (4 outdoor fields and 1 indoor field).

Evaluation of San Francisco Synthetic Turf Installations

Infill samples were only analyzed for metals. Additionally, the cobalt and zinc levels
exceeded the residential ESL. There is no indication of how many samples were taken
or over what period of time. Additionally, there was no air sampling or sampling of water
runoff or groundwater leachate.

In addition to the studies above there is a great deal of research the DEIR did not
consider that states that synthetic turf fields with tire crumb infill poses a health hazard
that should be considered. Many of these studies are at www.synturf.org. Additionally,
the non-profit organization Environment and Human Health, Inc. published a survey of
research on the safety of artificial turf called Artificial Turf. Their conclusion: There is
enough information now concerning the potential health effects from chemicals
emanating from rubber tire crumbs to place a moratorium on installing any new fields or
playgrounds that use ground-up rubber tires until additional research is undertaken.

Most recently, and perhaps most significantly, the city of Piedmont, CA, in the East Bay
published a DEIR reviewing environmental impacts of a proposed artificial turf soccer
field complex in Moraga Canyon. (Public Review Draft Environmental Impact Report,
Moraga Canyon Sports Fields Project, Piedmont, CA. ,
http://www.ci.piedmont.ca.us/recreation/docs/deir/ch 5.pdf) Following their
comprehensive review of the research, the DEIR concluded that: ...the installation of
synthetic turf field surfaces...has the potential to expose users and the environment to
product constituents (e.g., heavy metals, polyaromatic hydrocarbons, volatile organic
compounds, polychlorinated biphenols) that may have human and environmental health
implications. Due to the lack of final consensus in the scientific community regarding the
safety of synthetic turf, the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in
Section 4.5 of this EIR would minimize the potential risk from the use of synthetic turf
fields, but not to a less than significant level. The installation of synthetic turf would
result in a significant and unavoidable impact. (p. 351)

Precautionary Principle

On June 30, 2008, City Ordinance 113-08 officially adopted San Francisco’s
Environmental Code, which is guided by the Precautionary Principle, as follows:

SEC. 101. THE SAN FRANCISCO PRECAUTIONARY PRINCIPLE ....Based on the
best available science, the Precautionary Principle requires the selection of the
alternative that presents the least potential threat to human health and the City's natural
systems... Simply put, the Precautionary Principle means "Safety First." More
precisely, it stands for the proposition that when an activity raises threats of harm to
human health or the environment, precautionary measures should be taken even if some
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cause and effect relationships are not fully established scientifically. In this context the
proponent of an activity, rather than the public, should bear the burden of proof.

Conclusion: Synthetic Turf with Tire Crumb Infill Has Significant Environmental Impacts
that Cannot be Mitigated

When viewed in light of the Precautionary Principle, the hazardous impacts of the
proposed project are clearly significant and cannot be mitigated. There is simply too
much risk to human health to take a chance on an entire population of users. And, in
accordance with the Precautionary Principle, when there is too much risk a projet should
not proceed. Tire crumb contains many compounds, including toxic metals, volatile
organic carbons, phthalates, carbon black, allergens, and endocrine disrupters, that are
carcinogenic or otherwise toxic. These toxins appear in water runoff, leachate and in the
air. Rubber tire crumb gets attached to clothing, shoes, and skin. It should also be
pointed out that the California EPA has very strict regulations on the disposal of rubber
tires because they are toxic, yet does not regulate the disposal of rubber tire crumb. It is
as though by grinding up the toxic material in tires and spreading it on artificial grass it
becomes non-toxic.

Finally, and perhaps most important, the DEIR does not have any studies on the long-
term, cumulative impacts of continuous exposure to artificial turf with rubber tire infill.
Studying the short-term impacts of isolated components of artificial turf does not answer
the critical question: What are the health and environmental impacts of long-term
exposure to all of the components in artificial turf with tire crumb infill? Short-term
studies of individual components does not provide valid and reliable data upon which to
base a decision that will impact the health of users of these fields, especially young and
vulnerable children, for years to come. Absent these studies and in view of the
Precautionary Principle, the Environmental Impact Report should conclude that the
Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Air Quality impacts of the project are significant
and cannot be mitigated.

Additionally, in a letter sent to the Planning Department on March 4, 2011, | requested
that the DEIR answer the following questions. The DEIR failed to respond to many of
these requests, which are repeated herein:

Composition of Artifidial Turf

¢ What is the amount, by weight, of artificial turf that will be used in the construction of
the Beach Chalet athletic fields?’

e What are all the chemical compounds, including but not limited to epoxies and
adhesives, that will be used in the construction of the artificial turf fields?

e What are the amounts of the chemical compounds identified above that will be used
in the construction of the artificial turf fields?

Composition of Tire Crumb Infill

¢ What is the amount, by weight, of tire crumb infill that will be used in the construction
of the artificial turf fields?
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¢ How many tires will be used to generate the tire crumb |nf|II that will be used in the
construction of the artificial turf fields?

e What is the source of the tires that will be used in the construction of the artificial turf
fields?

¢ How often will tire crumb infill need to be replaced?

Heaith and Environmentai Hazards of Artificiai Turi and Tire Crumb infili

The following questions address health and environmental safety issues of artificial turf
and tire crumb infill. Please identify all sources of information that you have used to
answer these questions and reach your conclusions.

Proposition 65

The Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986 (Proposition 65) requires
the publication of a list once per year of chemicals known to the State to cause cancer or
reproductive toxicity. Please identify all chemicals contained in artificial turf and tire
crumb infill that are on the current list of chemicals listed under Proposition 65.

Volatile Organic Compounds

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are a class of carbon-based chemicals that vaporize
at room temperature, releasing gases into the air. Human exposure routes of VOC’s
include inhalation, skin absorption and ingestion, which can easily occur during normal
play activities. VOCs include but are not limited to compounds listed under Proposition
65. For this EIR please answer the following questions. Unless otherwise specified, all
questions refer to effects under real-life/in-use conditions of the product:

* Please identify all the VOCs that are in artificial turf and tire crumb infill.

e What is the amount of off-gassing of these VOCs during the lifetime of the artificial
turf and tire crumb infill?

* Please identify all VOCs in antificial turf and crumb rubber that have health effects,
including but not limited to allergic effects, thyroid and other endocrine effect,
neurological effects, skin, eye and/or respiratory irritation, and increased risk of
cancer?

e What is the amount of exposure to humans and animal life from inhalation, dermal
contact, ingestion, and the like, of these VOCs during the lifetime of the fields?

e What are all the risks to human health of exposure to these VOCs to those playing
on the fields, spectators, and others not on the fields, including but not limited to
the risk of allergic reactions, thyroid and other endocrine effects, neurological
effects, skin, eye and/or respiratory irritation, and increased risk of cancer, during
the lifetime of the fields? Please indicate if the risks vary by age and/or gender.

* What are all the risks of exposure to these VOCs to human health, including but
not limited to the risk of allergic reactions, thyroid and other endocrine effects,
neurological effects, skin, eye and/or respiratory irritation, and increased risk of
cancer, from artificial turf and tire crumb infill due to migration of artificial turf and/or
tire crumb from the primary playing site to other sites during the lifetime of the
fields? Please indicate if the risks vary by age and/or gender.

o What are all the risks of exposure to these VOCs to plant and anlmal life during the
lifetime of the fields?
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* What is the effect of VOCs on the odor of the surrounding environment?

Toxic Metals

Toxic metals have been have been defined as metals that are not essential minerals, are
in the wrong form, and/or have no known biological role. They are sometimes referred
to as heavy metals. Toxic metals are known to bioaccumulate in the body and in the
food chain. A common characteristic of toxic metals is the chronic nature of their
toxicity. Toxic metals include, but are not limited to lead, cadmium, arsenic, and zinc.
Unless otherwise specified, all questions refer to effects under real-life/in-use conditions
of artificial turf with tire crumb infill;

¢ Please identify all the toxic metals that have been found in artificial turf and tire
crumb infill. o

e What toxic metals and in what amounts are these toxic metals released from artificial
turf and tire crumb into ground water during the life of the product?

¢ What toxic metals and in what amounts will these toxic metals run off into San
Francisco Bay, the Pacific Ocean, and the surrounding environment through storm
drains and surface runoff during the lifetime of the fields?

* What toxic metals and in what amounts will these toxic metals migrate during the life
of the product from the artificial turf and tire crumb infill as the result of tracking on
shoes and clothes, leaching, wind transport, and the like?

*  What is the amount of human and environmental exposure of these toxic metals, due
either to direct exposure to artificial turf and tire crumb infill and/or due to migration of
product due to tracking on shoes and clothes, leaching, wind transport, and the like?

* What are all the risks of exposure to these toxic metals to those playing on the fields,
spectators, and others not playing on the fields, including but not limited to the risk of
allergic reactions, thyroid and other endocrine effects, neurological effects, skin, eye
and/or respiratory irritation, and increased risk of cancer, during the lifetime of the
fields? Please indicate if the risks vary by age and/or gender.

e What are all the risks of exposure to these toxic metals including but not limited to
the risk of allergic reactions, thyroid and other endocrine effects, neurological
effects, skin, eye and/or respiratory irritation, and increased risk of cancer, due to
migration of artificial turf and/or tire crumb from the primary playing site to other
sites during the lifetime of the fields? Please indicate if the risks vary by age
and/or gender.

e What are all the risks of exposure to toxic metals to plant and animal life in artificial
turf and tire crumb infill during the lifetime of the fields?

Phthalates, Latex and Other Substances

In addition to VOC’s and heavy metals, phthalates, latex and other substances, some of
which may be listed under Proposition 65, are considered toxic. These may also be
present in artificial turf and tire crumb infill.

¢ In what amounts will these other substances migrate during the life of the product
from the artificial turf and tire crumb infill as the result of tracking on shoes and
clothes, leaching, wind transport, and the like?
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e What is the amount of exposure to humans and wildlife from inhalation, dermal
contact, ingestion, and the like, of these other substances during the life of the
product? .

e What is the amount of human and environmental exposure to these substances
during the lifetime of the product, due either to direct exposure to artificial turf and tire
crumb infill and/or due to migration of product due to tracklnq on shoes and clothes,
leaching, wind transport, and the like?

e What are all the risks of exposure to these substances to those playing on the fields,
spectators, and others not playing on the fields, including but not limited to the risk of
allergic reactions, thyroid and other endocrine effects, neurological effects, skin, eye
and/or respiratory irritation, and increased risk of cancer, during the lifetime of the
fields? Please indicate if the risks vary by age and/or gender.

*  What are all the risks of exposure to these substances to human health, |ncIud|ng but
not limited to the risk of allergic reactions, thvroid and other endocrine effects,
neurological effects, skin, eye and/or respiratory irritation, and increased risk of
cancer, due to migration of artificial turf and/or tire crumb from the primary playing
site to other sites during the lifetime of the fields? Please indicate if the risks vary by
age and/or gender.

e What are all the risks to plant and animal life of exposure to toxic metals in artificial
turf and tire crumb infill during the life of the product?

Cleaners, Disinfectants and Other Agents Used on Artificial Turf

Agents such as cleaning solutions, disinfectants, anti-static agents, flame retardants,
and the like are used on artificial turf. An artificial turf field, for example, must be
disinfected regularly to remove body fluid spills as well as bacteria that cannot be
naturally removed through the action of rainfall and natural processes found in the soil
biology.

e Please name all the agents, such as cleaners, disinfectants, anti-static agents, flame
retardants, and the like, that will used to treat the artificial turf.

e Please identify all the ingredients of each of these agents, and indicate which ones
are listed under Proposition 65.

e How frequently and in what amounts will these agents be used on the artificial turf?

* What is the amount of human and environmental exposure to these substances
during the lifetime of the product, due either to direct exposure to artificial turf and tire
crumb infill and/or due to migration of product due to tracking on shoes and clothes,
leaching, wind transport, and the like?

s What are all the risks of exposure to these substances to those playing on the fields,
spectators, and others not playing on the fields, including but not limited to the risk of
allergic reactions, thyroid and other endocrine effects, neurological effects, skin, eye
and/or respiratory irritation, and increased risk of cancer, during the lifetime of the
fields? Please indicate if the risks vary by age and/or gender.

* What are all the risks of exposure to these substances to human health, including but
not limited to the risk of allergic reactions, thyroid and other endocrine effects,
neurological effects, skin, eye and/or respiratory irritation, and increased risk of
cancer, due to migration of artificial turf and/or tire crumb from the primary playing
site to other sites during the lifetime of the fields? Please indicate if the risks vary by
age and/or gender.

Case No. 2010.0016E 12 jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
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e What are all the risks to plant and animal life of exposure to toxic metals in artificial
turf and tire crumb infill during the lifetime of the fields?

e |s artificial turf with tire crumb infill flammable? If so, under what conditions and what
measures will be taken to minimize the risk that the turf will ignite?

Risk of Injury

Experts have expressed concern that certain types of injuries occur more on artificial turf
often due to its composition and inflexibility.

* Please compare the risk of all injuries on artificial turf to the risk of injury on natural
grass. Please indicate if the incidence varies by age and/or gender.

e Please compare the incidence of the following injuries on artificial turf to their incidence on
natural turf; first metarsophalangeal joint sprain (“turf toe”); anterior cruciate ligament
injuries (“ACL"); foot lock; all other musculoskeletal injuries, including but not limited
to sprains, fractures, and the like; turf burn; head injuries, including but not limited to
concussion and skull fractures. Please indicate if the incidence varies by age
and/or gender.

Risk of Infection

Due to the combination of warmth and moisture, artificial turf is a breeding ground for
harmful bacteria, including the life-threatening Methicillin-resistant Staph aureus
(MRSA).

* Please compare levels of harmful bacteria, including MRSA, found on artificial turf
compared to natural grass during the lifetime of the product.

* Please compare the incidence of bacterial infections, including MRSA infections,
related to play on artificial turf compared to playing on natural grass, during the
lifetime of the product.

Heat Island Effects

One of the adverse environmental and health impacts of artificial turf fields is the *heat
island” effect. This means two things: the synthetic surface undesirably absorbs, retains
and emanates heat at temperatures and rates that are harmful to the environment, and
the turf in its life-cycle is responsible for generation of carbon dioxide and other
greenhouse gases that contribute to global warming.

* Please quantify the effect that replacing the natural grass in this project with artificial
turf will have on oxygen production.

¢ Please quantify the effect that replacing the natural grass in this project with artificial
turf will have on sequestration of carbon dioxide.

¢ Should the artificial turf fields become too hot to be comfortable or safe, what steps
will be taken to mitigate this problem?

Maintenance and Replacement of Artificial Turf

e How long is the artificial turf expected to last before it must be replaced?
¢ There have been claims that artificial turf conserves water. Yet water must be used
to wash and cool artificial turf. Please compare the amount of water used to clean

Case No. 2010.0016E 13 jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
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and mairtain artificial turf to the amount of water needed to maintain a natural grass /]\2c5>nt.
field in Golden Gate Park. '

o Artificial turf and tire crumb infill are not biodegradable. Please detail the manner of 36
reuse, recycling and/or disposal of artificial turf and tire crumb infill.

