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The Draft General Management Plan I Environmental Impact Statement presented a proposed action and two alter­
natives for the management, use, and preservation of resources and developed areas within San Francisco Maritime 
National Historical Park. It also presented the purpose and significance of the park, draft vision and mission state­
ments, interpretive themes, management objectives, and management zoning. The environmental consequences of 
the proposed action and the alternatives were evaluated as well. This Final General Management Plan I 
Environmental Impact Statement includes only factual corrections and text clarifications to the draft document plus 
copies of representative comment letters and responses of the National Park Service to public comments. 

Alternative A (the proposed action) would provide a plan for emphasizing the preservation and maintenance of the 
park's collection, including the fleet of historic vessels, small watercraft, library, and archival materials. Minimal 
measures to slow down deterioration of the steam schooner Wapama would be implemented, but the vessel's under­
lying structural decay would not be addressed. The ship would be dismantled when it could no longer be maintained 
in a safe condition. However, before this action would be taken, efforts would be made to seek out other agency or 
private organizations interested in reconstructing or preserving Wapama as a dryberth exhibit. The park would also 
pursue multiple strategies for major ship restoration. Greater use of the park's collection by the public for research 
and interpretive purposes would be provided through the use of additional facilities, including rehabilitation of the 
Haslett Warehouse. The intersection at Hyde and Jefferson Streets would be redesigned to enhance pedestrian 
access and visibility of the pier and historic ships and to expand interpretive opportunities. Aquatic Park would be 
enhanced and maintained as a public open space, and recreational activities in the lagoon such as swimming, row­
ing, and the temporary mooring of sailboats would continue to be provided to all users. Park volunteer programs 
would be enhanced and visitors would be encouraged to experience other related sites in the Bay Area. The other 
alternatives include alternative B, which is similar to alternative A, with a few modifications, and alternative C, 
which is the no-action, minimum requirements alternative. 

The Draft General Management Plan I Environmental Impact Statement for San Francisco Maritime National 
Historical Park was released for formal public review on August 2, 1996, as announced in the Federal Register. The 
draft document was on public review for 60 days. 

A record of decision on the final plan will be issued 30 days after this final document has been made available for 
public review, as announced in the Federal Register. For further information about this plan, please contact San 
Francisco Maritime NHP at the following address: 

Superintendent, San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park 
National Park Service 
Building E, Fort Mason 
San Francisco, California 94123 
Telephone: (415) 556-1659 

United States Department of the Interior • National Park Service 
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Revisions to the Document 



INTRODUCTION 
This document is an abbreviated final environmental impact statement (FEIS), and the material includ­
ed here is to be integrated with the Draft General Management Plan I Environmental Impact Statement 
(NPS D-7/June 1996). The abbreviated format has been used because changes to the draft are minor, do 
not result in modification of the proposal or alternatives, and do not result in new information that may 
have a significant effect on the environment. Use of this format is in compliance with the 1969 National 
Environmental Policy Act regulations (40 CFR 1503.4(c)). It is important that the reader use the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement in reviewing this document because the two documents together 
describe the final proposed action, its alternatives, all significant environmental impacts, and the public 
comments that have been evaluated. 

The first part of this document contains corrections of errors that were noted in the draft text. It also 
contains clarifying text changes in response to public comments. The second part contains responses to 
public comments and is broken down into responses to governmental agencies, organizations, and indi­
viduals. Because many of the letters from organizations and individuals presented the same issue, repre­
sentative letters were chosen for response and are reprinted in this final document. 

The major issues of concern raised in the letters were related to the preservation/ restoration of the 
steam schooner Wapama, and concerns related to shared use of the Sea Scout Base. 
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ERRATA 
Corrections and revisions to the Draft General Management Plan/ Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) are listed in this section. Revisions were made in response to comments from public and agency 
reviews of the DEIS. These revisions have not resulted in substantive modification of the proposed 
action or the alternatives. It has been determined that the revisions do not require additional environ­
mental analysis within this document. 

Changes to existing sentences are in bold: 

SUMMARY 

page v second column, second paragraph, fourth sentence, change to read: Visitors would be 
guided by visual, physical, and interpretive connections between the park's primary 
facilities (Hyde Street Pier, Haslett Warehouse, Aquatic Park, Victorian Park, and 
building E). 

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

page 3 second column, second paragraph, second sentence, change to read: The exhibit facility 
is the Aquatic Park Bathhouse building, a national historic landmark, completed in 
1939 as the centerpiece of the development. 

page 3 second column, third paragraph, second sentence, change to read: the historic Hyde 
Street cable car 

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 

page 16 first column, first bullet statement, change to read: (historic vessels, small watercraft, 
artifacts, art, historic documents, library materials, historic structures, and the historic 
district) 

MANAGEMENT ZONING 

page 18 first column, first paragraph, first sentence, delete: and a portion of Victorian Park. 

page 19 Management Zones map. The Development Zone boundary has been revised to 
include all of Victorian Park, which is not a contributing feature of the historic Aquatic 
Park development. Victorian Park was constructed during the 1960s, which is outside 
the period of historic significance. 
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CONTEXT FOR THE PLAN 

ISSUES BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THIS PLAN 

page 22 Delete second column, last paragraph 

INFLUENCE OF OTHER PLANS AND PROJECTS ON THIS PLAN 

page 24 first column, second paragraph, second sentence, change to read: The draft plan is a 
product of a four-year public planning process conducted by the Port with assistance 
from a waterfront plan advisory board. 

page 24 first column, third bullet statement, change to read: provide a diversity of activities for 
all San Franciscans and visitors to enjoy 

page 24 first column, fourth bullet statement, change to read: improve public access along the 
waterfront 

page 24 first column, add after last bullet statement: 
• create economic opportunities that reflect the diversity of the San Francisco popula­

tion 

page 24 second column, second paragraph, change to read: Hyde Street Fishing Harbor and Pier 
45 Fishing Industry Facilities. In 1988 the Port Commission proposed improvements to 
Pier 45 and the construction of the Hyde Street Fishing Harbor to improve the facili­
ties for the commercial fishing industry at Fisherman's Wharf. The project included 
renovation of fish handling and processing facilities at Pier 45 and a new 88-berth 
fishing harbor along the east side of the Park Service's Hyde Street Pier. Following the 
1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, the Port refocused its efforts to upgrade the fishing 
industry facilities on Pier 45. The $11.6 million project is completed and the fishing 
industry space on the west side of the pier is over 90% leased. Tenants include some of 
the major Northern California fish processors and handlers. The Port is working with 
a community advisory group to plan the new uses for the east side of Pier 45. The pre­
ferred alternative includes fishing industry space as well as space for an educational 
attraction or event space. The Port completed a Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
the Hyde Street Fishing Harbor and Sheds A & C in April 1996. The project currently 
consists of a 60-berth harbor, support facilities such as restrooms, a work dock, and 
parking. Funding has been identified and the Port intends to begin final design and 
construction in 1997 following environmental and regulatory approval. The Port has 
coordinated the design of the harbor berths with the Park Service to ensure that ade­
quate access is provided for historic vessel maintenance activities and the periodic 
removal of the park vessels to dry dock facilities. This will be incorporated in the final 
environmental impact report. 
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ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

HISTORIC VESSEL PRESERVATION PLAN 

page 33 first column, third paragraph, second sentence, change to read: The U. S. Forest 

Service 

SPECIFIC PARK MANAGEMENT PLANS 

page 37 second column, insert after the last paragraph: 

Hazardous Materials Plan 

The park would prepare a hazardous materials plan to address the proper handling 
and storage of all hazardous materials used in the park. The park would make efforts 
to avoid hazardous material incidents and to control or minimize them should they 
occur. Prevention would include acquisition of minimum quantities of hazardous mate­
rials; selection of the least toxic materials; implementation of safe use, storage, and 
disposal practices; recycling of spent materials; and the development of response pro­
grams. Activities pertaining to hazardous materials, including purchase, storage, 
transportation, and disposal, would comply with federal, state, and local laws and reg­
ulations. The park would coordinate with city of San Francisco and the Port of San 
Francisco in an effort to have the park's plan consistent with the San Francisco Oil Spill 
Prevention and Response Plan. 

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

page 39 first column, fourth paragraph, fourth sentence, change to read: Options for future ves­
sel preservation projects should include the evaluation of timber acquisition from a 
number of existing sources, including existing lumber mills, approved U.S. Forest 
Service harvesting programs, salvaged old-growth wood from demolition projects, and 
though not preferred, the use of pre-engineered lumber products. 

ALTERNATIVE A (PROPOSED ACTION) 

OVERVIEW 

page 40 first column, first paragraph, first sentence, change to read: Alternative A (the pro­
posed action) would emphasize the preservation and maintenance of the park's 
resources, such as the fleet of historic ships, small watercraft, museum collection, his­
toric structures, and library and archival materials. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Historic Ships Treatment 

page 43 first column, add after fourth paragraph: Dismantling would be undertanen only as a 
last resort before implementation, The Park Service, in full consultation with the state 
historic preservation officer, would explore the widest possible range of alternative 
measures for preserving the vessel. Such alternatives would include, in priority order, 
leasing of the vessel, working with local/state/federal government or private agencies to 
relocate the vessel to a site conducive to preservation and interpretation, or transfer to 
a federal or state or private entity with the proven capability of funding and carrying 
out the preservation of the vessel. 

page 43 first column, fifth paragraph, first and second sentence: delete and add: If leasing, relo­
cation, or transfer of the vessel was impossible within two years from the date of com­
pletion of the general management plan, or if structural collapse was imminent and 
the vessel became a safety hazard, the Park Service would demolish the vessel. The 
Park Service would provide the state historic preservation officer the opportunity to 
comment on the decision to demolish the vessel. If the officer would disagree with such 
action, the Park Service would consult according to the programmatic agreement, stip­
ulation IX, dispute resolution. 

Collection Facilities 

page 44 first column, second paragraph, change to read: The park would work cooperatively 
with Golden Gate National Recreation Area to pursue development of a single collec­
tion management facility in a building at the Presidio that meets the needs of both 
parks. Storage for the park's artifact and small watercraft collection and work space for 
the collections management department would be consolidated in this facility. The 
building would be improved as necessary to meet seismic safety requirements and pro­
vide adequate environmental controls and equipment for those functions. Until a facili­
ty is developed, existing offsite space would be maintained at one or more offsite loca­
tions (such as San Bruno warehouse and East Fort Baker building 670). Storage facili­
ties for nitrate cellulose negatives from San Francisco Maritime National Historical 
Park and Golden Gate National Recreation Area would be relocated to storage space 
at the Presidio or some other repository facility. 