Thank you for considering the foregoing issues. .| would also like to receive a printed
copy of the Comments and Responses by mail to the letterhead address.

Sincerely,

Jean B Barish, Esq.

cc: Mr. Don Lewis, Planning Department

Case No. 2010.0016E 14 jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
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P Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B

\ﬁ?e’«“w} .
" Bpad 1112012011 0300 PM _ Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

bece

Subject Fw: A tour of the Beach Chalet Soccer fields

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/29/2011 03:08 PM -----

"Eddie Bartley "
<eddie @naturetrip .com> To <bili.wycko@sfgov.org>

11/29/2011 11:16 AM cc

Subject A tour of the Beach Chalet Soccer fields

Mr. Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer
Beach Chalet Fields Renovation
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Last Friday I, along with two colleagues, met with reporter Lisa Carmack of the Bay
Guardian to tour and discuss the artificial turf issue at the Beach Chalet. During our 30
minute walk | identified 27 species of birds by sight and sound, well over 100 individual
birds who were using the grass soccer fields and immediate surroundings to feed on a
variety of vegetation, insects. Also included were a bonded pair of adult
Red-shouldered Hawks who were hunting Botta's Pocket Gophers along the perimeter.
That was only a 30 minute survey on a drizzly day in November. Over the course of a
year many more species and thousands of birds can be documented. As I'm sure you
are aware birds in general, raptors and owls in particular, are the most effective natural
pest control agents there are.

Having read the Draft Environmental Impact Report commissioned by the San
Francisco Recreation AND Parks Department | find it grossly underestimates and is
negligent in addressing the impacts on biological resources within the project area in
many ways:

1. | specifically challenge the species inventory of the two wildlife survey's described in

Section IV.F-5 and IV.F-6 of the survey. As a participant of many nest surveys both
professional and as a volunteer, while | recognize that birds nests are by design very

COM-250

01

02



[-Bartley

difficult to detect, a finding of no active nests in the project impact area is almost
impossible to believe. The paltry description of avian species identified strongly
suggests that the wildlife survey is woefully inadequate for this area. Wildlife moves
around, lies in hiding while resting and generally avoids activity when humans are and
an inattentive biologist will miss much. Also a single nest survey in May will necessarily
miss many species who nest before and after that month.

2. Regardless of the survey team's inability to find active nests however, the planned
removal of over seven acres of grassland and woodland habitat will be a death
sentence for the wildlife that use this area today. These animals can not, as the report
implies, simply move to another area. Other areas are already in use by other animals
surviving in remaining open space areas. Other areas are at their biological limits
already and are fully subscribed. This is the simple biological fact that the producers of
the Draft EIR appear to be in denial of. This particular pair of Red-shouldered Hawks
(that one group | organize, the SF Bay Area Raptor Nest Study has been monitoring
since 2007) is a long established pair that uses this area as their primary diner. If this
verdant habitat is plasticized and lit up these birds will try to move on but will only run
into another territorial pair, conflict will ensue, the result being the removal of this
biological resource along with an amount equal to all of the other wildlife that is now
using this area including birds, mammals and insects.

3. Add on top of that the effective removal of the perimeter habitat that will be lit up until T

10:00 PM most nights of the year. These areas can not be used for nocturnal animals
that use it to feed or diurnal animals that need it to rest from the high demands of
surviving in an near-urban environment. The large increase in traffic from humans will
also have a major negative effect on these animals. '

4. Then there is the significant avian casualties, especially of migrating neo-tropical
songbirds and shorebirds (many who are seriously threatened as species) that will
occur when these light fields cause disorientation during their epic bi-annual journeys.
This is well documented science that the producers of the EIR fail to acknowiedge.

In my professional opinion as an avian researcher and natural history educator the
Draft EIR is negligent in addressing the extent of the significant Biological Resource
environmental impacts. That the report is commissioned by the SF Recreation & Parks
Department who has whole-heartedly endorsed the artificial turf project (without any
environmental consideration) as a money maker and is only begrudgingly and at the
threat of lawsuit commissioning the EIR in itself is ethically challenging.

This project is a very bad idea for wildlife and people who use the parks as a place to
commune with nature without even addressing iiie otiher huge environmental impacts
including:

1. Toxic runoff from the plastic field into the local aquifer

2. The use of carcinogenic chemicals used to produce the artificial turf

3. The lack of an "end of life" plan

4. The massive 400 ton per cycle of toxic landfill waste

COM-251
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5. The environmental and economic injustice to San Francisco citizens - $8 - 11
MILLION that could go to programs throughout the money strapped parks
department. -

6. The affront to the Golden Gate Park Charter :[12

Sure, this area is not the native, now rare, California coastal dune habitat that was T
removed when settlers and then the park removed it to make way for what is there now.
It is not the pristine wilderness it was and it is impractical to consider returning it to
such. But it is a testament to the resourcefulness and resiliency of our remaining wildlife
that many native species have adapted to what is available to them now. Unfortunately
that will never be the case with artificial turf. Plastic fields are a barren, toxic wasteland
as far as animals are concerned and these animals will go away, not to another place
as is naively being suggested, but go away as in extirpated from this life forever or until
the area is returned to a vegetative condition. If we subscribe to the myopic vision that
only threatened or endangered species need be considered and protected, then
uncommon and common species will become threatened and endangered. We only
need look at the list of endangered species now to see that. Tell me again, what color
green in San Francisco trying to be?

11

13

1
-

Thank you for accepting and considering my comments.

Eddie Bartley
San Francisco
www.naturetrip.com
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From: Terry Baum <terryjoanbaum@gmail.com>
To: bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc: don.lewis@sfgov.org
Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 03:45PM

Subject: Beach Chalet Soccer Fields Draft EIR

This is simply not an objective study. It is clear that the people who did the EIR intended from
the beginning to conclude that the new soccer fields would cause no significant changes or
problems.

How could any reasonable human being conclude that the aesthetic effect oi the huge banks of
lights for night time play was "insignificant"? That is ludicrous. One might conclude that the fields
were a good idea anyhow. But this one judgment demonstrates that the intention of those doing
the study was to end up making it easy to approve the soccer fields.

I point to the aesthetic issue as only one of many examples of such bias by the writers of the
DEIR.

This is not a draft EIR. It's a draft Snow Job. The people of San Francisco and our beloved Golden
Gate Park deserve better. It's back to the drawing boards, folks. This is in no way an acceptable
DEIR.

Terry Joan Baum

415 648-5244

547 Douglass St.

Resident of San Francisco since 1977.

Terry Joan Baum
www.terryjoanbaum.com

http://stmail01.sfgov.org/mail/CTYPLN/dlewis.nst) 14939877c069ed 1288257964005544...  12/13/2011
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Linda Avery /CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV,
rsejohns@yahoo.com, Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Patricia

12/06/2011 03:38 PM cc

bce

Subject Fw: Please approve the environmental impact report for the
proposed Beach Chalet soccer fields

Linda D. ﬂlvery—}[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

"Belkora, Jeff"
<Jeff.Belkora @ucsf.edu> To "c_olague@yahoo.com” <c_olague@yahoo.com>,
12/06/2011 02:49 PM "rm@well.com” <rm@well.com>, "wordweaver21@aol.com”

<wordweaver21@aol.com>, "plangsf@gmail.com”
<plangsf@gmail.com>, "mooreurban@aol.com”
<mooreurban@aol.com>, "hs.commish@yahoo.com”
<hs.commish@yahoo.com>, "rodney@waxmuseum.com”
<rodney@waxmuseum.com>

cc "linda.avery@sfgov.org" <linda.avery@sfgov.org>

Subject Please approve the environmental impact report for the
proposed Beach Chalet soccer fields

Dear President Olague and members of the Planning Commission,

| am a resident of the Outer Richmond. | have lived here since 2003. For those last 8 years | have also
played soccer every weekend on city fields. My soccer group, a collection of dads from around the city,
plays for fitness and camaraderie every Sunday morning. (We play at 7 am so as to avoid competing
with other field uses at more peak times.)

From 2003 to around 2008, we played on the Beach Chalet fields mostly, using the Parks and Rec
reservation system. We would consistently get rained out/locked out of the Beach Chalet fields from
December to March each year. We would be lucky to play one weekend out of 4 during those winter
months. Our group of about 60 players collectively suffered about a dozen serious ankle, knee, and
other related injuries in the gopher holes of the Beach Chalet. ’

Around 2009, we began booking ourselves into the brand new “turf” fields at Crocker Amazon. Since
then, we have experienced no field-related injuries whatsoever. Qur fate improved when the “turf”
fields opened up at Kimbell, which is a more central location for our group. At both Crocker and Kimbell,
we witnessed first-hand how those previously blighted playgrounds were reborn as thriving hubs of
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sporting activitiy, in use at 100% capacity throughout the year.

The dads in our group are all sensitive to environmental concerns. There are undoubtedly some
tradeoffs, and we respect the concerns of the people who oppose the new turf complex at the Beach
Chalet. Personally, | agree that darkness and empty unused parkland can contribute to a better
environment for birds and nature lovers. However, there are a few key arguments that sway me
towards supporting turf fieids at the Beach Chaiet.

First, cities like San Francisco are, overall, incredibly environmentally friendly ways to house the human
population of our planet. Our planet would be better off if we all concentrated ourselves into cities
where we use resources efficiently for work and recreation. | personally see it 'as a pro-environmental
strategy to improve San Francisco facilities and keep people from moving to the suburbs. This includes
preserving the essential character of Golden Gate Park — but the acres of grass and trees can tolerate, it
seems to me, a small amount of artificial turf that will be in almost constant use for the benefit of our
city residents. We have found that the turf is incredibly fun to play on. While in hotter climates, the turf
might get too hot for comfort, in San Francisco.we can play comfortable on it year-round, including in a
downpour (the turf drains instantaneously.)

01
cont.

Second, among the human population of the city, we are at high risk for health problems related to our
sedentary habits. Opening up new recreational capacity will enormously improve the health of our
residents. Our own group of 60 or so dads are experiencing tremendous health benefits from our
weekly 90 minute soccer game. Most of us now run or exercise during the week to be more competitive
on the weekends. Our social bonding also benefits the city. In addition to networking among ourselves
for friendship and professional reasons, we donate a few thousand dollars each year to the department
of parks and recreation to improve their facilities. 1

Thank you for considering this request that you approve the environmental impact report and allow
work to proceed on renovating the Beach Chalet fields.

Jeff Belkora, PhD

Assistant Professor, Surgery and Health Policy
University of California, San Francisco
jeff.belkora@ucsf.edu

(650) 533 6965

Fax (415) 651 8574
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From: Stephen Boskin <sboskin@yahoo.com>

To: "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>, "don.lewis@sfgov.org"
<don.lewis@sfgov.org>

cc: "c_olague@yahoo.com” <c_olague@yahoo.com>, "rm@well.com" <rm@well.com>,

"wordweaver21l@aol.com” <wordweaver21@aol.com>, "plangsf@gmail.com"
<plangsf@gmail.com>, "mooreurban@aol.com”" <mooreurban@aol.com>,
"hs.commish@yahoo.com" <hs.commish@yahoo.com>, "rodney@waxmuseum.com"
<rodney@waxmuseum.com>, "linda.avery@sfgov.org" <linda.avery@sfgov.org>

Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 07:53AM
Subject: Support for the Beach Chalet Renovation Project

Hello Planning Commission,

My name is Steve Boskin, a resident of SF with 2 children. Thank you for having the DEIR meeting for public
comment. Although | was there for a couple hours | did not have a chance to share my comments. Although |
think we were all impressed with the two young adults who voiced their opinion, my 12 year old daughter could
not attend as she is now on crutches because she played soccer on the field in question and tore her ACL
which is now requiring surgery. It's the gopher holes that are the real problem. My daughter went down with no
contact from another person. She got her foot caught in a hole. One person at the meeting referenced an
article that researched injuries on grass vs. artificial turf. This article looked at consistent grass fields, not ones
with many gopher holes in them.

My wife and | have chosen to raise our family here is SF. Because we could not get into the public schools
close to our house, we chose a small private school affiliated with our church, Zion Lutheran on Anza. The
school is very small with no yard and a small play ground as part of the parking lot. We understood we'd have
to find other outlets for our children’s athletic endeavors, which was fine as SF offers many sport programs
including soccer, baseball, football ... however they offer these choices on fields that are simply dangerous.
When my children | first saw some of the conditions of these fields and was shocked. | was just waiting for
injuries to occur. Then | saw some of the fields being renovated with turf which has made a better experience
for everyone, but there needs to be more fields like this. The Beach Chalet would be huge. If you want families
like ours to continue to stay in SF, these options need to be available. We wouldn't sign our kids up in leagues
outside of the city and drive continually. | know many families who have moved out for this reason specifically.

Thank you for your time,
Steve Boskin
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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 01:26PM

Subject: Fw: OPPOSE BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION PLAN / SUPPORT MORE
& BETTER SOCCER FIELDS

Arnita Bowman To<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
<arnitabowman@hotmail.com> cc<sfoceanedge@earthlink.net>

SubjectOPPOSE BEACH CHALET
12/12/2011 01:18 PM ATHLETIC FIELDS

RENOVATION PLAN /
SUPPORT MORE & BETTER
SOCCER FIELDS

I oppose the proposed expansion and modernization of the Beach Chalet Athletic Field.

The Beach Chalet fields need to be fixed up, maintained, and gopher hole prevention implemented. However,
completely changing the character of the western end of Golden Gate Park because of poor maintenance does
not make sense. In addition, I am concerned about the impact of the lights on the Ocean Edge.

I fully support youth and adult soccer therefore suggest the budget for the proposed Beach Chalet project be
used to fix up the Beach Chalet fields with real grass in keeping with the master plan, and then use the rest of
the money to fix up other playing fields in San Francisco parks and schools, and/or create new fields or a
complex. For example, why not explore creating a major soccer complex at Sharp Park in the rifle range area.
Perhaps, a joint project with Pacifica and/or the County of San Mateo. Note that for many people in SF getting
to Sharp Park would be easier than getting to Ocean Beach and would free up local fields for more ad hoc
neighborhood play.

Any of these options is a win-win solution that protects the character of the parklands and gives kids more

nearby places to play while keeping a terrific grass field in a beautiful historic setting: Golden Gate Park.

Arnita Bowman
San Bruno, CA

http://sfmail01 sfeov.org/mail/CTYPLN/dlewis 81 4949877¢069¢d 1288257964005544. . 12/13/2011
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p Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B
. §  12/05/2011 11:17 AM Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cC

bce

Subject Fw: G.G.P. Soccer Fields

————— Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/05/2011 11:17 AM ——--

"Michael Brant™®
<michaelb @lanset.com> To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

12/02/2011 10:37 PM cc

Subject G.G.P. Soccer Fields

The Planning Commission has a difficult decision before it

There clearly 1s a shorlage of usable soccer fields in the City.

Bul that 1s not a reason to permanently alter the historic character of the
Park, and ignore the clear intent of the Master Plan.