VISITOR USE AND DEVELOPMENT 

Access and Circulation 

page 46 first column, second paragraph, add after last sentence: The 1980 General Management 
Plan for Golden Gate National Recreation Area includes a proposal to work with the 
city to develop a multilevel parking garage at the foot of Van Ness Avenue to help offset 
the waterfront parking deficit. The park would cooperate in this effort to improve 
parking capacities in this area of the waterfront. 

page 46 first column, third paragraph, add after last sentence: To improve access, the park 
would support related transportation proposals in the Golden Gate General 
Management Plan and Presidio General Management Plan Amendment. These include 
opening the railroad tunnel under Fort Mason as an access to the maritime park from 



the Marina District and Presidio and extending the F-line rail system from 
Fisherman's Wharf west through Aquatic Park to the Presidio; and establishment of a 
system of water shuttles accessing park sites in San Francisco Bay. 

page 47 second column, second paragraph, fourth sentence, change to read: The swimming and 
rowing clubs would remain adjacent to the forepier, consistent with the Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area General Management Plan Amendment 

Parkwide Interpretation and Education 

page 46 second column, fifth paragraph, add after third sentence: The park would also support 
the growth and development of community outreach efforts for educational programs, 
such as the successful Age of Sail Living History Program. 

page 47 first column, add at end of second paragraph: The park would also explore opportuni­
ties to work with tour operators to enhance and broaden visitation opportunities to the 
park. 

Hyde Street Pier Development Concept Plan 

page 47 first column, fourth paragraph, change last sentence to read: In cooperation with the 
San Francisco Sea Scouts, the park would also explore options to provide sail training 
at the Sea Scout Base. Appropriate agreements would be established with the Sea 
Scouts for operation and use of the facility. 

page 47 second column, second paragraph, fourth sentence, change to read: The swimming and 
rowing clubs would remain adjacent to the forepier, consistent with the Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area General Management Plan Amendment. 

Haslett Warehouse Development Concept Plan 

page 51 first column, second paragraph, first sentence, change to read: It is the short-term goal 
of the National Park Service to provide for the rehabilitation, preservation, and main­
tenance of the Haslett Warehouse. The long-term goal would be to relocate the mar­
itime museum to the warehouse and use it as the primary museum exhibit facility as 
well as the park's headquarters/administration and visitor contact. 

Aquatic Park/Victorian Park Development Concept Plan 

page 56 second column, second paragraph, first sentence, change to read: The Aquatic Park 
Bathhouse (current maritime museum), a national historic landmark, would continue 
to be used as the park's primary exhibit facility until space is obtained in the Haslett 
Warehouse for relocation of the museum. 

page 59 first column, fourth paragraph, second and third sentences, change to read: In coopera­
tion with the San Francisco Sea Scouts, the park would explore options to provide sail 
training at the Sea Scout base. An appropriate agreement would be established with 
the Sea Scouts for operation and use of the facility. 

page 59 add at end of first column: Although the municipal pier is under the jurisdiction of 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area, the pier is an important visual and physical 
element of the park. It provides critical breakwater protection to the historic ships; 
visually defines the northwest limits of the park; provides visitors with views of the 
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ships and waterfront; and is an integral part of the Aquatic Park National Historic 
District. San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park would work cooperatively 
with Golden Gate National Recreation Area to ensure its preservation. 

PARK OPERATIONS 

page 59 second column, first paragraph, add at end of paragraph: The park would also pursue 
opportunities to establish additional partnerships or other cooperative efforts with 
both the public and private sector to supplement NPS staff and funding where neces­
sary and appropriate. 

BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS/PROPERTY ACQUISITION 

page 60 first column, first paragraph, add after first sentence: Acquisition of the pier would also 
require state legislative action. The Park Service would continue to maintain the pier. 

ALTERNATIVE B 

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Historic Ships Treatment 

page 62 second column, first paragraph, add after third sentence: The SS Jeremiah O'Brien 
would be berthed at an appropriate site in San Francisco Bay to provide for visibility 
and public access, such as Pier 32 or adjacent to Pier 3 in lower Fort Mason. 

Hyde Street Development Concept 

page 64 first column, first paragraph, add after fifth sentence: A lease agreement would be 
established by the Park Service with the clubs for use of the new location within the 
park. 

BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS/PROPERTY ACQUISITION 

page 74 first column, second paragraph, add after first sentence: Acquisition of the pier would 
also require state legislative action. The Park Service would continue to maintain the 
pier. In addition, upon relocation of the swimming and rowing clubs to the west wide of 
the Aquatic Park lagoon, an appropriate long-term lease agreement would be estab­
lished by the National Park Service. 

ALTERNATIVE C: NO ACTION/MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS 

BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS/PROPERTY ACQUISITION 

page 83 first column, second paragraph, add after second sentence: Acquisition of the pier 
would also require state legislative action. The Park Service would continue to main­
tain the pier. In addition, upon relocation of the swimming and rowing clubs to the 

— 10— 



west wide of the Aquatic Park lagoon, an appropriate long-term lease agreement would 
be established by the National Park Service. 

TABLE 8: SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

page 88 second column, eighth paragraph, delete: building 201 - Fort Mason 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

CLIMATE AND AIR QUALITY 

page 121 first column, second paragraph, fourth sentence, change to read: As of November 1, 
1996, the county of San Francisco has been designated a federal nonattainment area 
for carbon monoxide and a maintenance area for ozone. The county is a state nonat­
tainment area for ozone and particulate matter. 

SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

SURROUNDING LAND USE 

page 129 second column, second paragraph, change to read: In 1988 the Port Commission pro­
posed improvements to Pier 45 and the construction of the Hyde Street Fishing 
Harbor to improve the facilities for the commercial fishing industry at Fisherman's 
Wharf. The project included renovation of fish handling and processing facilities at 
Pier 45 and a new 88-berth fishing harbor along the east side of the Park Service's 
Hyde Street Pier. Following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, the Port refocused its 
efforts to upgrade the fishing industry facilities on Pier 45. The $11.6 million project is 
completed and the fishing industry space on the west side of the Pier is over 90% 
leased. Tenants include some of the major Northern California fish processors and 
handlers. The Port is working with a community advisory group to plan the new uses 
for the east side of Pier 45. The preferred alternative includes fishing industry space 
as well as space for an educational attraction or event space. The Port completed a 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hyde Street Fishing Harbor and Sheds A & 
C in April 1996. The project currently consists of a 60-berth harbor, support facilities 
such as restrooms, a work dock, and parking. Funding has been identified and the Port 
intends to begin final design and construction in 1997 following environmental and 
regulatory approval. The Port has coordinated the design of the harbor berths with the 
Park Service to ensure that adequate access is provided for historic vessel mainte­
nance activities and the periodic removal of the park vessels to dry dock facilities. This 
will be incorporated in the final environmental impact report. 

page 133 Land Use map. The Port of San Francisco boundary line has been revised to end just 
west of the Hyde Street Harbor breakwater. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE A (PROPOSED ACTION) 

IMPACTS ON AQUATIC LAGOON/SHORELINE ENVIRONMENT 

Analysis 

Page 146 first column, add after fourth paragraph: Total area impacted by all proposed construc­
tion activity is expected to be less than 1 acre. Further environmental analysis and 
NEPA documentation would be prepared for individual construction projects during 
the project design stage. More detailed information would be developed at that time. 
Appropriate mitigation for such erosion-control measures would also be identified 
during project design. 

IMPACTS ON TRAFFIC AND PARKING 

Analysis 

page 148 second column, fourth paragraph, add after second sentence: The Port of San 
Francisco would lose revenue from the 13 metered parking spaces it owns that gener­
ate about $40 per meter per week. 

Conclusion 

page 149 second column, add after first paragraph: Changes in traffic and parking patterns 
could negatively affect local businesses, clubs, and Hyde Street Harbor. A traffic and 
transportation analysis would be completed before implementation of any vehicular 
access/circulation or parking proposals. Additional environmental analysis, including 
potential socioeconomic impacts and NEPA documentation, would be completed. 

Cumulative Impacts 

page 149 second column, third paragraph, change to read: Further potential increases in traffic 
and parking demand would be generated by the Hyde Street Harbor project proposed 
by the Port Commission, however, the Hyde Street Harbor Draft Environmental Impact 
Report prepared by the Port of San Francisco found no significant impacts from traffic. 
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IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B 

IMPACTS ON AQUATIC LAGOON/SHORELINE ENVIRONMENT 

Analysis 

Page 155 second column, add after fourth paragraph: Total area impacted by all proposed con­
struction activity would be less than 1 acre. Further environmental analysis and NEPA 
documentation would be prepared for individual construction projects during the pro­
ject design stage. More detailed information would be developed at that time. 
Appropriate mitigation such erosion control measures would also be identified during 
project design. 

IMPACTS ON TRAFFIC AND PARKING 

Analysis 

page 157 second column, fifth paragraph, add after second sentence: The Port of San Francisco 
would lose revenue from the 13 metered parking spaces it owns that generate about 
$40 per meter per week. 

Conclusion 

page 158 first column, add after third paragraph: Changes in traffic and parking patterns could 
negatively affect local businesses, clubs, and Hyde Street Harbor. A traffic and trans­
portation analysis would be completed before implementation of any vehicular 
access/circulation or parking proposals. Additional environmental analysis, including 
potential socioeconomic impact and NEPA documentation, would be completed. 

Analysis 

page 158 first column, first paragraph, second sentence, change to read: Further potential 
increases in traffic and parking demand would be generated by the Hyde Street Harbor 
project proposed by the Port Commission, however, the Hyde Street Harbor Draft 
Environmental Impact Report prepared by the Port of San Francisco found no signifi­
cant impacts from traffic. 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION, 
APPENDIXES, BIBLIOGRAPHY, INDEX 

CONSULTATION A N D COORDINATION 

LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, A N D INDIVIDUALS TO W H O M 
THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT IS BEING SENT 

Organizations and Businesses 

page 170 second column, Organizations and Businesses, change to read: 
American Association of Museums 

Libraries 

page 171 second column, Libraries, change to read: Smithsonian Institution Library 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This section includes a summary of comments received through letters and public meetings following 
the release of the draft plan on July 25, 1996. A notice of availability was published in the Federal 
Register (FR) on August 2, 1996, which officially began the public review period. Approximately 316 
copies of the draft were distributed to government agencies, public interest groups, and individuals. The 
public comment period covered 60 days and ended on October 3, 1996. 

PUBLIC MEETINGS 

Two public meetings were held in conjunction with the park's advisory commission at building F, Lower 
Fort Mason, San Francisco, California. The purpose of the meetings were to receive oral or written 
comments on the Draft General Management Plan I Environmental Impact Statement. Transcripts of the 
meetings were made. Nineteen people attended the August 21, 1996, meeting and 12 people attended 
the August 22, 1996, meeting. Comments received during the meetings were reiterated in the written 
comments and are addressed in the following section. 

WRITTEN COMMENTS 

A total of 57 comment letters were received from government agencies, organizations, interest groups, 
and individuals during the comment period. All letters from governmental agencies are reprinted in this 
section. Also included are reprints of letters from individuals and interest groups that raised points 
needing clarification, resulted in text corrections, or that were chosen to represent the range of issues 
included in the individual letters. No responses arc provided to comments that only expressed opinions 
and did not identify a needed text clarification or correction. 

The majority of the written comments focused on two issues presented in the Draft General Management 
Plan I Environmental Impact Statement — the preservation/restoration of the steam schooner Wapama 
(20 letters), and concerns related to shared use of the Sea Scout base (12 letters). Some of these letters 
also expressed preference for alternative A, the proposed action (7 letters), alternative B (3 letters), and 
alternative C (11 letters), which proposed maintaining the current existing conditions. Other letters 
received from organizations and interest groups focused on specific actions in the alternatives and did 
not endorse any alternative preference. 

Letters received from local governmental agencies, such as the Port of San Francisco and the Planning 
Department and Recreation and Park Department, City and County of San Francisco, provided specific 
comments related to jurisdictional oversight, agency reviews and approvals, consistency of land uses, and 
providing for additional project analysis before actual implementation. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

UNITED STATES ENVIROKMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

NNttNK 
75 Hawtfionw Strati 

Sin Francisco, CA 9410S-3901 

Septembar 27, 1996 

Stanley T. Albright 
Regional Director 
western Regional Office 
National Park Service 
600 Harrison St., Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94107-1375 

Dear Mr. Albright: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (ETA) has reviewed the 
Draft General Management Plan A Environmental Impact statement 
(DEIS) for the San Franeieco Maritime national Historic Park, San 
Francisco County, California. We are submitting the following 
comments in accordance with our responsibilities under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 
1500-1508) , and Section 309 of the clean Air Act. 

In proposing the management plan, the National Park Service 
(NPS) examined three alternatives, including a "no action". The 
alternatives address management policies for natural, historic, 
and cultural resources, and plans for visitor use facilities, and 
interpretive eites. Alternatives A and B would entail upgrades 
of the Victorian Park setting, Hyde Street Pier, and movement of 
exhibits and facilities from the Aquatic Park bathhouse to the 
Haslett warehouse, construction of additional interpretive sites 
and visitor structures. The preferred alternative describes a 
program of preservation and enhancement of the historic and 
cultural resources in order to expand visitor uses. 

we are concerned with several aspects of the DEIS- Namely 
that there is not a complete discussion in the DEIS regarding the 
impacts to water quality from construction activities and 
potential stormwater runoff from the facilities in the park in 
keeping with the requirements of the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System, or cumulative impacts to localized air 
quality in keeping with the Clean Air Act. The DEIS doeB not 
discuss the disposition, maintenance, and storage of materials 
(solvents, petroleum products, paints) used in the restoration of 
the historic ships and also if there would be herbicide and 
pesticide treatments on the ships, piers, and in Aguatio park-
while the impacts associated with thee* issues may prove to be 
substantively insignificant, they should nevertheless be 
addressed and evaluated in the document. 

I 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

We believe that nore detailed information should be included 
in the Pinal SIS such as guidelines and procedures regarding: 
construction activities, runoff; erosion control; air quality; 
hazardous materials; pathway and landscape management; land use 
inside and outside the Monument; cumulative impacts; and the 
related specific mitigation measures. Our review comments, which 
are attached, discuss these concerns in greater detail. 

Based on our review and the aforementioned issues we have 
assigned a rating; of IC-2 (Environmental Concerns —Insufficient 
Information; see attached rating sheet) to the DEIS. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review your DEIS. Please 
send two copies of the Final EIS to this office when the document 
is officially submitted to EPA Headquarters. If you have any 
questions, please call me at 415-744-1584, or contact David J. 
Carlson at 415-744-1577. 

Yours truly, 

rDavid Parrel, Chief 
Office of Federal A c t i v i t i e 

Attachments (2) 

P002736.sfmarit.del 

toolft 

http://P002736.sfmarit.del


COMMENTS RESPONSES 

General C a m p t i 

The DEIS does not mention whether or not specific design 
and management issues wbioh are not covered in this document will 
be addressed in future detailed plans end studies. A 
programmatic-level EISr such as a General Management fclan, should 
provide a framework for more detailed plans and studies including 
mitigation measures to minimize the impacts from the 
implementation of the various parts of the project. Discussions 
of future plans and NEVA documentation in the r-EIS shbuld cover 
the Haslett warehouse, the final disposition of the vrapama, and 
the final design of the Sea Scout base. 

We suggest that the FEI3 discuss any foreseeable] changes (in 
existing site design and location plans) that could either effect 
the priorities identified in the DEIS or introduce sihnificant 
new resource management issues. The EEIS should explain how the 
NPS would monitor impacts from those projects to ensure 
consistent management techniques are applied throughout the 
Historic Perk. 

Also, the DEIS is very vague in its discussion of the 
different development portions of the proposed alternatives, ouch 
as the removal and then construction of the Maritime bookstore, 
other potential uses for the Aquatic Pork bathhouse, (landscaping 
and relandscaping certain areas, and development of the plaza 
area at Hyde and Jefferson Streets and near the cable car 
turnaround. The PEIS would benefit from greater detail regarding 
the specific actions planned for these facilities,(restoration 
and/or construction), and the Intended direction andluses for 
these areas. 

carrying oapecity 

The DEIS discusses the Historic Park's carrying|capacity but 
does not provide a context for the numbers of visitors in 
rsiation to what the park's resources can support, ihe 
impression in the DEIS is that the park ia underutilized and that 
the alternatives address methods and designs to encourage greater 
visitation. Also, there appears to be a shift in the visitation 
patterns away from the pier to the museum but the DEIS does not 
clearly discuss what may have caused the shift other than to.say 
the entrance to the pier is lees Inviting. The PETS should 
discuss what the ultimata goal of ths NPS is, as far as 
visitation is concerned with the implementation of either 
alternative A or B. The PETS should also discuss how the 
increase in people visiting the park and using the resources 
impact those cultural and natural resources. 

IOOB] 

1. Future detailed design and allocation of space in the Haslett 
Warehouse would depend on the actual terms of the partnership 
agreement to lease the building, which would be worked out 
between the park and a private developer. No future NEPA docu­
mentation is anticipated for the adaptive reuse of the Haslett 
Warehouse. As noted in the document, during the design stage a 
determination of onsite parking within the warehouse would be 
determined. This information would be incorporated into a future 
traffic and parking analysis and environmental documentation. 
(See Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco, 
response 6). No future NEPA documentation is anticipated for the 
disposition of the Wapama. The draft plan calls for an assessment 
of the Sea Scout base's condition and a structural evaluation to 
determine the facility's rehabilitation needs. When these needs 
and subsequent rehabilitation plan/ design are determined, site-
specific impacts would be evaluated. The document has been 
revised to include the need for further environmental analysis and 
NEPA documentation during the project design stage. 

2. Some of the proposed actions in the document are changes from 
existing conditions. The priorities that respond to management 
issues are reflected in the proposed actions. 

3. The document adequately distinguishes what facilities would be 
constructed, reconstructed, or rehabilitated and the uses pro­
posed for each one. Please refer to the development concept plans 
contained in the document. 

4. The discussion on carrying capacity in the document states that 
the visitor use goals are to ensure an enjoyable and educational 
experience as well as to protect the historic fabric and other struc­
tural elements of the historic ships. Capacity limits are identified 
for the resources within the park. As future conditions warrant, 
park management could establish additional capacity limits on vis­
itation to protect resources. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

5. The document has been revised to clarify that mitigating measures 
would be developed during the project design stage for all con­
struction projects. Use of appropriate guidelines would be deter­
mined at that time. 

6. The document has been revised to note that during the project 
design stage, when more detailed information is developed, appro­
priate erosion control measures would be identified for individual 
construction projects. Cumulative construction impacts would not 
exceed 5 acres. 
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water Reaouroes 

In January 1993, EPA. and th« National oceanic and 
Atmospheric Adninistratlon jointly announced the availability of 
the Guidance for Specifying ManaaenBnfc MenBurea for Sources of 
MOnPOint Pollution In coastal Waters (Guidance) pursuant to 
section 6217(g) of the Coastal Zone Reauthorization Amendments of 
1990. Ha recommend that the NPS consider this Guidance for the 
construction and development projects in the Historic Park and 
management of those areas. These guidelines should be referenced 
in the PSIS discussion of mitigating the construction impacts, as 
well as the discussion of implementing the guidelines along the 
roadway, parking areas, re-landscaped areas, and associated 
facilities when construction is completed. 

Section 6217(g)(5) defines management measures as, 
"economically achievable measure* for the control of the addition 
of pollutants from existing and new categories and classes of 
nonpoint sources of pollution, which reflect the greatest degree 
of pollutant reduction achievable through the application of best 
available nonpoint pollution control practices, technologies, 
processes, siting criteria, operating methods, or other 
alternatives-" 

Rational Pollution Discharge Elimination System (KPDZS) 

6 

The DEIS does not contain a discussion of ths impacts 
related to the removal of the maritime bookstore from the Hyde 
Street Pier and the creation of a new bookstore building in 
Victorian Park and the changes to the plaza area northwest of the 
cable car turnaround and repaying of the forepier area (Hyde and 
Jefferson Streets). we are concerned that serious erosion 
impacts may occur due to the construction and maintenance of the 
road/stair/trail/and new plasa system proposed for the area. We 
are concerned the NPS does not offer an erosion control plan to 
be implemented within the site. The document does not indicate 
the expected extent of erosion impacts due to development and 
land disturbances at the Historic Park, since we could not 
ascertain the extent of surface land disturbance, we are 
concerned that the activities described in ths DEIS could trigger 
the NPDES permitting requirements. 