The E.LR. 1s obviously flawed and inadequate in its minimizing of the huge
construction’s effects on wildlife, chemical pollution, traffic, and light pollution
for the whole weslern Sunset district.

Please reject this radical, destructive proposal.

Thank you.
Michael Brant

1739 45th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94122
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B

5 ‘%ﬂ 12/05/2011 11:17 AM CC Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

bcc

Subject Fw: Beach Chalet Soccer Fields in Golden Gate Park

————— Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/05/2011 11:18 AM ——

Stacey Bridges

<bridgesofgrace @gmall .com To bi||.wycko@sfgov_0rg
>

12/02/2011 09:02 PM

cC

Subject Beach Chalet Soccer Fields in Golden Gate Park

Dear Mr. Wycko:

[ pray you have read what has been written of the heart-breaking consequences of

putting artificial and wholly out-of-place commercial soccer fields within our beloved Golden
Gate Park. And, I pray that you will do everything within your power to prevent this travesty
from happening!

As a native Californian and a lover of Golden Gate Park, [ implore you to uphold the original
intent of majestic Golden Gate Park:

"The project seems to belie the original intent of Golden Gate Park as a uniquely wild setting.
The Master Plan for Golden Gate Park, drafted in 1995, emphasizes environmental stewardship
and maintaining the park in a natural, multi-use way. Among its provisions are "major meadows | 01
and lawns should be adaptable to host a wide variety of activities, rather than designed for a
specific use.""

"But the Recreation and Park Department (RPD) and sports advocates are pushing a plan to
install seven acres of synthetic turf fields, complete with 60-foot, 150,000-watt lighting that will
shine until 10 p.m. year-round."

And:

"What are the concerns with this project? T
® Removal of 9 acres of natural grass which provides habitat to birds, butterflies and other |02
wildlife and there is no mitigation proposed. +
® Installation of 10-60" towers with stadium lighting that will remain on until 10:00pm
every night. Artificial lighting has been shown to draw birds off course during migration.
This site is within the Pacific Flyway, in Golden Gate Park and 1000 feet from Ocean 03
Beach.
e The lighting will negatively impact nesting birds and other species that depend on the
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area surrounding the soccer fields as habitat. T cont.

® There is no recycling of the artificial turf plastic and tire crumb rubber, in 8-10 years 400 IO 4
tons of debris will go to the landfill.

e It is much less expensive and more environmentally sustainable for the City to restore the ]:0 5
natural grass fields.

e This is a onetime gift to the City. When the artificial turf fields need to be replaced in T
8-10 years where will the millions of dollars come from?"

As well as:

06

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 several 60-foot tall 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.

07

Please oppose this project!
Sincerely,

Stacey Bridges
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y Bill Wycko /CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B

e o % & 12/08/2011 09:48 AM e Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

bce

Subject Fw: Beach Chalet soccer field Draft EIR

garybrowd @comcast.net
12/07/2011 08:47 PM To  bill wycko <bill. wycko@sfgov.org>
cc sfoceanedge@earthlink.net

Subject Beach Chalet soccer field Draft EIR

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Dept.

Dear Mr. Wycko:

I'm writing in strong opposition to the conclusions taken in the DEIR regarding the
impact of this

proposed project on Golden Gate Park, and the Ocean Beach environs. I am a long
time resident

of the Inner Sunset and am very fortunate to have the Park at my doorstep. The Park is
the focal

point for the pleasures of my life, as it is for so many San Franciscans, and untold
numbers

of visitors from local areas, and beyond. Therefore the preservation of, and respect for
the

heritage of the Park are of great importance to me. This project would violate numerous
provisions

in the Park's Master Plan which calls for the western end to remain undeveloped and
wild. The stadium

lighting on 60ft towers would have a profound impact on the ambiance of the dark,
windy, fog shrouded

edge of our Park and the beach beyond. In the daytime the towers themselves would
be an ugly

eyesore destrovina the symmetry of the view of the windmills and the.unbroken areen_._ _|

stretch that

ties them together. What an insult to the magnificently restored Murphy Windmill these
light towers

would be! ..... Every weekend | ride my bike from the beginning of the Park at Arguello
to Ocean Beach.

COM-261
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On this intensely pleasurable ride | find myself constantly reminded of how beautiful the
Park is and how

important it is to me and so many. When | get to Ocean Beach 1 leisurely ride along the
Promenade and

gaze across at the unbroken green facade that forms the edge of the Park. Since |
became aware of the

project every time i'm down there i find myseif shuddering to think how appaiiing, and
galllng it would be

to see light towers projecting above that facade ..... | make use of the Park in another
way. | regularly play

golf at the Golden Gate Park golf course, a treasure if ever there was one. From the
final hole, the 9th, '
players look west down the hill to the ocean. Bruce Olsen, the course operator, fears
that the towers would

be visible and ruin the unspoiled natural view we have always had. | would be
distressed and saddened

if that view were marred.

| attended the Planning Commission meeting on Dec. 1 and heard speaker after
speaker present lucid, compelling

arguments refuting the DEIR's conclusions.They addressed the destruction of wildlife
habitat, toxicity of the material

used in the artificial turf, the outrageous cost, and the need for periodic replacement,
the cutting down of more than

50 trees, the congestion and parking confllcts with Dutch Windmill visitors and events,
and the entire issue of light

pollution. The people who presented these arguments have worked long and hard to
study these issues and

to gather their evidence. Their voices deserve to be heard! The fact that there are
several alternatives to the

stadium idea makes it a lot easier to compromise. The soccer people say all or nothing,
the opposition says

restore and maintain the natural grass field and use the remaining $10 million to
improve and develop

other parks. The report should be rejected and steps taken to pursue one of the
alternatives. Surely,

reasonable people can come up with a plan that benefits youth soccer, as well as all of
us, a plan that

does not forget the history, the heritage and the current and future enjoyment of this
western edge of our city.

Sincerely’ . R - S [
Gary M. Browd

145 Lincoln Way
San Francisco, CA 94122
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Bill Wycko /CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B
; % & 11/30/2011 06:50 PM Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bcc

Subject Fw: | am against the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields project

- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/30/2011 06:50 PM -—-—--
JBrown <jezcab@yahoo.com>
To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill. wycko@sfgov.org>

11/30/2011 06:49 PM cc
Please respond to
JBrown <jezcab@yahoo.com>

Subject | am against the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields project

Hello Bill,

| want to express my concern and dismay at the proposed soccer field. This project will
seriously affect local wildlife as well as removing yet more natural space. | recall when (not so
long ago) Union Square was a lovely mound of lush green grass with trees, now it's an ugly
concrete business square. This makes a negative impact on our smog level. | am opposed the
60 foot sports lights because | think they will ruin the experience of the park and Ocean Beach
at night. | also feel that the millions of dollars this will require could be better spent fixing the
area up for more environmental usage. I'm actually a little flabbergasted SF can give up it's
Championship Football Team but plans to build a million dollar soccer field !

| love this city, | enjoy biking, hiking and enjoying stargazing at the beach or enjoying nights at
the Beach Chalet and Cliff House. These experiences will all be ruined for us if this project is
allowed to move forward.

Jessica Brown
730 Hayes St
San Francisco, CA 94102
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From: Nancy Buffum [mailto:nancybuffum@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Monday, December 12, 2011 1:45 PM

To: bill. wycko@sfgov.org; don.lewis@sfgov.org

Subject: DEIR Comment: BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION

Mr. Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St. Roomn 400

San Francisco, CA 84103

Subject: BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016F
State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005

Dear Mr. Wycko:

! have grave concerns about the proposal to renovate the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields with
artificial turf and stadium lights. | feel that the Planning Commission and the DEIR are
minimizing negative environmental impacts-- to natural life in Golden Gate Park, and to the true
purpose of the West end of the park to San Francisco residents.

1 also question the overall financial advantages of concentrating heavy use to these fields,
versus improving other SF athletic facilities, and doubt the long term savings of artificial turf
over grass fields.

The Compromise Alternative (put forth by the public during the Planning Commission hearing of
December 1**, 2011} is to renovate the Beach Chalet fields with natural grass and no lighting,
and to renovate the West Sunset Playground to provide more hours of play for youth soccer. |
request that the Planning Department focus on this alternative and work to find a solution that

protects Golden Gate Park's natural parkland.
The DEIR finds that the proposed project will materially impair in an adverse manner many of
the character defining features of the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields. However, in other areas of

environmental concern, the DEIR findings foll short.

I request that the following areas be explored further:

1. Lighting

Artificial light has a profound effect on wildlife, particularly migrating birds. What is the
cumulative effect of the parking lot and walkway lighting as well as the fields lighting? Has this
been measured? How is the increase in artificial night lighting compatible with San Francisco's
goals of decreasing light pollution?

Buffum - page 1
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From: Roland Campos <metathoughts@gmail.com>
To: bill.wycko@sfgov.org, don.lewis@sfgov.org
cc: sfoceanedge@earthlink.net
Date: Sunday, December 11, 2011 04:53PM

Subject: Beach Chalet Soccer Fields - DEIR comment letter

Dear Mr. Wycko:

I urge the Planning Commission to STOP the Beach Chalet Soccer Complex project, because the
proposed use of artificial turf and stadium lighting to extend use beyond daylight hours is a
blatant violation of the environment defined in the Golden Gate Park Master Plan for the park.

Consider this email to constitute Notice to the City that this project in its current design
would be such a violation. It's appalling that citizens have to standup to protect Golden
Gate Park from being damaged by the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. 01

The environment at the western end of Golden Gate Park would be blemished, defaced,
downgraded, and polluted by the use of artificial turf and stadium lights. Their use would be an
ugly blemish that current San Francisco residents and generations to follow would endure, not to
mention the damage to the wildlife that graces the area. Please put the long term guidance of the
Golden Gate Park Master Plan before the precipitous pressures of those who have no appreciation
for the sylvan and pastoral environment advocated in the Golden Gate Park Master Plan.

Beach Chalet Soccer Complex should only go forward if living grass is used and absolutely no 02
stadium lights or poles are erected.

I am counting on the Planning Commission to protect the character and integrity of Golden Gate
Park, in this instance, particularly of the the Beach Chalet field. Below are email communications
I have sent to Mayor Ed Lee and Supervisor Mar that express my concerns, urging them to
protect Golden Gate Park from being defaced by the use of artificial turf and stadium lightening
at the Beach Chalet field.

Sincerely,

Roland Campos,
Sunset District resident

—————————— Forwarded message ----------

From: Roland Campos <metathoughts@gmail.com>

Date: Mon, Nov 28, 2011 at 12:59 PM .

Subject: No artificial grass turf or stadium lights at Beach Chalet meadow in Golden Gate Park
To: mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org

Cc: "sfoceanedge@earthlink.net" <sfoceanedge@earthlink.net>

Dear Mayor Lee:
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Please STOP the proposed Beach Chalet Soccer Complex and the
proposed Westside Water Treatment facility. THESE DO NOT BELONG IN
GOLDEN GATE PARK!

Artificial turf and stadium sports lighting are a major infringement to the character of Golden Gate Park. And the
water treatment plant is also a major assault Golden Gate Park. Please take note of what the Golden Gate
Master Plan states:

(p 4-5) “It's important to maintain the rural character in the western park.”

* (p 6-1) “The demands for recreation need to be balanced with the objectives of preserving the original intent
and purpose of the park as a sylvan and pastoral’ retreat.”

*(p 9-5) “Lighting is for safety purposes and is not intended to increase night use.”
INSTEAD, of the above two proposed projects, please TAKE ACTION to do this:

Regarding Beach Chalet Meadow | request that you please support the following:

1. Renovate the existing LIVING GRASS PLAYING FIELD for one million dollars. KEEP THE LIVING
GRASS. NO PLASTIC TURF!

2. Use non-lethal humane gopher controls for player safety

3. DO NOT erect field night lighting — ABSOLUTELY NO SPORTS LIGHTING — let’s keep this area for
recreation during the day and the wildlife at night.

4. DON'T CUT DOWN THE SURROUNDING TREES!
5. USE THE REMAINING ELEVEN MILLION DOLLARS BUDGET FOR OTHER PARKS AND PLAYING
FIELDS.
Regarding the water treatment factory, | request that you please support the following:
1. LOCATE THE FACILITY OUTSIDE OF GOLDEN GATE PARK
2. FOLLOW THE 1998 GOLDEN GATE PARK MASTER PLAN and use this areas of Golden Gate Park

for more meadows, LIVING grass practice fields, a new picnic area or new plantings for EVERYONE to
enjoy — not a factory

I hope I can count on you to protect Golden Gate Park from the infringements I’ve mentioned above.

Sincerely,

Roland Campos
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Sunset District resident

—————————— Forwarded message ----------

From: Roland Campos <metathoughts@gmail.com>

Date: Mon, Nov 28, 2011 at 1:03 PM

Subject: No artificial grass turf or stadium lights at Beach Chalet meadow in Golden Gate Park
To: Eric.l.mar@sfqov.org

Cc: SF Ocean Edge <sfoceanedge@earthlink.net>

Dear Supervisor Mar:

Please STOP the proposed Beach Chalet Soccer Complex and the
proposed Westside Water Treatment facility. THESE DO NOT BELONG IN
GOLDEN GATE PARK!

Artificial turf and stadium sports lighting are a major infringement to the character of Golden Gate Park. And the
water treatment plant is also a major assault Golden Gate Park. Please take note of what the Golden Gate
Master Plan states:

(p 4-5) “It's important to maintain the rural character in the western park.”

* (p 6-1) "The demands for recreation need to be balanced with the objectives of preserving the original intent
and purpose of the park as a sylvan and pastoral retreat.”

*(p 9-5) “Lighting is for safety purposes and is not intended to increase night use.”
INSTEAD, of the above two proposed projects, please TAKE ACTION to do this:

Regarding Beach Chalet Meadow | request that you please support the following:

1. Renovate the existing LIVING GRASS PLAYING FIELD for one million dollars. KEEP THE LIVING
GRASS. NO PLASTIC TURF!

2. Use non-lethal humane gopher controls for player safety

3. DO NOT erect field night lighting — ABSOLUTELY NO SPORTS LIGHTING — let's keep this area for
recreation during the day and the wildlife at night.

4. DON'T CUT DOWN THE SURROUNDING TREES!

5. USE THE REMAINING ELEVEN MILLION DOLLARS BUDGET FOR OTHER PARKS AND PLAYING
FIELDS.

COM-269
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Regarding the water treatment factory, | request that you please support the following:

1. LOCATE THE FACILITY OUTSIDE OF GOLDEN GATE PARK

Anna (Y]

2. FOLLOW THE 1598 GOLDEN GATE PARK MAS
for more meadows, LIVING grass practice fields, a new.
enjoy — not a factory

-
1

I hope I can count on you to protect Golden Gate Park from the infringements I've mentioned above.