According to the requirements in 40 CFR section 122.26 
(b)(14)(x), if the cumulative amount of disturbed land from the 
proposed actions within any of the alternatives will be greater 
than five acres, then all of the actions would be subject to the 
General NPDS3 permit for Discharge of Storm water runoff 
associated with construction activities, California permit 

2 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

NJ 

#CAS00Q002. If the NPS determines a permit will be necessary, 
the NPS should contact the state Water Resources Control Board 
(SKRCB) at 901 "P* Street, P.O. Box ZOO, Sacramento, CA, to 
obtain a copy of the permit and the Notice of Intent (NOI). The 
NPS oust complete and file the NOI and must develop and implement 
a storm water pollution prevention plan containing Best 
Management Practicea prior to commencing any construction. 

If the proponed actions would impact less than five acres 
the local Regional Water Quality Control Board may still require 
that the actions be subject to the General NPDES permit. In this 
situation, we recommend that the NPS consult with the local 
Regional Water Quality control Board. 

We recommend that the NPS place a preliminary erosion 
control plan in the Final EIS as the reference for future 
environmental documents, we are including, as attachment A, an 
outline of erosion control management practices for guidance on 
methods that can be used to minimise eroeion from rood and 
building construction projects. Also, the NPS should identify, 
in the TEIS. the amount of land that would, .be disturbed bv the 
development activities proposed in all of the alternatives and 
discuss the applicability of 40 CFR 122.26 (b)(14)(x) and the 
California General Permit 4 CAS000002. The FEIS should also 
describe the process th* NPS intends to use to adhere to the 
NPDES permitting requirements, if they are applicable. 

coastal Zone Management act 

The Coastal Zone Management Act (C2MA) requires that Federal 
Agencies be consistent with the policies of state aoastal rone 
management programs when conducting activities which affect a 
coastal zone. Tha Federal Agency must review the state Coastal 
Zone Management Plan (CZNP) to determine whether the activity 
would be consistent with tha Plan and then notify the State of 
ita determination. Federal agencies must prepare a written 
consistency determination which includes: a detailed description 
of the action, its associative facilities, and coastal zone 
effects? a brief statement on how the activity would be 
consistent with the state CZMP; and, data to support the 
consistency determination. The PEIS should indicate whether the 
NPS has been in consultation with tha BCDC regarding.the 
consistency of the alternatives with the Coastal Zone Management 
Plan. 

7. The draft document was submitted to the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission requesting their con­
currence with the Park Service's determination that the proposed 
action would be consistent with the Coastal Management Program 
for San Francisco Bay. Please see the letter from San Francisco 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission for their concur­
rence (appendix D). 
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ON 

Hazardous Materials 

The DEIS does not contain a discussion of the use, 
disposition, storage, and removal of hazardous substances that 
are used for the restoration and maintenance of the historic 
ships and pier. Alao, the DEIS does not discuss the use of 
herbicides and pesticides in and around th« park either on the. 
grounds or on the piar. The NTS should identify in the PETS that 
the provisions of the Resource conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) and associated state hazardous waste disposal requirements 
have been considered and implemented as part of the Management 
Plan, and further disclose how the NTS proposes to handle and 
treat any hazardous materials. we strongly recommend that the 
FEIS discuss the use, storage, and disposition of solvents, 
paints, petroleum products or any other materials that could be 
classified as a hazardous waste under Federal or California State 
regulations. 

The NPS should discuss the measures in place to either 
eliminate or minimize impacts from a posaible release of any of 
these materials into the environment, particularly a releasa that 
may impact bay water quality znd aquatic life. 

we recommend that the FEIS describe In detail the 
procedures that MPS will follow in order to meet the 
requirements. The FEIS should identify: 1) that the MPS or their 
contractor may become a hazardous waste generator; 2) that a 
generator identification number must be obtained in order to 
transport hazardous materials; and, 3) the procedures that would 
be used to comply with the land ban requirements for handling and 
disposing of hazardous waste. The FEIS should also disclose 
whether the NPS has met all OSHA regulations regarding health and 
safety and handling of hazardous waste. 

Air Quality 

Cumulative Impacts 

The FEIS should address cumulative air quality impacts, 
including direct and indirect emissions associated with the 
project plus emissions associated with other future development, 
such as the Port of San Francisco's plans for the areae adjacent 
and in the vicinity of the Park. Future scenarios should be 
carefully specified using the moat recent estimates of 
population, employment, travel, and congestion approved by the 
relevant Planning Agency. 

8. The park is required by NPS policy to address hazardous materials 
storage and handling. The document has been revised to acknowl­
edge the need for such a plan. 

9. It is the conclusion of the draft document that no significant 
effects on air quality would occur. Based on worst-case modeling 
assumptions, emissions would be negligible. It is the responsibility 
of the State and Environmental Protection Agency to address 
overall growth issues and associated emissions impacts in the 
greater San Francisco area through the Clean Air Act State 
Implementation Plan process. 
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10 

Pursuant to Public Lav 010-508, Pollution Pravantion Act of 
1990 (PPA) , "It 15 the policy of tha Onitad Statu that pollution 
should be prevented or reduced at tha source whenever feasibla; 
pollution that cannot ba prevented should ba racycled in an 
environmentally safe manner, whenever feasibla; pollution that 
cannot be prevented or racycled should be treated in an 
environmentally safe manner whenever feasible, and disposal or 
other release into the environment should be employed only as a 
last resort and should be conducted in en environmentally safe 
manner." The rzis should describe how the NPS would implement 
programs and practices to insure that the project would comply 
with the PPA. 

h-> 

10. Implementation of proposed actions would have very minimal 
potential for adverse impacts or pollution generation. As dis­
cussed in the impact analysis, potential sources of water pollution 
from use and operation of park facilities would be avoided or miti­
gated. The document has been revised to note that erosion control 
measures for all proposed construction activities would be identi­
fied during project design. See response 6. 
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Attachment A 
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BrosIon 

1. Schedule project* so clearing and grading is dona during 
times of minimum erosion potential. 

2. Mark end clear off only areas essential for construction. 

3. Avoid disturbing vegetation on steep slopes or other 
critical areas such as highly erodible soils and araas that 
drain directly into sensitive water bodies. 

4. Route construction to avoid existing and newly planted 
vegetation. 

5. Protect natural vegetation with fencing, tree armoring. 

6. Cover or stabilise topaoil stockpiles. 

7. Use wind erosion controls to act as wind barriers such as 
solid board fences, snow fences and bales of hay. 

8. Seed and mulch disturbed areas, 

siting Roadways and Bridges 

1. Consider the type and location of permanent erosion and 
sediment controls such ss vegetative buffer strips, grass 
swales, energy disslpators and velocity controls. 

2. Avoid marshes, bogs and other low-lying lands subject to 
flooding. 

3. Avoid locations requiring excessive cut and fill. 

4. Avoid locations subject to subsidence, land slides, rock 
outcroppings and highly erodible soils. 

5. sire right-of-ways to include space for siting runoff 
pollution control structures, as appropriate. 

6. Avoid locations requiring numerous river crossings. 

7. Direct pollutant loadings sway from bridge decks by 
diverting runoff waters to land for treatment. 

6 



C O M M E N T S R E S P O N S E S 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
City and County o f San Francisco 1660 Mis s ion Street San Francisco, CA 94103-2414 

(415) 5564373 

September 27, 1996 

William G. Thomas, Superintendent 
San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park 
National Park Service 
Building E, Fori Mason 
San Francisco. CA 94123 

COMMENTS RE: 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

SAN FRANCISCO MAPJTTME NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 
DRAFT: Genera! Management Plan & Environmental Impact Statement 

I am responding to the above document as the environmental planner wcrking in the Department of City 
Planning's Office of Environmental Review. lam assigned to conduct much of the Port's 
environmental review. The focus in these comments it on the Draft EIS; comments on the proposed nlan, 
as well as the environmental document, will also come to you from the Port. The documents are 
informative regarding the problems itinerant in the conservadonof the Farrk'i very specific historic 
resources. The graphics were also most impressive 

There are a number of issues that we believe need further analysis: 

1. We do not believe that the passing reference to acquiring more property it sriequate Please cover in 
more detail which property, how much property, what is on it now. and what uses for it the Park would 
forsee. 

2. We are currently developing the ccmsmenu and responses for the Draft ELR on the Hyde Street 
Harbor/Pier 45 Sheds A end C. The relationship between your proposed project, particularly the 
cumulative aspects, and the Port's proposal needs runner analysis. 

3. In the section "Natural Resources - Climate and Air Quality", please check your statements regarding 
nonattainment against the most recently published BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, published April 1996. It 
is a different picture from that presented in your document. 

4. In the section "Visitor Use and Development", it is puzzling that some estimate regarding visitors from 
the United States is not included. For example, it would be informative to include the numbers of school 
children who visit the Park. For neigborbood relations, it would be helpful to have some infeemation 
regarding use of the facilities by "locals" - old or young. 

1. The proposed action calls for acquisition of Hyde Street Pier, if 
possible. The existing and proposed uses of the pier are clearly 
documented in the plan. Please refer to the index for all refer­
ences regarding the pier. No other acquisition of property is pro­
posed under alternatives A or C. Alternative B calls for negotiat­
ing the possible acquisition of the Maskcll building (now called 
"Tradewinds") on the pier. This is discussed under alternative B, 
Hyde Street Pier Development Concept Plan. 

2. Cumulative impacts are discussed in the document. It is unclear 
from the comment as to what specific cumulative aspects need fur­
ther analysis. Possible cumulative effects from increased traffic 
and parking demand generated from the Hyde Street Harbor pro­
ject are noted, although the Port's Draft Environmental Imapct 
Report determined no significant impacts from traffic. The Draft 
General Management Plan has been revised to note the need for 
further analysis and environmental documentation regarding traf­
fic and parking proposals. 

3. The document has been revised to reflect the 1996 guidelines. 

4. The document adequately recognizes and proposes to continue 
the uses of the park by schoolchildren and local residents. 

FLANMNC COMMISSION 
FAX5M-M0J 

ADMINISTRATION 
FAX1M-WM 

CURRENT nANNTNC/ZONINC 
FAX5M-M0I 

LONG RANGE FTANN1NG 
FAXMt-MM 
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5. It is anticipated that the proposed improvements would increase 
visitor use of the park. However, these visitors are expected to be 
drawn from the visitor base generated by the greater Fisherman's 
Wharf area. It is expected that a greater number of visitors to 
Fisherman's Wharf would also choose to visit the park because of 
its improved visibility. There would not necessarily be a greater 
demand for parking generated by the park itself. Additional com­
muter traffic could be generated. Parking in the Fisherman's 
Wharf vicinity is a concern. As noted in the impact section of the 
document, the park would pursue a number of actions to address 
parking concerns. 

The document has also been revised to note the need for further 
analysis before implementation of any traffic and parking propos­
als. See response 6. 

6. It is the goal of the proposed action to provide a more pedestrian-
oriented focus at the Hyde Street and Jefferson Street intersection 
during heavy visitor use periods. However, a traffic and trans­
portation analysis would be completed before implementation of 
any vehicular access/circulation or parking proposals. Additional 
environmental analysis and NEPA documentation would be com­
pleted as necessary, based on that further analysis. The document 
has been revised to note the need for further analysis. 

7. The park is required by NPS policy to address hazardous materials 
storage and handling. The document has been revised to acknowl­
edge the need for such a plan. 

Comment! on SF Maritime National Historical Park 
Draft Genera] Management Plan and 
Fnvironmental Impact Statement 
September 27, 1996 

5. In the "Socioeconomic Environment", it it not clear what the current parking need is, nor how it it met. 
I assume that it is anticipated that the proposed improvements would intensify the use of your facilities. 
How would the increased need for parking be met? How much of a contribution to existing or future 
congested conditions would occur? 

6. Any proposals for vehicular recess restrictions in this extremely popular and highly congested area 
requires a traffic and transportation analysis to explore the feasibility and impacts of such changes. For 
example, the implications of closing the Hyde and Jefferson Streets intersection to vehicular traffic is not 
adequately analyzed. This proposal would Deed to be explored, and a decision reached, with the 
Department of Parking and Traffic with approval by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. 

7. Hazardous materials, their use, cleaoup, storage, and potential water quality implications needs further 
discussion.. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review your document 

Very truly yours. 

4-* ft*. 
Simftm A. Rogcn, AlCPT ""^ 
Asjwciale Environmenlit Planner 
Planning Department 
City and County of .San Franciico 

cc: Sharon L. Polledri, Port of San Francisco 
John Cooper, City Attorney 
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C O M M E N T S R E S P O N S E S 

Cfty end County of San Francisco 

September 24,1996 

VIA FAX 415-556-1624 

Superintendent, San Francisco Maritime 
National Historical Parle 
General Management Plan 
National Park Service 
Building E, Fort Mason 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Recreation and Park Department 

Received SAFfl 

Superintendent's Office 

Re: General Management Plan/ Environmental Impact Statement 
San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park 

Dear Superintendent: 

The Recreation and Park Department wishes to comment on the draft General 
Management Plan/Enrironmemal Impact Statement as it relates to Dolphin Club and the 
SouthEnd Rowing Club, lessees of our Department. 

On luFy 30, 1987, the following resolution was adopted by the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area (GGNRA) to revise the General Management Plan for Aquatic Park with 
respect to the two clubs: 

"The swirnrning and rowing clubs at the foot of Hyde Street will remain in their 
present location under the continuing jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and 
Parks Department. As Icrng as their prirnary purposes is to facilitate swimming and 
rowing activities in the Bay and general scale and character of their structures remain 
essentially uncharged, the national Park Service has no desire to acquire them." 

This Department restates the rationale which was the basis for the above ameridment: 

1. The Recreation and Park Department has no intention of transferring the subject 
property. 

2. The character and integrity of the clubs as institutions representing a critical 
historical clement of Aquatic Park would be adversely affected by federal 
acquisition. 

3. Club members want to remain in existing facilities at their present location. 
4. The General Management Plan rationale for moving the structures is not 

commensurate with the costs that would be incurred. 

McLaren Lodga, Ooldan Oata Par* 
Fall and Stanyan Streets 

FAX: (415) 565-3330 
Information: (415) 666-7200 

TOD: (415)666-7043 SanFrendacoM1l7 

1. Relocation of the clubs under alternative B was evaluated as a 
comparison to the proposed action (alternative A), which pro­
posed maintaining the club buildings in their current location at 
the foot of Hyde Street. Alternative B proposed relocating the 
clubs to their original historic location at the foot of Van Ness 
Avenue to evaluate opening views to the Bay and to provide 
enhanced public access in this portion of the park. It was evaluat­
ed as having a positive visual effect because it would provide 
unobstructed views of the historic ships and Bay from the primary 
visitor access and use areas. Alternative A (Proposed Action) 
maintains the clubs' current location at the foot of Hyde Street as 
provided for in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
General Management Plan Amendment. 
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Comment! on SF Maritime National Historical Pack 
Draft General Management Plan and 
Environmental Inrpact Statement 
September 27,1996 

5. In the "Socioeconomic Environment", it is not clear what the current parking need it, nor how it is met. 
I assume that it Is anticipated that the proposed improvements would intensify the use of your facilities. 
How would the increased need for parking be met? How much of a contribution to existing or future 
congested conditions would occur? 

6. Any proposals for vehicular access restrictions in this extremely popular and highly congested area 
requires a traffic and transportation analysis to explore the feasibility and impacts of such changes. For 
example, the implications of closing the Hyde and Jefferson Streets intersection to vehicular traffic is not 
adequately analyzed This proposal would need to be explored, and a decision reached, with the 
Department of Parking and Traffic with approval by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. 

7. Hazardous materials, their use, cleanup, storage, and potential water quality implications needs further 
discussion. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review your document. 

Very truly youn. 

cc: Sharon L. Poiledn, Port of San Francisco 
John Cooper, City Attorney 
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Sharon A. Rogers, flgJ ' 
Associate EnvironntentaTPtanrier 
Planning Itepartment 
City and County of San Francisco 



RESPONSES 

1. The document has been revised. 

UJ 

COMMENTS 

PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO 

September 27 .1996 

Received SAFfl 

Superintendent's Office 

Mr. William O. Thomes 
Supcrintenoent 
San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park 
National Park Service 
Building E. Lower Fort Mason, Room 265 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Draw Mr. Thomas. 

Re: Draft General Management Plan 
San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park 

The Port o f San Francisco is pleased at the publication o f the long-awaited Draft Genera] 
Maruigernent Plan for the San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park. Of the alternatives 
proposed in the General Management Plan, the Preferred Aittmative"A" holds the most 
promise from the Port's perspective. We believe it provides the most realistic planning and 
development framework for the Park's facilities and will assist our mutual efforts to ensure 
the compatibility of cultural, recreational and visitor oriented uses with the commercial 
fishing irxhistry, including the Port's new Hyde Street Fishing Harbor, in this vital area of the 
waterfront. 

With the anticipated adoption o f the Port's Waterfront Plan, we look forward to working 
with tite San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park to ensure that our efforts arc 
integrated and coordinated. Noted below are our comments based on our staffs review of 
the Draft General Mwogcment Plan. 

1. Pnneistenev with me Port's TVsft Waterfront I jnd I he Plan fp 24V 

A. Revise the description of the Waterfront Land Use Plan as indicated: "The 
Draft plan u the product of UD*&BHnQ£&f&t"S^KK^BI* 
+*uil\jUlMj^^gl^ftGtt9B/tHg£~A^f^^/g^A fnur-vcar public 
plsrmtnf- process conducted hy the Port with wnistenee from * Waterfront 
Plan Advisory Board" 

FafiyBuMng 
San FWKfcoo, CA »41" 
Ttfac*ona«13 7»0«0Q 
T * « 2730*3 PSFUft 
Ft* m 27* 0320 
Cat*) SFPWTfCOUM 
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The seven goils include the following: 

[third bullet] 

[fourth bullet] 

[add bullet] 

provide a diversity of activities % 

and visitors tn enjnv 

improve public access along the waterfront 

create economic opportunities that reflect the 
diversity of the San Franei<en population 

B. Alrarp'tiYfi A (Ptppo*fTfl Acrirmt -

Jefferson Street Vehicular Access: Alternative A would eliminate 
vehicular traffic and parking from Jefferson Street west of Fish Alley 
during the peak use season and during peak visitation hours on weekends. 
The Waterfront Land Use Plan assumes that Jefferson Street would be 
accessible by vehicles. The EIS should analyze whether reduction in 
vehicular access would be likely to affect land uses identified in the 
Waterfront Land Use Plan. 

C. rVpicrinnofPort Boundary Line fp. L l p -

The GMP/FJS land use map shows Port jurisdiction extending west over 
portions of the Municipal and Fort Mason piers. The Draft Waterfront 
Land Use Plan shows Port jurisdiction endingjustwestofthe Hyde Street 
Harbor breakwater. The GMP/EIS map should be corrected. 

2. Consistency with Waterfront t .and I Jv Plan Draft ETR: 

A. Alternative* A A B: Access and Circulation. 

The proposal for Alternative A suggests that Hyde and Jefferson Streets 
should restrict "vehicular traffic and parking during peak visitation hours 
(10:00 am. - 4:00 p.m.) on weekends and during the peak use season" 
(p.45). The Port of SF owns and maintains seven metered car parking 
spaces and 6 metered motorcycle parking spaces within a portion of the 
Jefferson Street right-of-way west of Hyde Street. On average, the Port of 
SF receives approximately S40 per week per meter; the meters in the 
Fisherman's Wharf7Maritime Museum area experience above average 
usage due to the visitor traffic volumes. The EIS should acknowledge 

2. As stated in the draft document, no effect on types or character of 
land use is expected. A traffic and transportation analysis would 
be completed before implementation of any vehicular access/circu­
lation or parking proposals. Additional environmental analysis and 
NEPA docuentation would be completed as necessary, based on 
that further analysis. 

3. The document has been revised. 

4. The document has been revised to acknowledge this jurisdictional 
information and the potential economic impact. See response 2 
for the need for additional, more specific analysis before imple­
mentation of any vehicular access/circulation or parking proposals. 
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this jurisdictional information and potential economic impact 

B . Cultural Rwnurew. Hvdt Street Pier. 

The Draft EIR for the Waterfront Land Use Plan identifies Hyde Street 
Pier as listed on both the National Register and the California Register. 
The GMP E1S indicates that Hyde Street Pier was determined ineligible 
for the National Register due to lack of historic integrity (Table 10, p. 98). 
The two sets of analyses should be reconciled. 

C Potential EfTecUi on Sea l.ionT 

Both the Hyde Street Harbor and Waterfront Land Use Plan Draft EIR's 
identify potential impacts to marine mammals from activities such as pile 
driving and the addition of new historic ships. Project level analysis of 
this issue should be provided in the GMP EIS. 

D. Water Quality. 

The WLUP Draft EIR suggests that the Port work with the City and other 
agencies to fund an annual update of the San Francisco Oil Spill 
Prevention and Response Plan. It may be appropriate for the National 
Park Service to participate in funding the annual update as a water quality 
improvement rneasure for this project. 