Sincerely,

Roland Campos
Sunset District resident
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abundant evergreen woodland. Tt is designed and managed to afford opportunities for all to
experience beauty, tranquility, recreation and relief from urban pressures.” (GGPMP, page 3-2)
RE: Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation

Case No. 2010.0016E

Comments on DEIR

November 21, 2011, page 2

“Objectives and Policies Statement of Purpose

The purpose of the Objectives and Policies is to preserve Golden Gate Park’s contribution to the
diversity of cultural, natural and recreational resources available to park visitors from San
Francisco, the Bay region, and elsewhere. Golden Gate Park should be recognized as an
important American Cultural Resource.” (GGPMP, Page 3-2).

“William Hammond Hall envisioned the park in two different regions. The park land east of
Strawberry Hill includes a variety of intensively cultivate areas and developed facilities while the
park land to the west 1s pastoral and woodland landscape with open meadow defined by stands of
trees and enhanced by lakes.” (GGPMP, page 3-2).

“The western park was to be: ‘simply treated as a woodland or forest, with all the hills and ridges
more or less heavily timbered, and the valleys covered with lower-growing shrubs or field
grasses.”” (GGPMP, page 4-5).

“Over the years, facilities have been added to the western park, but the character of the landscape
has remained as more wooded, less refined parkland. This distinction should be maintained, with
different landscape treatments for the eastern and western portions.” (GGPMP, page 4-5).

The DEIR ignores this body of evidence contained in the Golden Gate Park Master Plan. Any
public body utilizing this document to make decisions regarding the subject project will lack this
information and thus the DEIR is inadequate. These aforementioned conflicts with the Master
Plan constitute significant precedent-setting impacts on this important historic and cultural
resource.

I hope the Planning Commission will direct that these important planning considerations be
analyzed. I believe when so done, this will constitute an unavoidable significant impact of this

project.

Sincerely,

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

# ‘ W 11/21/2011 01:31 PM e Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

A W bce

Subject Fw: Beach Chalet Env. Impact Report

--—- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/21/2011 01:31 PM -
Donald Ciccone

<donciccone 1@yahoo.com> To SF Ocean Edge <sfoceanedge@earthlink.net>
11/21/2011 01:27 PM cc "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
Please respond to .
Donald Ciccone Subject Beach Chalet Env. Impact Report

<donciccone1@yahoo.com>

Dear Mr. Wycko —— This letter is to inform you that I am a resident of the Outer Sunset
and have been for 27 years and [ am very strongly opposed to the plan to replace the
soccer field oul here with artificial turfl and pavement and lights all around it. It amazes _
me thal in this "back to nature” day and age you would even consider such a plan. The 01
area around the field and even the field itsell has become a haven for wildlife. I have seen |
many ravens and some blue heron there. This park belongs to the people of the city and
was meant to be enjoyed by all. Any changes made should be up to the people who live 02
here and should be done in their interest not the interest of contractors and paid off
politicians!

DO THE RIGHT THING AND LISTEN TO THE PEOPLE FOR A CHANGE! If my neighbors are for
it, so be it. Bul I don’t think they are.

many thanks —- Don Ciccone
1300 La Playa #2
San Francisco, CA 94122

From: SF Ocean Edge <sfoceanedge@earthlink.net>

To: sfoceanedge@earthlink.net

Sent: Monday, November 21, 2011 12:38 PM

Subject: Alert! December 1st public hearing at Planning Commission - for Beach Chalet Env. Impact

Report (27,30,32,33,34)
* IMPORTANT PUBLIC HEARING *

GOLDEN GATE PARK

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(DEIR)

for the
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Beach Chalet Athletic Fields
Artificial Turf and Stadium Lighting Project

Thursday, December 1, 2011
San Francisco Pianning Commission
City Hall, Room 400, Time: TBA
(Written Public Comment due by December 12, 2011.

This is your LAST CHANCE to submit official comments on this project to the Planning
Department!)

TO ALL SUPPORTERS OF GOLDEN GATE PARK:

This is the most important hearing this year — please plan to attend. This
project will replace natural grass in Golden Gate Park with over 7 acres of plastic grass and tire
waste and install 150,000 watts of 60 foot tall stadium lights, next to Ocean Beach. The DEIR
states that the soccer complex "would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historic resource . . .", but the Recreation and Park Department is still continuing to pursue this
project.

In fact, Rec and Park has already sent out an alert to their entire, city-wide contact list, asking
them to attend this meeting and support the artificial turf and 60 foot lights. They have not
mentioned your concerns about the impact on Golden Gate Park and Ocean Beach or even the
fact that there is opposition to this project! The Beach Chalet Athletic Fields are not an approved
project, and the Department should not be using the power and resources of the City government
to push through a project that is running against the wishes of so many of our residents.

Your presence will show the City government that you are concerned about the loss of parkland
in Golden Gate Park, and you are willing to act on that concern. This is your EIR — you fought
for it — come to the hearing and speak!

Click here to fill out a form _and let us know that you will be attending this hearing. If you
cannot get to City Hall on public transit, we will try to arrange a ride for you. If you can help
with rides, let us know.

Follow this link for the Hearing agenda with updated meeting time. We will also post updates
on our website as they become available:

WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT - due December 12, 2011 T

Written comments on the Draft EIR are due by 5:00 p.m. on December 12, 2011. Even if
'you come to the hearing, it is important that you send in written comments. These
comments will become part of the written record and will be published in the Final EIR.
You will have three minutes at the Planning Commission, but your written comments can
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be as many pages as you feel like writing.

Click here for more information on the DEIR and how to comment.

Check our website for more information on this project and what you can do to protect Golden
Gate Park .

Thank you, everyone!
SFOE
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The Beach Chalet Semi-Professional Soccer Stadium Complex will generate an increase
of 44,000 hours per year for fourfield soccer playing time. For the Beach Chaiet
complex—with the increase from the current use—the tofal number of playing hours will
exceed 48,700 per year.

There are atarming discrepancies among DEIR, Seeking Green and City Fields reports
which need to be addressed and resocived during the BEIR process and before decisions
are made about (a) impact, (k) mitigation measures and (¢} alfernatives.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The DEIR proposal does not analyze fully or penetrate deeply into the environmental
effects of increasing people use. The DER is dismissive of environmental impacts on the
areas adjacent to the Beach Chalet project. The DER does not improve orincrease
soccer playing time for children under eight years old and children under ten years old
during the school year. The DEIR is hot comprehensive and thorough.

The DEIR proposal raises serious, significant questions and problems about the lack of
sufficient soccer playing time during the school year for children under eight years old
{U 5, 6, 8} and under ten vears old (U 10} and environmental impact of people use and
fraffic use on the Beach Chalet project, Golden Gate Park and surrounding areas.

Specific Research Request and Recommendation

In order to be comprehensive and thorough, there must be in-depth, thorough,
comprehensive environmental andlyses and planning based on people use and
environmental impacts. The October 26, 2011 DEIR proposal lacks significant research on
people use to prove that the Beach Chalet projectis in fact environmentally protective
and will not lead to significant environmental decline, degradation and destruction,

Specific Research Request and Recommendation

Thorough and comprehensive research is needed to determine the appropriate and
safe times for kids' play during the school year in order to meet the needs of young
children. It is recommended that the Beach Chalet soccer playing schedule have
designated guaranteed after-school priority reservation time Monday through Friday
and designated guaranteed priority reservations on Saturdays and Sundays during the
school year for kids eight years old and under and ten years old and under.

Recommended Proposed Compromise Combined Mitigation Alternative
The Best for Children and the Environment

A Win-Win Solution

[recommend and support a compromise alternative that combines two altermnaiives:
Alternative #2, Off Site Alternative (DEIR pages VI-7-%)) and Alternative #3 Grass Turf with
Reduced Lights Alternative (DEIR VI-9-11),
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To:

Cc:

From:

Re: Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E, State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005

Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

bill. wycko@sfgov.org

Don Lewis
EIR Coordinator
don.lewis@sfgov.org

Rupert Clayton

1336 Willard Street

San Francisco, CA 94117
rupert.clayton@gmail.com

Dear Mr. Wycko,

[-Clayton

I am writing to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Beach Chalet Athletic

Fields. The document that follows details some of the many areas where the draft report appears to

be deficient.

In my view, the EIR needs substantial amendment in these areas in order to meet the standards of
adequacy laid out by the California Environmental Quality Act. This additional research, along with
the addition of the fundamentally obvious “compromise alternative”, will necessarily require the
planning department to repeat its analysis of many areas. This new analysis should then provide the
basis for the department to revise the EIR’s conclusions as to the environmental impact of each
alternative and how well each alternative meets the stated objectives. In view of the substantial
deficiencies in the draft, any Final EIR that retains broadly the same analyses in these areas, or
repeats the existing conclusions without review, will fail the test of adequacy under CEQA.

Please enter both this letter and the specific comments that follow as formal comments on the Draft

EIR. Ilook forward to reading the department’s responses and reanalysis in the Final EIR.

Sincerely,

Rupert Clayton

COM-318
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Rupert Clayton Page 1
December 10, 2011

Comments on Draft Environmental
Impact Report

Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation

EIR Needs to Consider Compromise Alternative
In response to Chapter VI and Executive Summary Section C

Deficient Selection of Project Alternatives

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requites a draft EIR to “describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which wonld feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but wonld avord or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate

the comparative merits of the alternatives” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6).
02
The Draft EIR for this project includes the following alternatives: 1) No Project Alternative, 2)

Off-Site Alternative, 3) Grass Turf with Reduced Lights Alternative, and 4) Synthetic Turf without
Lights Alternative (EIR: Chapter VI). The draft report does not consider the most obvious way
to minimize environmental impacts and better meet project objectives—renovating the
grass turf fields at the Beach Chalet without night lighting, and also providing additional

hours for soccer play at another location. 1

Recommended Components for “Compromise Alternative”

1 am recommending this alternative because it has great potential to meet the maximum number of
project objectives consistent with minimal environmental impact to Golden Gate Park, the
additional site, and the wider environment. Similarly, it aims to balance the genuine need for more
playing time and better facilities for youth and adult soccer in San Francisco with the needs of othet
park users, nearby residents and broader environmental mandates. For these reasons, I will refer to

this alternative as the “Compromise Alternative”.

03

I ask that the EIR include a Compromise Alternative structured generally as follows:

1. Renovate athletic fields at the West Sunset Playground, including:
e An improved playing surface for some or all fields
e Night lighting for some or all fields
2. Renovate the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields with living grass turf:
o Use contemporary field construction techniques, such as:
= Good soil structure and soil improvement products for stronger grass roots
= Effective subsurface drainage to cut down on loss of playing time due to rain
»  State-of-the-art irrigation to both provide full coverage of the fields and to also
save water by irrigating only when needed
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December 10, 2011

®»  New sod
* Gopher barriers and an active gopher-control program
o Fix up restrooms as needed
o Introduce ADA access that is sensitive to the overall design concept of the park and
consistent with other meadows in the park
o No sports lighting at the Beach Chalet site
o No expansion of the number of parking spaces (consistent with the requirements of
Appendix 41 to the San Francisco Code). 03
o Only such new or modified pathways as can be accomplished without significant impact cont.
to the historic resources in Golden Gate Park
o No bleacher-style raised spectator seating

Essentially, the aim here is to remove from the Golden Gate Park portion of the project all
those elements that cause it to have a significant adverse environmental impact, and then to
provide sufficient additional playing hours at the off-site location to meet the sponsor’s
objectives (without causing significant adverse environmental impact at that location
either). 1

There are two aspects of the Compromise Alternative that could be varied somewhat while retaining

essentially the same cores aspects:

e There are many possible locations for the off-site portion of the Compromise Alternative. I
suggest that for ease of comparison, the EIR focuses on the West Sunset Playground
for the off-site portion of the compromise alternative. This location is already considered
in the existing Off-Site Alternative, and is located a short distance from the Beach Chalet
site. However, the off-site portion of the Compromise Alternative could also be sited
elsewhere in the city without greatly changing the analysis. If, for example, there were
significant local impacts from development at the West Sunset Playground, then selecting a
different location for the off-site alternative could mitigate these. The sponsor’s stated 04
objectives include some geographically specific components. Given that the Compromise
Alternative includes expanded hours for daytime play at the Beach Chalet site, relocating the
off-site portion elsewhere in the city could prove to be even more convenient for adult
soccer players seeking evening playing hours.

e While the Compromise Alternative requires a renovated grass surface for the four Beach
Chalet fields (to ensure less than significant impact on historical resources), the sutfaces for
playing fields at the off-site location should be selected based on the most cost-effective
approach that meets CEQA guidelines and overall project objectives. The existing grass
fields at West Sunset Playground are well maintained and deliver many hours of daytime
play. It may be possible to sutticiently increase playing time simply by lighting the existing
grass fields and making some surface improvements. Alternatively, it may be necessary to
construct one or more artificial turf fields at West Sunset Playground in order to achieve

sufficient playing hours to meet objectives.

COM-320



[-Clayton

Rupert Clayton Page 3
December 10, 2011

Why the Existing Alternatives Alone are Insufficient
Parts of the Compromise Alternative are included as elements of some alternatives in the Draft EIR.

e Alternative 2: Off-Site Alternative (EIR: VI-7 to VI-9) considers an alternative site, but only
without renovation of the Beach Chalet site, not in combination.

e Alternative 3: Grass Turf with Reduced Lights Alternative (BIR: VI-9 to VI-12) considers
renovated grass turf at the Beach Chalet site, but retains sports lighting and does not include
additional renovated fields elsewhere. _ 05

e Alternative 4: Synthetic Turf without Lights Altetnative (EIR: VI-12 to VI-14) considers not
installing sports lighting at the Beach Chalet site, but still includes synthetic turf and does not

include additional renovated fields elsewhere.

However, each of the existing alternatives either causes some significant environmental impact, fails
to meet the sponsot’s stated objectives, ot both. This is because each contains some combination of
elements that fails in some way. The same is true for the project as proposed, and remains true for

the mitigations suggested by the Draft EIR.

For these reasons, it would be wrong to view the Compromise Alternative as simply a restating of
portions of these existing alternatives. By combining elements differently, it will reduce

environmental impacts, while more successfully meeting the project’s goals.

Why the Compromise Alternative Must be Considered

In contrast to the alternatives proposed in the Draft EIR, the Compromise Alternative can reduce
environmental impacts to less than significant levels, while meeting the sponsot’s objectives. Mote
basically, it can provide great soccer facilities and retain the environmental and cultural value of

Golden Gate Park.

Because the major elements of the Compromise Alternative have already been considered within
other alternatives, the incremental work required for the Planning Department to research its 06
impacts will be minimal. However, it is only possible for the sponsor, government agencies and city
residents to assess the merits of the Compromise Alternative by including it in the FIR as a distinct

alternative.