3. Material Acquisition 

On page 33, the authors discuss the difficulty in obtaining the timber and lumber 
material needed to maintain the historic vessels in the SFMNHP*s collection, 
citing limitations on the harvest of old growth timber and the requirements for 
dense Douglas fir of a certain size. The authors do not discuss the potential For 
the re-use of salvaged wood in this discussion. Several companies in Northern 
California and the Pacific Northwest specialize in salvaging wood from 
demolition projects in old buildings. The wood retrieved is typically old-growth 
Douglas fir or redwood and it is often kiln-dried Most often this wood, which 
can include very large structural timbers, is re-milled for use in residential 
construction and renovation work, where it is highly prized for its quality in 
finished carpentry. Such lumber may be useful for some of the maintenance 
work required for the historic vessels. The inclusion of salvaged materials when 
possible would minimize the impact on natural resources from the proposed 
maintenance work. 

R E S P O N S E S 

5. As stated in the draft document, Hyde Street Pier was determined 
ineligible for the national register due to lack of historic integrity. 
This determination was made in 1981. 

6. There would be no addition of new historic ships. Rehabilitation 
of the Sea Scout base may entail such activities as pile driving. The 
draft plan calls for an assessment of the base's condition and a 
structural evaluation to determine the facility's rehabilitation 
needs. When these needs and subsequent rehabilitation 
plans/designs are determined, site specific impacts would be evalu­
ated. The document has been revised to include the need for fur­
ther environmental analysis and NEPA documentation during the 
project design stage. 

7. The park is required by NPS policy to address hazardous materials 
storage and handling. The document has been revised to acknowl­
edge the need for such a plan and that the park would coordinate 
with the city of San Francisco and Port of San Francisco in an 
effort to have the park's plan consistent with the San Francisco Oil 
Spill Prevention and Response Plan. 

8. The document has been revised to acknowledge the potential for 
the re-use of salvaged wood. 
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9. See response 8 to the Environmental Protection Agency and 
response 7 to the Planning Department, City and County of San 
Francisco. 

10. The document has been revised. 

4. Harardnin. Materials Storage and Having 

There is no discussion in the document about the numagement of the hazardous 
materials that are a necessary part of historic vessel maintenance. On page 140, 
the authors note that the guidelines for historic preservation of vessels allow the 
use of modern materials where such materials are more effective than traditional 
materials, and they imply that modem materials will be used where appropriate. 
Many modem materials used in ship maintenance such as marine paints and 
varnishes, epoxy resins and metal alloys possess toxic properties and could 
damage the environment if they are spilled. In addition, some of these materials 
may be harmful to the people using them if handling improperly. Park workers 
and volunteers have a right, under state and federal laws, to be informed of the 
potential hazards associated with the materials they are using. 

To address these issues, the EIS document should include a hazardous materials 
storage and handling plan for the entire park. The desirability of such a plan 
should be noted on pages 38-39, where other plans are discussed. In addition to 
addressing the proper handling and storage of all hazardous materials used at the 
park, this plan should address the issue of hazardous materials source reduction, 
hazard communication and worker health and safety. The plan could include a 
public information component to inform visitors and volunteers of the SFMNHP's 
efforts to protect environmental quality and human health. 

The Port's Environmental Section staff would be available to assist the SFMNHP 
staff with the development and implementation of a hazardous materials storage 
and handling plan. 

5. Consistency with Current Projects for Hyde Street Fishing Harbor and Pier 45 -

A. Hyde Street Fishing Harbor (p 24). Please delete the current paragraph 
describing this project and substitute the following updated information: 

"Hyde Street Fishing Harbor and Pier 45 Fishing Industry Facilities - In 
1988 the Port Commission proposed improvements to Pier 45 and the 
construction of the Hyde Street Fishing Harbor to improve the facilities for 
the commercial fishing industry at Fisherman's Wharf. The project included 
renovation of fish handling and processing facilities at Pier 45 and a new 88-
berth fishing harbor along the east side of the Park Service's Hyde Street 
Pier. Following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, the Port refocussed its 
efforts to upgrade the fishing industry facilities on Pier 45. The Jl 1.6 
million project is completed and the fishing industry space on the west side 
of the Pier is over 90% leased. Tenants include some of the major Northern 
California fish processors and handlers. The Port is working with a 
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community advisory group to plan the new uses for the east side of Pier 45; 
the preferred alternative includes fishing industry space as well as space for 
an educational attraction or event space. The Port completed a Draft EIR for 
the Hyde Street Fishing Harbor and Sheds A &. C in April 1996. The project 
currently consists of a 60 berth harbor, support facilities such as restrooms, a 
work dock, and parking. Funding has been identified and the Port intends to 
begin final design and construction in 1997 following environmental and 
regulatory approval. The Port has coordinated the design of the harbor 
berths with the Park Service to ensure that adequate access is provided for 
historic vessel maintenance activities and the periodic removal of the park 
vessels to dry dock facilities. This will be incorporated in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report." 

B. Hyde Street Harbor (p. 129) - Please update this project description per the 
above. 

C. Alternative A - Adaptive Reuse of Fish Alley Building for Rigging Loft 
Note that approval by the Port's tenant and the Port would be received for 
the proposed adaptive reuse of this building as a rigging loft. The Port's 
Waterfront Plan places a priority on fishing industry uses in Fish Alley. 

D. Historic Properties (p 143) - Add discussion of adaptive reuse of Fish 
Alley Building for use as a rigging loft. 

E. PjtipfiscdsirefiLcloaures_(pT49) - The proposed street closures would 
adversely afreet the Hyde Street Harbor and businesses in Fish Alley. Based 
on our experience, the Port believes at a minimum, Jefferson Street between 
Leavenworth and the entrance to the Hyde Street Harbor would have to 
allow two-way traffic. Therefore, the Port disagrees with the statement on 
p. 149 that closing a portion of Jefferson and Hyde Streets "would not affect 
vehicle access and parking for Fish Alley businesses.. .before and following 
the peak visitation time frames." The proposed street closures will require a 
traffic study that includes review by the Port and the Department of 
Parking and Traffic. 

F. On pages 149 and 158, the GMP mentions that additional parking and 
possible mitigation measures to alleviate traffic congestion are expected; 
however, note that the Hyde Street Haibor Draft EIR has found no 
significant impacts from traffic. 

shows an incorrect boundary line in that no land that lies south of Hyde 
Street is included in the license, and the amount of water under license may 
be greater than indicated on the map. 

R E S P O N S E S 

11. The document has been revised. 

12. Comment noted. 

13. The Fish Alley building has not been determined to be historic, 
therefore, it is not discussed under impacts on historic properties. 

14. Proposed road closures would only be in effect during peak hours 
on weekends and during the peak use season. Before and after 
these hours and during nonpeak times, traffic patterns and park­
ing would be similar to existing conditions. It is the goal of the 
proposed action to provide a more pedestrian-oriented focus at 
the Hyde Street and Jefferson Street intersection during heavy vis­
itor use periods. However, a traffic and transportation analysis 
would be completed before implementation of any vehicular 
access/circulation or parking proposals. Additional environmental 
analysis, including socioeconomic impact NEPA documentation, 
would be completed as necessary, based on that further analysis. 
The document has been revised to note potential impacts on busi­
nesses and the need for further analysis. 

15. The document has been revised to note that the Hyde Street 
Harbor Draft Environmental Impact Report prepared by the Port of 
San Francisco, found no significant impacts from traffic. 

16. The park boundary shown on the Existing Conditions map is cor­
rect and reflects the boundary established by Congress under 
Public Law 100-348. The legislated boundary encompasses proper­
ty managed by local governments. This boundary should not be 
confused with lease lines or boundaries established through lease 
agreements between the park and Port of San Francisco. 

5 
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17. The document has been revised. 

18. The document has been revised to note that the park would con­
tinue to maintain the pier. 

19. Access for visitors with disabilities is addressed under actions com­
mon to all alternatives. 

20. The document has been revised to indicate that the park would 
support related transportation proposals in the Golden Gate 
General Management Plan and Presidio General Management Plan 
Amendment. These include opening the railroad tunnel under Fort 
Mason as an access to the maritime park from the Marina District 
and Presidio and extending the F-line rail system from 
Fisherman's Wharf west through Aquatic Park to the Presidio. 

17 
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COMMENTS 

7. Potential Acquisition of Hyde Street Pier - On pages 60, 74 and 83, the General 
Management Plan (GMP) mentions that the Park Service could seek to acquire the 
Hyde Street Pier. The GMP should note that this would require State legislative 
action. 

8. Maintenance of Hyde Street Pier SMfatrqcture, - The inspection and maintenance of 
the Hyde Street Pier substructure should be included in the General Management 
Elan, 

9. Disability Accesq - Is there a reason why the GMP does not address the issue of 
ADA access? 

10. Fort Mason Tunnel - During the construction of the box sewer structure along 
Marina Blvd. the adjacent railroad track was newly rebuilt in the early 1980's and 
"temporarily" covered over at a cost of $300,000. This tract connects to the track 
that leads to the tunnel under Fort Mason. The GMP excluded any analysis of 
extending the F-Linc down Jefferson and through the Fort Mason Tunnel. This is 
unfortunate in view of the new F-Line construction and the existence of this other 
track. Note that the Marine Blvd trackage was specifically rebuilt for excursions. 

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft General Management Plan. We 
look forward to continuing to work with your staff to coordinate our mutual projects and 
plans. If there are any questions on the above, please contact me at 415.274.0542. 

Yours sincerely. 

Sharon Lee Polledri 
Director of Planning and Development 

SLP:at 

cc: Dennis P. Bouey 
Executive Director 
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C O M M E N T S R E S P O N S E S 

1. The Park Service recognizes that allocation of the substantial 
funds necessary for major vessel rehabilitation is and will continue 
to be a major issue. Approval of the General Management Plan 
would not provide any funding, nor would it guarantee that money 
for the implementation of the plan would be provided. The pur­
pose of the plan is to provide overall guidance for the manage­
ment, use, and preservation of the park. 

Although the general management plan establishes the need and 
priorities for funding, each major action must compete for funding 
with other NPS priorities and projects. From year to year, govern­
ment funding is uncertain, and we are in a time of government 
downsizing and balanced budgets. Adequate congressional appro­
priations may not be available. Given uncertain and limited fund­
ing, the park would pursue alternative and innovative opportuni­
ties for implementing the plan. The proposed partnership agree­
ment to rehabiliate the Haslett Warehouse and generate funds for 
preservation of the historic ships and other park cultural resources 
is an example of one such approach. The park would also continue 
to support agreements and relationships with cooperating organi­
zations and the volunteers-in-parks program that provide assis­
tance and support in various forms. 

The document has also been revised to further clarify that the 
park would pursue opportunites to establish additional partner­
ships or other cooperative efforts with both the public and private 
sector to supplement NPS staff and funding where necessary and 
appropriate. 

2. The National Park Service has consulted with the California State 
Historic Preservation Officer and Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation according to the council's implementing regulations 
found in 36 CFR 800. The parties agreed on a process for address­
ing the Wapama through a programmatic agreement dated April 
17, 1997. Minimal measures to slow down deterioration of the 
Wapama would be implemented, but the vessel's underlying 

San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park 

ADVISORY COMMISSION 

October 18, 1996 

Mr. Michael Morelli 
Denver Planning Captain 
Denver Service Center 
Denver, CO 
Fax: 303-987-6679 

Dear Michael: 

The San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park Advisory Commission 
(Commission) held public hearings on August 21 and 22, 1996. Thirty three speakers 
made presentations and many citizenaand organizations sent in written comments,. 
The Commission has reviewed all of this information. 

San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park (Park) is an unique entity in the 
National Park Service (N.P.S.). It has the world's largest collection of wooden hulled 
vessel in the water. These represent the Pacific Coast's maritime heritage and history. 
The Pant's educational programs include over 22. 000 students a year, many for 
overnight visits. 

After eight years of effort, the General Management Plan (GMP) seems lo be less than 
the Commission had hoped for. This Commission stresses its strongest concern for the 
lack of funds and priority wrihin the N.P.S. which has lead to the deterioration of the 
ships. The Wapama can never go back in the water. The C.A. Thayer will sink if not 
repaired soon. 

If approved, the Commission agrees that, in general, preferred Alternative A is the 
desirable plan. This is the opinion of most respondents. The Commission lists specific 
areas of concern which we feel could be improved. 

Historic Ships 

The Commission is concerned with the continued deterioration of the vessels. 
Unfortunately, the funds have been cut drastically during the past years. The future is 
Weak. The N.P.S. is unwilling to place the repairs for any of the vessels on the current 
priority list. This is a disgrace. Chief among the priorities of this Park is the 
maintainance and preservation of the historic Feet. Appropriate Federal resources must 
be directed towards this mission. New approaches, considering all collaborative 
opportunities should be considered. 

io/anama 

The Commission also urges the N.P.S. to encourage and support the "Save the 
Wapama" group with the idea that it can take over the Wapama similar in fashion to the 
NSLM program for the O'Brien. Until such time that the group can assume responsibility 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

structural decay would not be addressed. The ship would be dis­
mantled when it could no longer maintained in a safe condition. 

Dismantling would be taken only as a last resort. Before imple­
mentation, the Park Service, in full consultation with the state his­
toric preservation officer, will explore the widest possible range of 
alternative measures for preserving the vessel. Such alternatives 
will include, in priority order, leasing of the vessel, working with 
local/state/federal government or private agencies to relocate the 
vessel to a site conducive to preservation and interpretation, or 
transfer to a federal or state or private entity with the proven 
capability of funding and carrying out the preservation of the ves­
sel. 

If leasing, relocation, or transfer of the vessel was impossible with­
in two years from the date of completion of the general manage­
ment plan or structural collapse was imminent and the vessel 
became a safety hazard, the Park Service would demolish the ves­
sel. The Park Service will provide the state historic preservation 
officer the opportunity to comment on the decision to demolish 
the vessel. Should the preservation officer disagree, the Park 
Service will consult according to the programmatic agreement, 
stipulation IX, dispute resolution. 

Before dismantling the Wapama, the Park Service will consult with 
the state historic preservation officer to determine what level and 
kind of recordation is required for the property. The Park Service 
will conduct a survey of the vessel and select any hardware or 
other material that may be used in preserving other vessels in the 
park that are curated or used for interpretive purposes. The Park 
Service will ensure that the story of the Wapama, including rea­
sons for dismantling, remains a part of park interpretive activities. 
Salvaged elements may be used to interpret the history of the 
Wapama and steam schooners to the maximum extent possible. 

for the vessel, the N.P.S. should continue to minimize deterioration] maximize security. 
The N.P.S. should continue financial support after the group takes over. 
The Commission urges the N.P.S. to renew its current efforts to maintain Wapama. 

The Commission recognizes the Eppalton Hall may not tit the mission of the Park 
The Commission urges the Park to advertise for a responsible and qualified group to 
assume responsibility for the Epplclon Hall. The N.P.S. should continue to maintain the 
vessel until a suitable home can found. 

S S -laramiah O'Brien 

The Commission is very supportive of the National Liberty Ship Memorial and its efforts 
to maintain the O'Brien. We encourage the park to develop a program where the 
volunteers of the O'Brien can be covered by the Park's VIP program after ownership is 
transferred to the NLSM. 

Sea Scout Base 

The Commission encourages the park to explore the possibility of joint use of the Sea 
Scout facility by other established youth organizations for sail training. This would be 
done at times when the facility Is not being used by the Sea Scouts. And the Sea 
Scouts would be involved in the forming of fhese programs. 

These comments are part of the ongoing process. Hearings are scheduled by BCDC 
and the State Historic Preservation office. We will forward additional comments in 
December. 

Very Truly Yours. 

IAX 
Neil D. Chaitirt 
Chairman 

cc Conpr»Mwom»n Nancy Pa toil 
BtTJce Babbitt, Secretary of Interior 
Rogar Kennedy, Director 
Stanley Albright Padflc West FTeW Area Director 
WUtem Thomas. Superintendent 
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3. Under the proposed action the Eppleton Hall would be preserved 
in limited operating condition and would be berthed for public 
display at Hyde Street Pier. 

4. The operational details of the park's VIP program is a manage­
ment issue outside the scope of this General Management Plan and 
would be addressed based on Park Service policy for such pro­
grams. 

5. Based on other public comments and consideration by park man­
agement, the park would explore options with the Sea Scouts to 
provide sail training. 
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1. See response 1 to the October 18 letter from the San Francisco 
Maritime National Historical Park Advisory Commission. 

2. The plan acknowledges the importance of the volunteer program, 
which would continue to supplement park staff, particularly in the 
library and areas related to collections management, historic docu­
ments, exhibits, administrative offices, small craft shop, and main­
tenance and operation of the historic ships. The volunteer pro­
gram would be enhanced where possible. 

3. The park believes that under the proposed action, which would 
retain NPS ownership of the vessel, that greater visibilty and visi­
tor interpretation of the Lewis Ark houseboat would best be 
acheived by display at the Hyde Street Pier. 

4. The park expects to solicit proposals from private developers fol­
lowing the completion of the general management plan. 

5. Provision of parking meters would fall under the purview of the 
city of San Francisco, which would collect any revenue generated. 
The Park Service does not support installation of parking meters 
within the park but proposes that the parking spaces within the 
park along Van Ness Avenue be designated with 4-hour parking 
limits during peak visitation hours to allow more available space 
for visitors. 

6. Victorian Park is an important visual component of the park. The 
plan proposes that the openess of the park, its urban connection, 
and its Victorian atmoshpere be preserved. Placement of large 
maritime objects would be allowed provided they did not detract 
from these characteristics. The planned goal would be to display 
large artifacts at the maritime museum in the Haslett Warehouse 
where they could be adequately housed and protected. 

San Francisco Marit ime National Historical Park 

ADVISORY COMMISSION 

DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 
October 31, 1996 

tor. Michael Morelli 
Denver Planning Captain 
Denver Service Center 
Denver, Co 
FAX 303-987-6679 

Dear Michael: 

The San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park Advisory Commission (Commission) is 
pleased to submit the following comments to supplement the Commission's earlier letter regarding 
the San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park's (Park) General Management Plan. 

—His to r i c Vt tSt ls 
The Commission believes strongly that because of Ihe Immediate hazard to the life of the historic 
vessels. It Is critical that (he National Park Service (N.P.S.) assure that funds for maintaining the 
ships are included in the NPS priority list for 1997 and subsequent years. 

It is the Commission's view that the volunteer program for the ships Is Integral to the maintenance 
and presentation of the ships. However, the volunteer program could be strengthened. We 
believe that things will improve when Park management-especiafry the ship's management team-
-deades that volunteers are critical H each of the ships are to be saved. 

We feel that the Lewis Ark Is not effectively displayed on the Hyde Street Pier. The Commission 
suggests that the Park investigate a more produdtve site in the area to enhance its historical 
significance 

Haslett Warehouae 
The Commission urges the N.P.S. to move with all possible speed to develop the Haslett 
Warehouse. 

Other Issuea 
The parking area at the foot of Van Ness Avenue has approximate^ 140 parking spaces. Meters 
could be installed that might generate in excess of $100,000 per year for the Parte as well as 
provide parking for Park volunteers. This controlled space could also be used for tour bus parking 
for visitors to the Maritime Museum and Hyde Street Pier. 

The Commission encourages the Park to consider enhancing the Victorian Park with large 
maritime objects. 

f h i V u Chaitln 
Chairman 
San Francisco Maritime NHP Advisory Commission 

oa Director Roger Kennedy 
SUnley Albright. Pecfllc W M I Field. Aree Director 
W M n 0 . Thomas. Superintendsnt 
CongreMwomtn Nency Pelosl 
Secretary of Interior, Bruce BebbfS 

Bu*l"( E. Ton Maori Cfnur iin Frmnco. GJtfMS**n) 
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THE NATIONAL MARITIME MUSEUM ASSOCIATION 
Bu.ldmg35. Fort Mnon. Sin FnnciiCO.CA (4151 979-0207. h i : (4151 673,5381 omi i l ilnmmiOiol com 

SMUHM in 1950 

August 26, 1996 

MF. William Thomas, Superintendent 
San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park 
General Management Plan 
Fort Mason, Bldg E 
San Francisco. CA 94123 

Re: Draft General Management Plan/EIS 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

On behalf of the National Maritime Museum Association, a cooperating 
association to the San Francisco Maritime NHP, I am pleased to have the 
opportunity to submit the following corrirnents in response lo the General 
Management Plan. 

The Museum Association has had a long history with the Maritime Museum. As 
former founders and current supporters, we are deeply concerned about the 
Park's future. 

We believe that the GMP is a fair presentation of the current stale of the 
Maritime Park and the challenges It faces. For the most part, we agree with the 
alternatives presented under Mernative A. Outlined below are some of the 
critical issues that we believe deserve special attention. 