Two other considerations make strong arguments for analyzing the Compromise Alternative.

e Firstly, many people in San Francisco have asked for consideration of the Compromise
Alternative. This approach has been presented to the public as an option by the volunteer
group SF Ocean Edge, and has received very strong support. More than 3,000 people have

sioned-o pettien requesting the kev comsonents —renovated grass fields at the Beach Chalet-—-d- o -
b it

and no night-lighting. Similarly, 10 of 16 candidates in San Francisco’s November 2011
mayoral election pledged their support to an alternative with these components. No
candidate pledged to support artificial turf or night lighting in Golden Gate Park. To present
a Draft EIR that fails to include this alternative is self-evidently inadequate.
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e Sccondly, there are good reasons to view the Compromise Alternative as more cost-efficient
than the proposed project. Cost estimates for the planned project have ranged up to
$12 million. Recently, the city renovated seven grass pitches at the Polo Fields for
$1 million-$1.3 million. From this we can estumate that renovating the four grass pitches at 06
the Beach Chalet might cost less than $1 million, plus another $1 million or less for cont.
renovated restrooms, ADA-compliant parking and similar improvements. This leaves a
substantial budget of perhaps $10 million to renovate and light fields at another site. There is
good reason to think that the Compromise Alternative can deliver greater benefits than the

proposed project, at lower cost, and with far less environmental impact.

How the Compromise Alternative is Environmentally Superior

The Draft EIR identifies the No Project Alternative and Off-Site Alternative as environmentally
superior because they would not cause significant, unavoidable impacts to historical resources from
the installation of artificial turf, night lighting, bleachers and new pathways within Golden Gate Park
(EIR: Table VI-1). The Compromise Alternative would qualify as Environmentally Superior 07

for these same reasons.

The Draft EIR identifies no significant environmental impacts in the Off-Site Alternative (EIR:
Table VI-1). The Compromise Alternative would have similar or lesser environmental impact at this
second site than the Off-Site Alternative presented in the Draft EIR. 1

How the Compromise Alternative Meets the Project Objectives
The Compromise Alternative would substantially meet all the sponsot’s objectives.

e It would increase athletic playing time at the Beach Chalet, through improvements to the
grass surface, drainage and gopher controls. It would also increase athletic playing time at the
off-site Jocation through both surface improvements and night-lighting.

e The ancillary improvements to the Beach Chalet site would improve public access as stated
in the sponsor’s objectives. This objective also appears to prejudge acceptable designs by 08

stating a requirement for four specific design elements:

o New pathways—This requirement can be met through careful design of a limited
number of new pathways as recommended by the Draft EIR’s cultural resource
analysis (EIR: IV.C-23 and Mitigation Measure M-CP-1)

o Expansion of the parking lot would violate the following provision of Appendix 41
to the San Francisco Code:

No net gain in parking spaces existing as of the effective date of this ordinance, other than
those provided for in the Golden Gate Park Master Plan, shall be pernitted.

For this reason, neither the Compromise Alternative nor any other alternative is
legally permitted to build additional parking in Golden Gate Park. This objective
cannot be met by any legally valid version of the project.
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o Providing a formal drop-off area—This requirement can be met.
o Providing bicycle racks—This requirement can be met.

e It would substantially increase ground sports opportunities at two nearby sites in the north-
east portion of San Francisco.

e it would provide safe faciiities for piayers and visitors at both sites through gopher-proofing,
improved drainage, and state-of-the-art athletic field surfaces. Other amenities would be
provided as appropriate to the type of use at each site, and in keeping with the goal of 08
preserving the historic and cultural value of Golden Gate Park. cont.

e DProperly constructed grass fields with gopher protection would greatly reduce maintenance
and resource needs. The sponsor’s view that installation of four artificial turf fields at the
Beach Chalet site would necessarily reduce maintenance or resource usage needs to be fully
substantiated with independent data. Both field types require responsible maintenance,
although the type of work clearly differs.

e ADA requirements would be part of the design for both sites, so this objective would be
fully met. v

e It will be fully consistent with the Golden Gate Park Master Plan. 1

One stated objective remains to be addressed: “Improve safety and increase night-time use of
Golden Gate Park by installing new lighting and bringing more recreational facility users to the
area”. Contained within this are many unsubstantiated assumptions. Here are some of these
assumptions and counter-arguments that demonstrate that this objective is essentially an attempt

by the sponsor to unreasonably restrict the range of alternatives under consideration.

e Assumption: More recreational facility users in the park at night will increase safety.
Counter-argument: Simple logic indicates that an area with no night-time use has no crime
or safety issues. SFPD statistics show that the areas with most crime and injuries at night are
those where most people congregate at night. 09

e Assumption: Night lighting will increase safety. Counter-argument: While we generally feel
safer in well-lit areas at night, there are many studies that show that the link between lighting
and safety is far more complex. Clearly night-lighting increases night-use, which increases the
potential for crime and injury. Also, bright sports lighting has the effect of obscuring the
surrounding dark shadows and facilitating crime in those areas.

e Assumption: Increasing night-time use of the west end of Golden Gate Park is consistent
with the Golden Gate Park Master Plan. Counter-argument: The master plan states that Lighting
Is for safety purposes and is not intended to increase night nse. (GGPMP: 9-5). The Beach Chalet fields
are not included in either the night-use areas or potential night-use areas. There is no night

- - weaplinned at anyathletic facility west of Crossover Dyive. S

Therefore, it seems that any alternative that meets the objective as written must necessarily violate
both CEQA and the Golden Gate Park Master Plan. Despite this, the Compromise Alternative does
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provide an opportunity to improve the safety of both sites (through better design) and night-time 09

use of the off-site location.
cont.

Parking Expansion Violates San Francisco Code

In response to Chapter IV Section D and other sections -

Parking Analysis Fails to Cite or Analyze Legal Limits in Golden Gate Park

The project proposes to expand the existing 50-car parking lot to add a further 20 parking spaces.
However, the provision of parking in Golden Gate Park is legally limited by Appendix 41 to the San
Francisco Code. This is the codified version of Proposition ], approved by the city’s voters in 1998
as amended by Proposition G, passed 1n 2005. The relevant section sfates:

Upon completion of construction of the Underground Parking Facility, the Authority shall canse one surface
parking space within the Park to be permanently eliminated for each space within the Undergronnd Parking
Facility. As part of this process, all of the surface spaces in the Conconrse, consisting of approximately 200
spaces, shall be eliminated. Priority for elimination of the remaining spaces shall be given to areas of heavy 10
traffic congestion and environmental sensitivity. However, the Authority shall weigh in ifs decision fo
eliminate surface spaces the extent to which removal of such remaining spaces could adversely impact, by
increasing traffic congestion, neighborbood and neighborhood commercial districts and attenpt to avoid such
impacts. Surface spaces that are unused because of present or future permanent road closures shall not be
connted as spaces that have been permanently elinunated under this paragraph. No net gain in parking
spaces existing as of the effective date of this ordinance, other than those provided
for in the Golden Gate Park Master Plan, shall be permitted.

The Golden Gate Park Master Plan contains no provision for expanding parking at the Beach Chalet
athletic fields, therefore Appendix 41 does not permit any increase in parking spaces at this site. The
EIR must make this restriction clear.
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From: Flora Colao [mailto:ffflora@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, November 23, 2011 1:51 AM
To: bill.wycko@sfgov.org

Cc: SF Ocean Edge

Subject: Beach Chalet Athletic Fields

Dear Mr. Wycko-

As a mother and a grandmother | am writing to protest the proposed project of
replacing natural grass in Golden Gate Park with over 7 acres of plastic grass and tire
waste.

| am concerned for the following reasons:
1. Artificial grass is made from unsustainable, environmentally unfriendly

petrochemical plastic. This is inherently unhealthy for us, for our children, our 01
grandchildren and for the earth.
2. Artificial grass leads to nearby trees and plants being deprived of water; I02

3. Artificial grass heats up and adds to ambient temperature. It absorbs sunlight
and emits heat. One study found it to be 85% hotter than natural grass.

4. We bring children to the park to connect with nature, this project will be “04
destructive to nature.

5. Natural grass absorbs carbon dioxide and produces oxygen, artificial grass does ]:05
not. This impacts our air quality.

6. Artificial “grass” removes the microbiology necessary for the sustainability of 106
our native fauna.

7. Artificial “grass” does not filter poliutants and, contamination from animal :[07
feces and urine.

8. Artificial “grass” is not biodegradable making it difficult to dispose of or recycle

03

. . . . 08
it and would have to be removed if ever vegetation was to be re-established
We have to think about our children, our grandchildren and future generations. We
have to think in terms of preserving our parks. Artificial “grass” is not the answer to low
09

rainfall/water restrictions and maintenance issues. The answer lies in water wise
plantings and other treatments that are more environmentally friendly and sustainable.
We owe it to our children, grandchildren and future generations to preserve nature.
Please do not all this project to move forward.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

Flora Colao, LCSW

1549 Treat Ave
San Francisco, CA 94110
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Tim Colen
225 Edgehill Way
SF, CA 94127

November 18, 2011

President Christina Olague and Members
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4t Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Ref: SUPPORT City Fields DEIR
Dear President Olague and Commission Members,

I am writing as a long-time San Franciscan, parent and former athlete to request that
you support adoption of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the City
Field’s initiative to renovate the Beach Chalet playing fields. The DEIR is thorough,
adequate and accurately addresses the project’s environmental impacts.

Decades ago, I played in the City’s soccer leagues at Beach Chalet and clearly remember
the gopher holes and the poor condition of the fields. Because of the extremely heavy
demands placed on them, this is still sadly the case.

Because of my 14-year-old son’s deep involvement with baseball over the last six years,
my family is all too familiar with the condition of the Department of Recreation and
Park’s (DRP’s) baseball fields. We also have gotten to know a large number of youth
baseball families. I regret to say that the boys universally despise San Francisco’s public
fields because their poor condition means that both fielding and footing are treacherous.
This is not a trivial matter when playing with a hard ball. Many of these boys have
played baseball on turf fields outside of the City and without exception they prefer them
to our own fields.

I recognize that our economic crisis has decimated DRP’s budget - this makes proper
maintenance of our playing fields difficult. In addition, the heavy demands made by all
our sports programs on our limited playing fields make this task almost impossible. The
only way to improve the grass fields is to shut them down for extended periods. Then
what?

The City Fields proposal is a terrific solution for our City’s families. It will ensure that

many more San Franciscans have access to good playing fields than would be the case
without it.
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I am stunned that a small minority of folks has been able to stymie an initiative that
offers so many benefits to so many families. Access to good quality playing fields is an
area where San Francisco is at a big disadvantage compared to the suburbs. Increased
access to playing fields would become a factor in helping attract and retain families with
children. The City Fields opponents simply have no solution for all those that would be
denied the opportunity to play outdoor sports. It is the few shutting out the many.

An independent recreation assessment in 2004 found that San Francisco needs 33 more
soccer fields and 27 more baseball and softball fields just to meet current demand. We
could help meet this demand if City Fields were allowed to renovate the fields at Beach
Chalet.

It would be an enormous loss to the City to not take advantage of this opportunity. Itis
long past time that we renovate Beach Chalet. Please approve the DEIR.

Sincerely yours,

T—

Tim Colen

Cec:

Mayor Ed Lee

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
John Rahaim, Planning Director
Phil Ginsburg, DRP Director
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From: "Lucy Colvin" <lucycolvin@juno.com>
To: <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>, <don.lewis@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 12:58AM

Subject: Do NOT put fake turf and lights in the park by Ocean Beach

From:

Lucy Colvin

4315 Lincoln Way

San Francisco, cA 94122

Mr. Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St. Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E

State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005

Dear Mr. Wycko and Mr. Lewis:

Please do not go ahead with the plans to put fake turf and bright flood

lights at the western end of the park by Ocean Beach. I live out here and 01
want to see the habitat respected for the wildlife as well as for people
enjoying the park and the beach.

Please let me know what you are going to do and how I can continue to voice
my opposition.

Lucy Colvin
4315 Lincoln Way
San Francisco, CA 94122

53 Year 01ld Mom Looks 33
The Stunning Results of Her Wrinkle Trick Has Botox Doctors Worried
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3141/4ee5¢c247c0d8eafa734st04duc
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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 12:44PM
Subject: Fw: DEIR regarding the Baech Chalet Fields

"Richard O. Cross™ To<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>,

<rocross@comcast.net> <donlewis@sfgov.org>
cc<colague@yahoo.com>,

12/10/2011 05:15 PM <rm@well.com>,

<wordweaver21l@a0Ol.com>,
<plangsf@gmail.com>,
<mooreurban@aol.com>,
<hs.commish@yahoo.com>,
<rodney@waxmuseum.com>,
<linda.avery@sfgov.org>, "Tolu
Lawrence - Barbary Coast
Consulting™
<Lawrence@barcoast.com>

SubjectDEIR regarding the Baech Chalet
Fields

Dear Members of the Planning Commission:

My name is Richard Cross. | have been a San Francisco resident for over 50 years. | began coaching my
children about 35 yeas ago. For many years, | had the opportunity to coach teams at the Beach Chalet fields.

| cannot count the many injuries my players incurred, some quite serious, over those years. Many times we
were unable to practice or play because the fields were rained out or in such bad condition they had to be
closed. These closures sometimes lasted for months.

The Beach Chalet fields have been SOCCER fields for the past 70 years. No matter the outcome of the
current issue on your table, they will continue to be soccer fields. And, if the turf fields are NOT installed, the
condition will never change and the players will continue to have to seek quality playing experiences outside of
San Francisco.

Chris Duderstat very convincingly present what will happen again if we do not allow for a more permanent
and extended time of play by way of the artificial fields. He presented photos of the fields when they were
renovated by Mayor Willie Brown's decree. Then he presented photos of the fields just one year later. The were
abysmal and had again been closed for repairs. Without the financial support of the City Fields Foundation, by
installing the artificial turf, we will gain nothing. City Fields Foundation certainly doesn't want to fund such a
temporary and "doomed to fail" plan. Where will the money come from without City Fields Foundation's help?
The city certainly can't afford the renovation and the continual upkeep. So, it will again fall into disrepair.

The plan is to provide over 9500 more hours of play for the player (predominately kids). By staying with
grass, that objective will never be met. The grass fields would still need to be reseeded and a rain would close
them, just like now.

The city charges from$25 to $65 per hour depending on the group (youth, adult, non-profit, etc). If and
additional 9500 hours were made available and the city were to charge an average of $35 per, we could
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[-Cross

generate an additional $332,500 per year to put back into maintenance of other park needs. 01

cont.
| encourage you to accept the DEIR as prepared and continue to help the youth of San Francisco

Richard O. Cross, 50 year resident, parent, grandparent, founder of The San Francisco Nighthawk Women
Soccer Club
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B

bcec
Subject Fw: BEACH CHALET ATHLEIC FIELD ENLARGEMENT.

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/29/2011 05:42 PM —--

daley2001@aol.com
11/22/2011 08:56 AM To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
CcC

Subject BEACH CHALET ATHLEIC FIELD ENLARGEMENT.

DEAR MR WYCKO.
| OPPOSE THE ENLARGEMENT OF THIS NATURAL GRASS PLAYING FIELD AT THE GOLDEN
GATE BEACH CHALET BECAUSE WE NEED OPEN SPACE MORE THAN DEVELOPMENT AT THE
WESTERN EDGE OF GOLDEN GATE PARK. THIS WILD LOCATION WHERE THE LAND MEETS THE
SEA IS MORE IMPORTANT FOR THE DISCOVERY ASPECT OF NATURE AT ITS BEST FOR THE
CHILDREN AND THE REST OF US INCLUDING THE CREATURES WHO INHABIT ONE OF THE
MOST VIBRANT LAND AND SEA SITES IN THE WORLD.
AS WE KNOW THE SAN FRANCISCO PARK AND REC HAS MANY PLAYING FIELDS AROUND SAN
FRANCISCO AND SOME ARE NOT IN USE AND CLOSED OFF TO THE PUBLIC. ALSO AUTO
PARKING IS LIMITED AT THE OCEAN,AND SO MANY MORE PEOPLE USE THE OCEAN BEACH FOR
PARKING AND NIGHT TIME ENTERTAINMENT , BOND FIRES SITES AS PROVIDED BY THE
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 1.
ONE LAST COMMENT , UNDER THE GRASS PLAYING FIELD AT THE BEACH CHALET iS A LARGE
POOL OF FRESH WATER WHICH SHOWS ITSELF AS GROUND FOG ON COLD AND MOONLIT
NIGHTS.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME WITH THIS MATTER. THOMAS DALEY 3595 GEARY BLVD
APT 330, SAN FRANCISCO.CA.
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B
12/05/2011 11:09 AM i, Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

bcc

Subject Fw: BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELD RESTORATION.

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/05/2011 11:09 AM -

daley2001@aol.com

12/05/2011 07:44 AM To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cC

Subject BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELD RESTORATION.

HELLO BILL T
THANKS FOR YOUR TIME WITH ALL OF US AT THE THURSDAY LAST MEETING AT CITY HALL
REGARDING THE UPKEEP OF THE BEACH CHALET GRASS PLAYING FIELD HERE IN GOLDEN
GATE PARK. WE KNOW YOU AND THE PARKS COMMISSION WILL MAKE THE RIGHT DECISION
TO MAINTAIN THE PLAYING FIELD AS A NON INTRUSIVE PART OF OUR PARK,(.LIKE THE
DECISION WITH THE MOST BEAUTIFUL ROSSI PARK ON ARGUELLO BLVD). HAPPY
HOLIDAYS, THOMAS DALEY,3595 GEARY BLVD,SAN FRANCISCO,CA.
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P Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B

i %“ 11/30/2011 05:18 PM - Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

W : bce

Subject Fw: YES on 2010.0016E Beach Chalet Athletic Field

-—-- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/30/2011 05:19 PM -----
Dangelo60
<dangelo60@aol.com> To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

11/29/2011 09:31 PM cc sean.elsbernd@sfgov.org, mark.farrell@sfgov.org

Subject YES on 2010.0016E Beach Chalet Athletic Field

Respectfully,
The site should be developed with Lights as well as Artificial Turf.

As a 69 year old native San Franciscan including four generations of soccer players utilizing the BC and
enduring gofer hole injuries to both myself / family and the SF High School teams I've coached, It is time
to bring this Historic Soccer Football site into the modern era. Participation has grown exponentially since
the Military gave up its small space and the Pitch ( Field) count grew by 50% ( from 2 to 3).

All manner and form of creative gardening has not solved the increased use and resulting lack of turf.
Even the creative mixture of sawdust and dirt in front of the Goals was a bust. -

As for lights- again a must since it permits greater use of a facility and spreads the cost of maintenance
per use hour.

As for the effect of lights on migratory birds- birds figure these things out. They have for a long time. Cities
have developed where once there was open space. Ball parks have had lights for years. The swallows
return to Capistrano. And the small homing pigeon community in the Sunset has their birds fly home from
great distances that I'm certain is lighted by a Mall or TWO. A city or two. and several lighted used car

lots. J

They are already coming . Build it.

Jack E D'Angelo
60 Beachmont Dr.
SF, CA 94132
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MEA

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Wycko:

I strongly oppose any and all obstacles to keeping Golden Gate Park as pristine as
possible for the benefit of all visitors. There is no EIR that can account of the destruction
of any portion of Golden Gate Park. 01
I am urging a common sense approach. A park anywhere in the world is meant to mimic
nature as much as possible. Artificial turf, a parking lot and night-lights are a
contradiction of the purpose of a park.

Please find somewhere else for a soccer field that does not disturb what little wild life is
left in Golden Gate Park and most especially does not disturb the overall envelope of 02
nature with its sounds, smells. beauty, biological diversity and tranquility.

Sincerely,

Denise D'Anne

351 Guerrero St.
San Francisco, CA 94103

p<c: SF Ocean Edge

c/o 1243 42™ Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94122
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Jacqueline Darrigrand & William Claflin
640 4th Ave SF CA 94118
415-627-7246
jd154668@gmail.com

December 9, 2011

Mr. Bill Wyckc, ERO

SF Planning Dept.

1650 Mission St. Room 400
San Francisco, CA94118

Dear Mr. Wycko,
We have been alarmed by the DEIR for the Beach Chalet |

Athletic fields renovation. | support the Comopromise 01
Alternative proposed at the hearing of Dec 1. The DEIR
does not satisfy really important questions; mainly for us

the awful blaze of light at the site. Without simulation how
could developers even know what the impact will be. 02

How can the planning department permit such a huge
pollution by light of a precious natural resource, that is the
dark of night by the ocean. Soccer is fine but turning the
area into a sports complex with full illumination is an
abomination.

Then there are the trees. We bought our condo in order [03
to live by the trees in GGP. Just how many trees will be

lost? And the paving of paths--why can’t soccer players

and their fans walk on unpaved path? NO MORE please.
This is a place where we are allowed to walk on dirt

paths. Do not industrialize the west side and call it a

cultural plus.
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[-Darrigrand & Clafin

Even more concerning, is the total impact of the soccer
stadium plus the water treatment plan. Why are these not
clearly and pubilicly linked in all public information re: the

loss of 50% of the width of the park? It is not just that the 05
soccer plan ignores the uses many of us want to

preserve. These two projects will not be lovely--they do

not need to be imposed on our park.

We already have parking congestion at Ocean Beach on 06

a nice day. What happens when there are drivers
coming in large numbers for games? We do not like the
idea of artificial turf--mostly for the expense-- but it is not
highly regarded by many environmentalists. Finally, why
does this have to be a big expensive undertaking when 07
we are scarcely able to pay our outrageous property
taxes and the city is scrambling for money for essential
services. '

We do not want this project at all but we do support the
alternative plan of Dec 1.

Respectfully,
Jacqueline Darrigrand & Willy Claflin
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Linda Avery /CTYPLN/SFGOV To

cc Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B
12/06/2011 04:39 PM Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Patricia

bce

Subject Fw: Beach Chalet Soccer

Linda D. ﬂlvery—ﬂ-[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.sfgov.org/planning

----- Forwarded by Linda Avery/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/06/2011 04:39 PM ——

Evette Davis
<EDavis @bergdavis .com> To "c_olague@yahoo.com" <c_olague@yahoo.com>,
12/06/2011 04:27 PM "rm@well.com” <srm@well.com>, "wordweaver21@aol.com”

<wordweaver21@aol.com>, "plangsf@gmail.com”
<plangsf@gmail.com>, "mooreurban@aol.com”
<mooreurban@aol.com>, "hs.commish@yahoo.com”
<hs.commish@yahoo.com>, "rodney@waxmuseum.com”
<rodney@waxmuseum.com>

cc "CC:" <linda.avery@sfgov.org>

Subject Beach Chalet Soccer

Dear Commissioners, ‘

| don’t usually write letters, but this is a project | know well because my daughter is an
active soccer player using all of the fields across the city for her games. | have
attached a photo of Stella in her gear -- for those of you who haven’t seen her lately,
she’s a healthy 8-year-old who enjoys playing goalie.

This season we’ve spent a considerable amount of time at Kimball, which has been a
fantastic place to play. We believe this upgrade is a good thing and will benefit many,
many people who enjoy sports, not just families with kids. | see no reason why this
dilapidated field should be deemed historic or preserved “as is” for any reason. Like our
children, these facilities have to grow and change to continue to relate to the world
around them.

| hope you will approve the EIR and help create yet another space where people can

come together to enjoy athletic activities. -

Thank you for your time in advance,
Evette Davis

1364 12" Avenue, SF 94122
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(415) 385-4863

Evette Davis
BergDavis Public Affairs
150 Post Street

San Francisco, CA 94108
(415) 788-1000 x 201
edavis@bergdavis.com
www.bergdavis.com
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"Christopher S. Dean” To bill.wycko@sfgov.org, don.lewis@sfgov.org
<christopher@sweetwaterpart

ners.coms ‘ cc ¢_olague@yahoo.com, rm@well.com,

wordweaver2 1 @aol.com, plangsf@gmail.com,

12/13/2011 11:27 AM ) mooreurban@aol.com, hs.commish@yahoo.com,
cc

Subject Beach Chalet Fields

Hello,

] am the parent of 3 kids, 11, 9 and 7 who play both Soccer and Lacrosse on SF fields. We have
spent a ot of time at the Crocker Amazon fields and its a great field facility, rain or shine.
Converting the beach chalet into a similar facility would be a huge advantage to the children of | 01
the city and [ am a large supporter.

Is there an additional letter I could send in support for the Beach Chalet Renovation Project?
Please let me know? 1

Thank you,

Best regards,

Ch

Christopher S. Dean

271 28th Ave.
San Francisco, CA 54121

Mobile: +1.415.505.4454

Skype In +1.415.666.2716

E-mail: christopher@sweetwaterpartners.com
E-mail: dean.christophers@gmail.com

Skype: deanc2003

Linked In:  http://www.linkedin.com/in/cdean
About Me: hitp://about.me/deansky
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From: "John de Forest" <johndeforest@earthlink.net>
To: <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>, <don.lewis@sfgov.org>
cc: <sfoceanedge@earthlink.net>

Date: Sunday, December 11, 2011 09:33PM

Subject: pyblic comment on EIR re soccer field at Beach Chalet

JOHN de FOREST
2534 Lake Street
San Francisco, CA 94121

December 11, 2011

Mr. Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St. Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E
State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005

Dear Mr. Wycko:

I oppose the project, but support the compromise proposed by the public at the
Planning Commission's hearing of December 1, viz., that the Beach Chalet fields be
renovated with natural grass and no lighting, and the West Sunset Playground be
renovated to provide more hours of play for youth soccer. I urge you to concentrate
your attention on that proposal, and thereby find a solution that protects the parkland.

I am not persuaded by the EIR that the project would have no "significant" effect on
the "scenic resources.” Stadium lights near the Beach Chalet would certainly violate the
lovely natural atmosphere of the area.

Nor do I believe that the proposed project "would not have [read "make"] a
cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts related to aesthetics." Rather, it
would probably encourage future "developers," whether public or private, to inflict
unsightly "improvements" upon the area. A large and always vulnerable part of the
glory of San Francisco is that it has so many areas that, though built upon, adjoin ones
of relatively unspoiled nature. Keep San Francisco beautiful!

I am not persuaded by the EIR that the project would "impede [wrong word, I think——

perhaps "restrict" would e better] the use of wildlife nursery sites." I'm thinking
primarily of the birds, and I doubt that the Audubon Society would agree with the EIR in
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this respect.
Sincerely yours,

John de Forest
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From: Carlo Grinfeld <uominigrun@yahoo.com>
To: bill.wycko@sfgov.org, don.lewis@sfgov.org
cc: sfoceanedge@earthlink.net
Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 04:05PM
Subject: Beach Chalet proposal
Subject: BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION

Draft Environmental Impact Report
Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E
State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005

Mr. Wycko:

Please consider the compromise proposal to renovate the
Beach Chalet Soccer Fields with natural grass turf, and use the artificial
turf and lighting at West Portal instead.

The artificial turf and lighting in Golden Gate Park would
unfairly deprive many like myself of recreational opportunities such as |o2
bird watching, star-gazing, and enjoying the present atmosphere of
tranquility.

Thank you very much for your consideration,

Charles Denefeld

resident and registered voter

3820 Lawton Street

SF 94122

01

(415) 731 9047

http://sfmail01.sfgov.org/mail/CTYPLN/dlewis.nst/14929877c069ed 1288257964005544...  12/13/2011
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From: andrea draper <andreaamericangirl@yahoo.com>

* To: "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>, "don.lewis@sfgov.org"
<don.lewis@sfgov.org>

Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 08:57AM
Subject: re: Draft EIR- BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION

dear sirs- i am writing to you today to let you know that i strongly oppose the beach chalet
athletic fields renovation plan that includes artificial turf and stadium lighting. there are
many many reasons i oppose this plan, but the most important are; 1)cost- the taxpayers of
this city are under so much finacial stress these days- the Compromise Alternative is a much
more comfortable plan for San Francisco tax payers. 2)the conservation of nature in the
park- cutting down trees and brush, removing many acres of living turf, installing lights that
interfere with the owls, coyotes, skunks and other nocturnal animals in Our park is not good
for San Francisco. we should be doing everything possible to PRESERVE what we have left!
especially the precious few owls and coyotes we have living in Our park who will be
drastically affected by lights that will prevent them from being able to see and to keep from
being seen, thus causing them to move on or die due to lights wrecking their hunting
grounds. we have a whole city in which we can install a soccer complex with nighttime
stadium lights- lets not pick one of the only places in the city that has owls and coyotes
living in it as the place to put these lights and artificial turf (which these animals prey need
as a food source and living quarters!). coyotes and owls are amazing to not have
disappeared completely from our city- it is a miracle that they exist at all in golden gate
park, that miracle was very graciously bestowed upon us. let's not s*&% on that miracle,
ok?

i have been fighting this plan to install lights and artificial turf since i was made aware of it
and became a member of San Francisco Ocean Edge in hopes of keeping the athletic fields
from being ruined with artificial turf and lights. my boyfriend has been playing soccer at
Golden Gate Park for a decade now and so its not like i dont value the soccer players' point
of view. he plays at least once a week and sometimes more. it is one of his favorite things
in the world and i am for anything that allows him and his soccer buddies to enjoy the park
for soccer games even more than they are already enjoying them. in 2006 he even broke
his ankle in a gopher hole during a soccer game at the baseball fields (we know- there is
supposed to be no soccer playing on the outfield of the baseball fields! i cant keep him and
a hundred other players from doing this, sorry) so i am painfully aware of the dangers of a
field riddled with gopher holes and what it can do to a person. that is no reason though to
install artificial turf. the Compromise Alternative is a perfectly good plan that will fix the
gopher hole problem. the polo fields is the example of how this can work without artificial
turf.

thank you so much for taking the time to read my letter of concern and for all the hard work
you do to serve Our city. Happy Holidays and Best Wishes for an Excellent 2012! yours
truley, Andrea Draper
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COMMENTS ON THE:

BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION

Draft Environmental Impact Report
Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E

This DEIR is lacking in an adequate discussion of the physical safety of users
of the proposed project. Numerous studies exist showing reduced surface-
caused injury when natural grass surfaces are replaced with current synthetic 01
turf. Sadly, these studies only consider quality grass fields, not the rutted gopher-
ridden conditions typical of San Francisco's current ‘natural’ recreationally
surfaces.

With the number of recreational users and available recreational fields in San
Francisco, it is not possible to maintain natural grass surfaces in good order.
To argue that the “natural grass” conditions typically found at Beach Chalet for 02
the last 80 plus years are of historic significance is lubricous verging on criminal.
Due to surface conditions at Beach Chalet countless youth and adults have
suffered injury, some permanently debilitating.

| personally took an interest in the maintenance of Beach Chalet starting in 1992
with a shovel and wheelbarrow, attempting to fill the numerous holes and ruts my
youth faced. As a founding member, and eventually President, of the SF
Recreation and Parks Ground Sports Advisory Committee, founded in 1995, |
was intimately involved in the restoration of the Polo Field, Garfield, Oceanview,
Crocker Amazon, and Beach Chalet between 1996 and 1999. All were restored
with intense enrichment of the soils, new irrigations systems, and the placement
of the best sod available. They were all then fenced to prevent overuse, and
staffed to insure continued maintenance. None survived in good playing condition
over 5 years, most only three.

Of greater historic significance are the recently placed high fences that surround
our natural grass facilities preventing the traditional open public use of our limited |03
recreational facilities.

If the Beach Chalet grounds sports facility is to serve as a location for youth and
adults alike to safely run and play than anything less than the proposed A.
Project is spiteful to the generations of future users of this facility.

Christopher Duderstadt

1327 10" Ave., SF, CA. 94122
415-661-7527
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From: Ellen Edelson <e.edelson@sbcglobal.net>
To: Don Lewis <don.lewis@sfgov.org>
cc: SF OceanEdge <sfoceanedge@earthlink.net>
Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 05:01PM

Subject: Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation: DEIR Comments

Ellen Edelson
I2' g|9lz:g||6||t|hl lﬁyl%!’l] l:!le”
San Francisco, CA'94116

AR R R R R R R R R R N R R R R AR R R R R R R R

Dec. 12, 2011

Mr. Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Room 400

an Francisco, CA 9410

FIRNEIAINIBIIBISEITBTABBISSLIISILIINGLILILILITIZICOLNLY

Subject:

BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION
Draft Environmental Report

Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E
State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005

Dear Mr. Wycko,

I strongly oppose the proposal to revovate the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields with

I support the Compromise Alternative put forth by the public during the Planning
Commission hearing on December 1, 2011. This Compromise Alternative would
renovate the fields with natural grass and no lighting. It would also renovate the
West Sunset Playground to provide more hours of play for youth soccer.

I request that the Planning Department focus seriously on this alternative--and

I agree with the DEIR finding that the proposed project will have an adverse
impact on the the characteristic features of the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields.

The DEIR is deeply flawed in all other areas.

It does not consider the impact to the plantings, particularly to the trees and

http://sfmail01.sfgov.org/mail/CTY PLN/dlewis.nsf¥4940877c069ed1288257964005544...  12/13/2011
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shrubs, particularly to the west end of the area, by loss of irrigation over the
area, as artificial turf requires no irrigation. To remove long-standing irrigation
over such a large area will have an adverse impact on the surrounding
landscape, likely causing the loss of the trees, particularly on the west end,
which the proposal depends on for screening from the elements. This finding
was brought to my attention by a highly respected, licensed arborist, who lives
and works in San Francisco, who actually helped to plant those very trees years
ago.

03
cont.

I also have great concerns regarding the following:
Aesthetics:
« Both during the day and at night, show two simulations for each view.
One is to show the amount of light and darkness currently in this area. The
Second is to show, in the full dark, all lighting, including the proposed stadium
lights at the highest amount of lighting planned for the Beach Chalet fields
and all proposed parking and pedestrian lighting:
o From Ocean Beach due west and south west of the project area, looking
back to Golden Gate Park and the area of the Beach Chalet Athletic fields; 04
o From the Great Highway Promenade immediately across from the Beach
Chalet, looking back to Golden Gate Park and the Beach Chalet Athletic
Fields;
o From the road up to the Cliff house, looking down to the beach and to the
Beach Chalet Athletic Fields.
o From the railroad path due west of the center of the Beach Chalet fields,
looking at the project area. Show also the change in light on the path area
from the current darkness to the fully lighting project.

Cultural Resources:

o The Myoporum trees are still called "shrubs" - why are 30 foot trees called
shrubs? What is the basis for this classification? Quote the arboriculture
standard that substantiates this designation. ‘ 1

o The DEIR says RPD can change the circulation paths to decomposed granite
(DG) and make them more curvilinear; but ADA in San Francisco won't
accept DG. What materials does RPD propose to use? What will these 06
paths look like? Provide an illustration.

o Why are there so many paved paths in a park that is supposed to be
naturalistic parkland?

o In addition to the stadium lighting, there will be lighting for paths and
lighting for parking also - what will be the cumulative impact on this "wild" 07
end of the Park for people? What will be the cumulative impact for wildlife?

o This report ignores the fields as part of the larger part of GGP; What

05

percent of the total meadows in the park is the Beach Chalet project? _08
o The DEIR ignores the cumulative impact of the fields and the Westside
Water Treatment Plant. The two projects together form a barrier that is 09

COM-361
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over 50% of the width of the Park - why does the DEIR ignore this? What
is the impact on the overall design and experience of the park for visitors, if
these two projects are built?

Explain why the DEIR ignores the Golden Gate Park Master Plan when it
calls the western end of the Park the more wild and forested area.

Explain why the DEIR ignores the cumulative loss of trees with the two
projects. What is the total number that will be lost and threatened by these
two projects? What will be the cumulative impact on the western windbreak
of the park?

Traffic and circulation:

e}

Rec and Park has talked of closing the Park at night -- how will this impact
traffic in this area?

How will having large crowds in this area impact Rec and Park trying to
close the Park at night?

What happens to people who take a bus to a game -- where does the public
get off the bus? How far do they walk? What paths will they follow?

What is the impact on the Ocean Beach parking lot of large games at the
soccer compiex?

What is the cumulative impact of events such as soccer tournaments, sand
castle contests, surfing contests, major runs, Bay to Breakers, or even just
a sunny day -- on traffic in this area?

Expand the traffic study to include the above factors. Study all of the
events over the past 2 years that took place in Golden Gate Park and the
increased traffic for the soccer matches. Give totals for all events and
where the parking takes place. Analyze the impact on Golden Gate Park, on
Ocean Beach, and on the surrounding neighborhoods. Include increased
attendance at events such as the Outside Lands Festival and the Bluegrass
Festival, which have increase in attendance over the years.

What will be the impact on the new bicycle lane that goes by the newly
enlarged parking lot entrance?

Recreation

¢]

What level of maintenance will be required with the new artificial turf
fields? What kinds of activities will be included in this maintenance, and
how many hours will be spent on each activity?

What level of maintenance will be required if natural grass is planted at
Beach Chalet? What kinds of activities and how many hours will be spent
on each activity?

Please give the same information for the West Sunset Playing fields - -how

How will maintenance be handled with more traffic and higher use of the
area?
What will be the new, compared to the prior, custodian hours? How will this

http:/sfmail01.sfgov.org/mail/CTYPLN/dlewis.nsf74959877c069ed 1288257964005544...  12/13/2011

10

13

14

16

09

11

12

15

17

will this change between the current natural grass and if it has artificial turf? __18

19



Page 4 of 4
I-Edelson

be financed?

o The DEIR says that the new project will result in clean restrooms --what is
the correlation between artificial turf and clean restrooms? What is the 19
correlation between night time stadium lighting and more usage, and clean |t
restrooms? Why can't RPD clean up the bathrooms without spending $9.6

million on artificial turf and night lighting?

I would like to receive a printed copy of the Comments and Responses and the
Final EIR by mail.

Please let me know that you received this letter.
Sincerely,

Ellen Edelson

COM-363
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Francisco. In that event the habitat at the present day soccer fields will be absolutely
crucial for maintaining the threatened raptor populations in San Francisco.

The DEIR also fails to adequately acknowledge the significance of the impact of bright T

stadium lights on the essential nightly bird migrations in the Pacific Flyway. As the EIR
itself states, bright night lighting is known to disorient nightly bird migrations; cause
higher numbers of collisions especially in areas with foggy skies like San Francisco; and
disrupt and deter bird usage of nearby habitat for resting. Hundreds of birds and bird
species pass through this essential migratory route, which in its present form supplies a
safe passage and supportive rest sites. Shielding upward radiance from the lights is not
a solution. The effect this project’s stadium lighting would have on this critical avian
highway is really unknown; what even this EIR makes clear is that it will be negative.
And with so many bird species teetering on the edge of endangerment, it is not a
reasonable or responsible risk to take in order to increase outside recreation.

The leaching of toxic metals into the surrounding area by the proposed astroturf
playing surfaces is another signifigant environmental impact that this report
underestimates. According to the authors’ own findings the parks in San Francisco that
have used astroturf composed with tire crumbs, all have levels of toxic leachate that
exceed the acceptable levels. The types of leachate vary depending on the different tire
crumbs used to compose the astroturf, but in study after study , they leach. And
according to their own studies, the leachate is fatal to aquatic animals. This proposed
site with seven acres of leaching astroturf is less than 1000 feet from Ocean Beach. If
through excessive flooding any of those metals reached the ocean, it would be an
environmental disaster as the poison would likely move up the food chain. The ground
around the proposed fields would likely be immediately affected by the toxic leachate.
The ground plants, water and bugs would all be rendered deadly to the birds and
animals that live in the area. The small ground animals, raccoons, opossums and
skunks that use that area for habitat would all be negatively affected, even if the

leachate runs into sewers as the project proposes. This astroturf surface is dangerous

to wildlife and is completely inappropriate in a park area.

This project does not belong in Golden Gate Park. The DEIRs proposed mitigations
do not make up for the amount of wild bird habitat loss and degradation that it would
cause.

Of the alternatives few are appealing. The Offsite project alternative at the West
Sunset Playground seems most appealing if the artificial sod requirement is replaced
with real grass. There are already two installations of astroturf playing fields in San
Francisco, and the studies run by this DEIR show they are both still leaching
unacceptable levels of toxic metal contamination into the soil and water. Why even

04

cont.

05

06

07

08

consider poisoning another part of San Francisco? 1
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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: Fy: "Katherine Howard" <sfoceanedge@earthlink.net>; "Suzanne Dumont"
<zangsfl@gmail.com>, Eric.l.mar@sfgov.org

Sue Englander ToBill Wycko <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
<s3england4@igc.org> cc

Subject"Katherine Howard"
12/12/2011 01:35 PM <sfoceanedge@earthlink.net>; "Suzann

Dumont" <zangsfl@gmail.com>,

|
Please respond to | Eric.l.mar@sfgov.org

Sue Englander
| <s3england4@igc.org>

To: San Francisco Planning Commission c¢/o Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
From: Susan Englander

Dear Planning Commissioners,

First of all, thank you for following through with the commission and drafting of
the EIR on the Beach Chalet Fields Renovation and the opportunity to comment on the
draft EIR. It has been difficult for me to get through the DEIR as thoroughly as I
would have wanted since it is not something one would curl up on the couch with in
the evening. However, here are my comments on the sections about which I feel most
strongly. I disagree with substantial sections of the draft EIR.

As a physically active San Franciscan, I support the proper upgrading and care of
the Beach Chalet Fields as a way to promote the healthy life style that most San
Franciscans want to promote. Urban life and one with high technology can be a
sedentary one and sports such as soccer undercut that tendency to remain sedentary,
especially for the city’s young people. I emphasize that because some of these so-
called improvements are meant to provide increased access to out-of-city adults in
leagues. That is not my intention here.

I also support a renovation consistent with the Golden Gate Master Plan and will
address this in my remarks. My main concerns are the disruption of the Park’s value
as a natural recreational area and the impact on the environment: toxin release,
water quality reduction and impact on plant, animal and sea life.

I disagree with the finding of the Hydrology and Water Quality sections which report
that there will be less than significant impact to water quality in the Park with
synthetic turf placement. Crumb rubber used to secure the turf does have toxic
materials in it and does have a negative impact on the environment in and of itself
The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), in a
January 2007 report, found that forty-nine chemicals could be discharged from crumb
rubber, some of it highly toxic with neurological and carcinogenic consequences. We
are talking about children being exposed to these noxious materials in the name

of “fun,” as some of the witnesses testified at the December 1 hearing on this DEIR
These materials also have the potential to be released into the soil, endangering
animal and plant 1life. This does not sound like maintaining the natural recreationa:
value of the park, much less its role as a bioresource to the Parks’'s ecosystems.

http://sfmail01 .sfgov.org/mail/CTYPLN/dlewis.nsT 4940877¢069ed 1288257964005544...  12/13/2011
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Based on the above information, I disagree with Impact HZ-1: The proposed project
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
routine use, disposal, handling, or emissions of hazardous materials. It seems
that there will be hazardous materials released from the crumb rubber alone, much
less the plastic turf (one component is polyethylene) and the filler for the turf
(one component is polypropylene). These . synthetics are currently under
investigation for their health conseguences and it is probably that food
containers made of polypropylene are carcinogenic.

These are my findings after only a partial review of the DEIR. I am now reviewing
the alternatives to the proposed renovation laid cut in the DEIR and would like an
opportunity to cqmment fully on that as well. I would therefore ask that the
public comment period by extended at least 60 days so that I have sufficient time
to conduct a full review and do the necessary research for a complete comment.

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment on a topic of great interest to
me. I came to Golden Gate Park when I was unemployed 35 years ago and found great
pleasure in its many delights, I returned three years ago to help mitigate the
effects of receiving chemotherapy for cancer with exercise, and I hope to make
more use of Golden Gate Park when I retire. Please help me in making this possible
for me and for all San Franciscans. Keep the Park the Park!!

Best,

Susan Englander

3456 17th St.

San Francisco, CA 94110

Cc: sfoceanedge@earthlink.net

zangsflegmail.com
Eric.l.maresfgov.org

COM-370
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Linda Avery/CTYPLN/SFGOV To
cc Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B
11/22/2011 10:56 AM Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Bill
b Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Patricia
cc

Subject Fw: Request for an Extension to the Beach Chalet DEIR
comment period

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.org/planning

----- Forwarded by Linda Avery/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/22/2011 10:55 AM —---

Pierre Fraysse
<pbfgreens @sbcglobal .net> To c_olague@yahoo.com, linda.avery@sfgov.org

11/21/2011 09:02 PM cc Kathy Howard <kathyhoward@earthlink.net>

Subject Request for an Extension to the Beach Chalet DEIR
comment period

From : Pierre FRAYSSE
1950 33rd ave
SF, CA, 94116

Dear Mrs Olague, president of the SF Planning Commission ]

I am writing you tonight, to ask you to grant an extension to the
following DEIR:

® Beach Chalet Athletic Fields, Draft EIR,

® Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E

® State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005
As you know, many people who oppose this project, have been also
intensively involved in the mayoral race, since the incumbent
candidate, mayor Ed Lee, had made it clear that balancing the
budget was his first priority. And we know that this project is all
about the commercialization of tiie SF GGP to raise more revenue for

the city.

Also, please consider the length of the report, the short period of
time given for the public to review and understand it, and the technical
complexity of this report that requires careful study.

COM-372
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Consequently, we ask you to grant this 90 days extension, beyond 01
the current deadline of Dec 12th. cont.
Respectfully,

Pierre FRAYSSE
SFGP CC member

San Francisco Green Party Active Members List
To unsubscribe or edit your options, go here:
https://list.sfgreens.org/cgi-bin/mailman/listinfo/active
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From: Michele Garside <mgarside@comcast.net>
To: Don.Lewis@sfgov.org
Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 10:03PM

Subject: Re: Golden Gate Park

Dear Mr. Lewis,

It has taken me quite a while to read through the DEIR on line, but I

have done so. I guess it is a foregone conclusion that the City of SF
will move ahead with this plan, and I am only one person who has
reservations. I must say, however, that putting phony turf in Golden
Gate Park, adding spectator seating and installing lights that will
take away the only truly "dark sky" area in our City just to appease
sports enthusiasts doesn't preserve our one precious resource one
bit. The devastation of the historical significance of the park seems
to be enough not to pursue the plan. Humans, adults AND children,
need unfettered places to explore and play. Paving over coveted GG
Park land in the name of increasing accessibility is simply
"doublespeak". For the record, I oppose the proposal.

‘Thank you for your attention.

Michele Garside
On Nov 22, 2011, at 10:23 AM, Don.Lewis@sfgov.org wrote:

Hello Michele,

You can find the DEIR on line at
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2010.0016E DEIR.pdf.

If you need all 369 pages of hard copy you need to provide a mailing
address.

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

Michele Garside
<mgarside@comcast

.net
> To
Don.Lewis@sfgov.org
11/22/2011
10:03 cc
AM

Subject
Golden Gate Park

V V.V V V V V V V V VYV VVV VYV VYV VYV VYV VVVVVVVYVYV
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>

>

>

>

>

>

>

>

>

> Dear Mr. Lewis, )

> Please send me the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
> plan to

> pave seven acres of Golden Gate Park with artificial turf and add

> 240,000 watts of stadium lights.

> Thank you, Michele Garside, SF resident.

g :

>

>

>

>

> ==========

> The Planning Department will have reduced services available the day
> before Thanksgiving and will be closed during the regularly observed
> legal holidays Thursday & Friday November 24-25, 2011. On Wednesday
> November 23rd only the Planning Information Center (PIC), located on
> the 1st floor of 1660 Mission Street, will be open for normal

> business hours.

> Please note that the PIC will have reduced staffing on this day. The
> PIC phone number is (415) 558-6377. The Planning Department

> will resume full services on November 28, 2011.

A\
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Linda Avery /CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B
Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Bill
12/07/2011 10:45 AM - Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Patricia
bce

Subject Fw: Beach Chalet Renovation - E-mail of Support

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.org/planning

————— Forwarded by Linda Avery/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/07/2011 10:45 AM ——--

Jeremy Goldberg
<jergoldberg @gmail.com> To c_olague@yahoo.com, rm@well.com,
12/07/2011 07:47 AM wordweaver21@aol.com, plangsf@gmail.com,

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

Subject Beach Chalet Renovation - E-mail of Support

Dear President Olague and members of the Planning Commission:

My name is Jeremy Goldberg. I am a graduate student in Public Affairs at the University ]
of San Francisco. I am here today to express my support for the Beach Chalet Soccer
Field Renovation.

I am here because I have experienced firsthand the positive impact that sports, especially
soccer, and recreation have had on my life.

I was one of the kids who after school let out went to play recreational or organized sports
with my friends. Often we did not have immediate access to safe spaces to play.

COM-380
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A renovation like the one Parks & Recreation and City Fields advocate at Beach Chalet
would have been warmly welcome by me, my friends and my family.

Why?

Because the renovation will add significant additional hours of playtime, especially as
time for recreation and recess 1s increasingly limited for kids these days.

The opportunity for boys and girls of all backgrounds to play soccer, to learn from each
other, from coaches, establishes a greater sense of character, discipline, teamwork and
improved mental and physical health.

In today’s world kids and youth, the future of our city, often feel overlooked. A limited
number of available safe spaces play only reemphasizes this feeling.

As with the previous projects to develop safe spaces for sports and recreation in San
Francisco, renovating the Beach Chalet fields is a strong and positive message of support
and interest in the growth of kids, families and our shared future.

‘Therefore, 1 ask that the Draft Environmental Impact Report be approved

Thank you for your time.

Jeremy M. Goldberg

COM-381
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Jeremy M. Goldberg
202.577.6322
my skype: jeremymgoldberg

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments contain information intended solely for the use of the named
recipient or recipients. Any :
dissemination of this e-mail by anyone other than an intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If
you are not a named recipient, you are prohibited from any further

viewing of the e-mail or any attachments or from making any use of the e-mail or attachments. If
you believe you have

received this e-mail in error, notify the sender

immediately and permanently delete the e-mail, any attachments, and all copies thereof from any
drives or storage media and destroy any printouts of the e-mail or attachments.

Jeremy M. Goldberg
202.577.6322
my skype: jeremymgoldberg

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This e-mail and any attachments contain information intended solely for the use of the named
recipient or recipients. Any

dissemination of this e-mail by anyone other than an intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If
you are not a named recipient, you are prohibited from any further

viewing of the e-mail or any attachments or from making any use of the e-mail or attachments. If
you believe you have

received this e-mail in error, notify the sender

immediately and permanently delete the e-mail, any attachments, and all copies thereof from any
drivee or ctorage media and destroy any printouts of the e-mail or attachments. ... .. ... .
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[-Green
From: Sue Green <sgreen@credomobile.com>
To: "'bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>, "'don.lewis@sfgov.org'"
<don.lewis@sfgov.org>
cc: "'c_olague@yahoo.com' <c_olague@yahoo.com>, "'rm@well.com" <rm@well.com>,

wordweaver21@acl.com'” <wordweaver2l@aol.com>, "'plangsf@gmail.com™
<plangsf@gmail.com>, ""'mooreurban@aol.com' <mooreurban@aol.com>,
""hs.commish@yahoo.com' <hs.commish@yahoo.com>, "'rodney@waxmuseum.com'"
<rodney@waxmuseum.com>, "'linda.avery@sfgov.org" <linda.avery@sfgov.org>, 'David
Thompson' <dt.davidthompson@gmail.com>, "Sarah Thompson (thompssg@live.unc.edu)"
<thompssg@live.unc.edu>, "Andy Thompson (amt.goyankees@gmail.com)"
<amt.goyankees@gmail.com>

Date: Friday, December 09, 2011 05:57PM
Subject: comment on Beach Chalet renovation project

Dear Bill Wycko,

I'm writing to ask the Planning Commission to approve the DEIR for the Beach Chalet
renovation project and allow the project to move forward as quickly as possible.

My family resides in Noe Vailey. We have two kids, 17 and 19 years old, both of whom have
played soccer on the Beach Chalet field and other public fields in the city over the years. Both
of my kids are serious athletes who have had to pursue opportunities to play competitive team
sports outside of the City, partly because San Francisco cannot offer its families the kinds of
amenities that suburban communities do with respect to sports facilities. Due to the lack of
year-round playing fields, San Francisco supports relatively few recreational and competitive
sports teams for a population of its size, negatively impacting kids’ health and diminishing
opportunities for them to learn the many skills and life lessons that come from participating in
team sports. And the athletic clubs that do field teams in San Francisco find it more difficult to
build strong and competitive organizations lacking adequate facilities, nor can they host as
many regional tournaments as their suburban counterparts, causing the City to miss out on the
economic benefit of tournament=related hotel stays, restaurant patronage and additional
tourism.

San Francisco needs to diversify the uses of its public park space to support the needs of ALL of
its residents and to create a family-friendly urban environment that will stem the flight of
families from the City. The Beach Chalet renovation project is a small, critical step in the right
direction. Please support this project and allow it to move ahead as quickly as possible.

Thank you,
Susan Green

920 Diamond St
San Francisco, CA 94114

. COM:383
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Thomas K. Hahn
863 Waller Street #7
San Francisco, California 94117
(415) 255-6391

December 9, 2011

Mr. Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St. Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: BEACH CHALET ATHLETIC FIELDS RENOVATION
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Planning Department Case No. 2010.0016E
State Clearinghouse No. 2011022005

Dear Mr. Wycko:

I have been a resident of San Francisco since 1989. I strongly oppose the proposal to renovate the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields with artificial
turf and stadium lights because it is inconsisient with The Golden Gate Park Master Plan. 1 support the Compromise Alternative proposed by the [ ()1
public during the Planning Commission hearing of December 1, 2011. The Compromise Alternative is to renovate the Beach Chalet fields with
natural grass and no lighting and to renovate the West Sunset Playground to provide more hours of play for youth soccer. 1
I find the Draft Environmental Impact Report to be deeply flawed. I have the following concerns:
1. That the City is rushing into this project without fully considering the negative impacts to the park and the environment: Cutting down 02
many mature trees that serve as a wind break and sacrificing a benign, bucolic grass field and covering it with an artificial, potentially
toxic substance without fully considering: -
=  Installation of artificial turf with its human health implications and environmental non-sustainability.
=  The composition of the artificial turf.
= How the artificial turf will be handled at the end of its life, in 8 to 10 years. 03
=  How can we be certain that any company that installs the artificial turf will be financially viable in 8 to 10 years to recycle 1t?
=  What will be the impact on the environment if the artificial turf staris to break down and there is no money to replace it? Will the
artificial turf be left in place to degrade? 1
2. That the soccer field will generate light pollution: We are so lucky in San Francisco to be able to go to areas in and near our city that T
are very natural. This is a precious gift that we must protect! The impact of intense night lighting on an area of Golden Gate Park that | 04
has been naturally dark since it was established should be protected. Fog can increase the amount of light reflected from this type of
lighting. Since this part of San Francisco is known for its fog, the potential is great for light pollution from the field lights. Birds, -
mammals, and the insects they feed on, can be negatively affected by extensive night lighting. I 05
3. That the soccer field would be inappropriately located in this part of Golden Gate Park, possibly in any part of Golden Gate Park. This T
is a “taking” of public parkland from the many and giving it to one interest group. Construction of this project in this sensitive area 06
would seal its fate as an intensely lit, artificial environment designated solely for the enjoyment of Bay Area soccer players. Also, this ==
project will attract players and spectators from a variety of locations, both in and outside of San Francisco who must drive automobiles 07
to the Beach Chalet Athletic Fields due to the distance of this soccer field from public transit. This is contrary to transit-first goals for
San Francisco. » -
This project is OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE PLAN FOR THE WEST SIDE OF GOLDEN GATE PARK which designates this area as T 08
wild and forested. The public comment period should be extended at least 60 days, so that more citizens have time to review the DEIR and to
submit their comments on the project. v+
Sincerely,
? 3
A"’ i' kl H"“l\-\
Thomas . f1aiii™ - e

cc: Mayor Edwin M. Lee, Supervisor Scott Wiener
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B
@ § 11/29/2011 03:15 PM CC Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
bcc

Subject Fw: Please don't install synthetic turf and lights at GGP

-—- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/29/2011 03:15 PM -—--

Bob Hall

<bilgepump 100@sbcglobal .n To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
et>

11/25/2011 09:53 AM

cc

Subject Please don't install synthetic turf and lights at GGP

I'm pro soccer and pro recreation but the cons outweigh the benefits of installing synthetic turf
and lights at Golden Gate Park. Please keep this list of cons in mind as you move forward with a

decision that will alter the landscape for years to come:

» Removal of 9 acres of natural grass which provides habitat to birds, butterflies and other wildlife and
there is no mitigation proposed.

« Installation of 10-60' towers with stadium lighting that will remain on until 10:00pm every night.
Artificial lighting has been shown to draw birds off course during migration. This site is within the Pacific
Flyway, in Golden Gate Park and 1000 feet from Ocean Beach.

« The lighting will negatively impact nesting birds and other species that depend on the area surrounding
the soccer fields as habitat.

« There is no recycling of the artificial turf plastic and tire crumb rubber, in 8-10 years 400 tons of debris
will go to landfill.

« It is much less expensive and more environmentally sustainable for the City to restore the natural grass
fields.

« This is a onetime gift to the City. When the artificial turf fields need to be replaced in 8-10 years where
will the millions of dollars come from?

Sincerely,

Robert Hall
1946 Grove St. Apt, 3
San Francisco, CA

94117
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Paige Hart To c_olague@yahoo.com, rm@well.com,
<paigeandandy@gmail.com> wordweaver21@aol.com, plangsf@gmail.com,
12/07/201% 05:51 PM mooreurban@aol.com, hs.commish@yahoo.com,
: cC
bce

Subject Please approve the environmental impact report for the
proposed Beach Chalet soccer fields

Dear President Olague and members of the Planning Commmission,

| have been a resident of the Inner Richmond for 13 years. During this time | have raised a pair of boy/girt
twins in the city. Both are now varsity athletes in college (Amherst/soccer and Yale/rowing} and at many
times during their formative years used the soccer fields throughout the city for their soccer games. We
were in constant fear of injuries due to poor field conditions and gopher holes at Beach Chalet and the
Polo fields. The opening of the Crocker Amazon fields really helped the situation during the High School
years.

Qur city needs more turf fields like Crocker and Kimball. My husband {(who is 50) has played soccer with
a group of professional men every Sunday for the last 10 years and really appreciates all the city has done
to install the Crocker and Kimball fields.

We need more turf fields with lighting in the city to accommodate all the adults and kids who like to play
soccer. With lights, the hours of play can be extended and with turf, we won't have to deal with all the rain
outs and gopher holes that we had to negotiate. Great things can result from good accessible fields close

to the residents who use them. Without the availability of good fields during their formative years, I'm sure |

my twins would not have achieved the high level of athletic success they now enjoy.
Please approve this improvement.

Paige Hart
525 10th Ave.
San Francisco, Ca
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Linda Avery /CTYPLN/SFGOV To Don Lewis/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV, Sarah B Jones/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV,
12/08/2011 08:25 PM o Patricia Gerber/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
bce

Subject Fw: Beach Chalet

Linda D. ﬂlvery—ﬂ-[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.sfgov.org/planning

----- Forwarded by Linda Avery/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/08/2011 08:25 PM -----
"Tom, Tom, Tom, Tom Hicks, Hicks, Hicks,
Hicks" <tomtomhickshicks @yahoo.com> To bill.wycko@sfgov.org, don.lewis@sfgov.org

12/08/2011 10:21 AM 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

Subject Beach Chalet

I support the renovation of the Beach Chalet soccer fields. I am a player and coach in the city and the facility truly needs to modernized. As a
resident and homeowner( who is in the process of paying property taxes) in the Outer Richmond, my only concern is the lighting that will be
installed and the hours of use. We do need lighting, however the pitches could be closed at 8 to allow those of us who live out here an opportunity
to enjoy our neighborhood ( and our view) in a more natural setting.

Regards-
Tom Hicks
550 46th Avenue
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