1. Historic Ships 

We believe the Maritime Park must continue to evaluate its needs in light of what 
resources it can realistically expect over the next 5 to 10 years. The NPS must 
come to terms with the enormous cost of maintaining the fleet, set priorities and 
focus its energies, funding, labor and volunteers toward those vessels that have 
a chance of being saved. 

Milling Addmi : TO. Boi 470310. Sin FrinclKO. CA 941470310 

1. See response 1 to the October 18 letter from the San Francisco 
Maritime National Historical Park Advisory Commission. 
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To this and, we support Alternative B for both the Wapama and Eppkrton Hal. 
As you know, this would mean that the Epphton He* would be deaccesloned to 
another home (we would hope in the Bay Area) end that Wapama would be 
documented and dismantled with her contributing features sarvaoed. While 
these decisions don't come easily, we believe they must be made to ensure the 
preservation of the remaining vessels. 

We believe that special attention should be focused on the Baklutha, Eureka 
and CA Thayer. The Thayat is the most challenging of these. Thecostisso 
high and the deterioration so progressed, that financial support from Washington 
Is absolutely critical. From the Information we have, we believe that the vessel 
only has a few years left before she is unsafe. If the NPS does not act In the 
next two years to secure funding for her restoration she will go the way of the 
Wapama. 

If the fleet is to bo scved it will take financial resourcsa, leadership end strong 
management supported by en enthusiastic and skilled group of employees and 
volunteers-something this plan does not provide. To this end, we strongly 
support the search for a well-qualified ships manager and support alternative A 
in its endorsement of making maximum use of volunteers. We further believe 
that given the 'uncertain and limited funding environment* the Park should, with 
the Association's active participation, seek income outside the Federal budget 
for ship preservation. 

We urge the Park Service to amend the GMP to make provisions which allow for 
the creation of public/private partnerships to address its needs. We believe 
partnerships and cooperative efforts with volunteers, rKXiprofit groups, business 
and educational institutions could provide valuable assistance to the 
understaffed and underfunded Park. 

As we look to the future, we have some concern that not pursuing the 
development of shipyard facilities (e.g. at Mare Island) could be detrimental to 
future care and maintenance of the historic vessels. We would urge the Park 
Service to continue to explore available shipyard facilities. 

2. Haslett Warehouse 

We fully support the proposed afternetivs for the development of the 
Warehouse. The building has been idle for far too long. We believe that the 
preferred alternative presented In the GMP is the only solution which w» ensure 
that the building is put to productive use and will become en asset for the Perk. 

RESPONSES 

2. The acquisition of shipyard facilities for the preservation and 
repair of the fleet of historic vessels is not currently considered 
economically feasible. Howerver, as noted in the plan, future facil­
ity acquisition would remain a possibility should it become eco­
nomically and operationally practicable. 
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3. The document has been revised. 

4. See response 5 to the October 31 letter from the San Francisco 
Maritime National Historical Park Advisory Commission. 

5. The docuument has been revised to state that the park would sup­
port related transporation proposals in the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area General Management Plan and Presidio General 
Management Plan Amendment. These include establishment of a 
system of water shuttles accessing park sites in San Francisco Bay. 

6. The document has been revised to indicate that the park would 
explore opportunities to work with interested tour operators to 
enhance and broaden visitation opportunities to the park. 

7. The Park Service believes that securing the Lewis Ark adjacent to 
Hide Street Pier out of the water would be the most practical and 
cost-effective method of preserving and displaying her, particularly 
given other funding priorities. 

3. Interpretation 

We support the preferred alternative regarding enhanced interpretation both In 
visitor services at the Hyde Street Pier and through changing exhibits at the 
Maritime Museum. The Park (perhaps through the Association) should seek 
funding from Foundations, special Interest groups and corporations for new 
exhibits. We believe it Is critical that we work to create a museum and pier worth 
visiting- a museum that becomes part of the fabric of the Bay Area. 

Creating a sense of life and activity on the Pier will improve the visitor 
experience, increase awareness and generate much needed revenue for the 
preservation of the ships. We support the proposed plan which allows for more 
participation by our Association in enhancing interpretation at the Pier. We 
differ from the preferred alternative in asking the Park to reconsider leaving the 
bookstore in its current location or moving it so as to ensure the best flow of 
visitors through the store for increased exposure and support for the Park. We 
endorse the street closure 'pedestrian plaza' concept 

Finally, we believe that through the success of the Age of Sail Living History 
proflram we have demonstrated the opportunities available through the 
development of educational pogroms. We would encourage the Park to add 
language to the GMP encouraging the growth and active development of these 
and other community outreach efforts. 

4. Other Comments 

a) There should be a study of Income producing opportunities for the 140 
parking spaces within the Park, given the parking shortages for visitors to this 
area. Meters or attended parking could provide both control of the parking 
limits so to increase the number of users of the space and develop income for 
the Park. In conformity with the neighborhood and to Increase the number of 
users, the parking limit should be two hours. 

b) The Park should investigate allowing water access to the Pier to allow for 
ferry or water taxi service. 

c) The Park should develop a relationship with tour bus and destination 
management companies to Increase visitation to the Pier. This might require 
making bus parking available and providing tour guides to serve these visitors. 

d) The Park should do a cost analysis comparing the difference between 
putting the Lewis Ark on a platform off the pier and making her watertight so that 
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8. See response 6 to the October 31 letter from the San Francisco 
Maritime National Historical Park Advisory Commission. 

* 

COMMENTS 

she could be moored In the water at it would increase the Integrity and Interest 
in the exhibit 

e) The Park should consider the possibility of placing large maritime artifacts 
in Victorian Park to give the area a 'maritime feeling*. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment We are committed to helping the 
Park accomplish Its goals and look forward to redeving the Plan In its final form. 

Sincerely^^ 

Kathy L. tohan 
Executive Director 
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San Francisco Bay Area Council 
BOY S C O U T S OF A M E R I C A 

Roctlved SAFR 

AUG22T396 
Bupwtnundwrfs Office 

1. Based on this letter and other similar letters, the document has 
been revised to note that the park would pursue options with the 
Sea Scouts to provide sail training at the Sea Scout base. An 
appropriate agreement would be established with the Sea Scouts 
for the rehabilitation, maintenance, operation, and use of the 
building. 
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August 16,1996 

Superintendent William G. Thomas 
National Park Service 
BuMng E, Lower Fort Mason, Rm. 265 
SanFra«tsco.CA94123 

Dear Supcrmtendcnt Trwrnas: 

Bob Mlard and 1 have both received the draft of me general maMgement plan for the Sao Francisco Maritime 
National Park. Because bcahctftu 18, we will not be able to participate 
in your meeting on August 21 or August 22,1996 I do f"-d that 1 should comment to you, in writing, about the 
drift plan. 

Bill, as you know, the San Frsnrisco Bay Area Council has operated the Sea Base b its c 
1940's. Since we do not have title to the property, nor do we have • long term lease, we are unwilling to invest 
large amounts of resources to improve the facility. All of us would agree, however, that the facility docs need 
rehabuitation, and does not represent the Park Service, ncrthe Bey Scrjuts of America well. Although we have 
cleaned up the base, and have recently painted and re-rcofed the building, 1 am not willing to have our Council's 
name or identification anywhere. It is an attractive, tired, worn out facility, with a great location 

Plan Alternatives 'A* and 'B' states, "The Sea Scout base would be rehabilitated for continued use by the San 
Francisco Sea Scouts. The Park would explore options with several organizations to provide sail training at the 
Sea Scout base They would establish appropriate agreements with the Sea Scouts and other organizations for 
rehabihtation, maintenance, opctBOon and use of the building." Alternative ' C states, "The Sea Scout base would 
be rehabilitated for continued use by the San Francisco Sea Scouts under an appropriate agreement for the 
rehabilitation, operation and nuarilcoance of the budding" Alternatives 'A' and B' imply that we would lose 
partiai control of the facility m exchange for imtetment from an outside group. I assume that Alternative ' C 
would mean that we would maintain control o v a the facility, and that we would be responsible for upgrading the 
facility. 

The San Francisco Bay Area Council would prefer Option ' C . However, until we can secure a long-term lease. 
or title to the Sea Base, the facility will continue to be our last priority for funding. We are, however, willing to 
discuss Options 'A* and 'B', provided that they do not ocgativefy impact on the use of the facility by our Sea Scout 
Ships. 

The Sea Scouts can provide much to the Park, and truly partially fulfill the educational mission of the park. We 
can play a larger role, and are willing to seek a new partnership with the SFNMP. 

Siixwehy, 

Stephen E Barnes 
President A Scout Executive 

cc: Bob Dillard 
Michael Strain 

SAN FRANCISCO SAY AAEA COUNCIL « l 
N hmert •rrtrWy t>r pnvtia »u*n*w*a and indMdutlt. 

sun DcrCTrwse WAY • OAJOANO. CA Msri-iws • (SW| ass-woo • FAX [SIO> ass-tin 
It* SCALE Sr_ aUITE «M • 8AHF*AA09CO.CA»«106-1S1I • (*TS)S«A7W • FAX(415)M»OS*1 
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National Parks 
and Conservation Association 

PACIFIC REGIONAL OFFICE 

27 September 1996 

Received SAFR 

SEPS 01996 
SaiperMenoenf s Office 

William Thomas 
Superintendent, San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park 
National Park Service 
Building E, Fori Marco 
San Franciico, CA 94123 

RE: SAN FRANOSCO MAItJTTTME NATIONAL KSTOWC PAItX DQMP/FJS 

Dear Superintendent Thomas: 

The National Parka and (uuservaticu Arsnriatinn (NPCA) if Ajnerica'i only private nonprofit cnuco'i 

ccganizatico eaoataand solely to protecting, preserving and enhancing the U.S. National Park Systran. 

NPCA w u haunted in 1919 and currently has ever 430,000 member, including over 90,000 in California 

NPCA appreciatea the opportunity to aubmit uaiairaas on the general iiiauagciicut plan of dm San 

Fianoiaco Maritime National Historic Park- NPCA congnuunuer you on your recent murcum 

rocrebtstion. It if a weU-eamcd onstinctiao and we hope it auiaa you in garnering more ivxormraoo and 

ruppott. 

We urge you to construct a final General Managennmt PLen trim ii a standara 

and steers the park to realize its full raaeraud. Toe tuuk b rnah a rtrtic record of 

repository of past craftsmanrhip. An cnTxotive plan needs to preserve and protect the ships as well se the 

ridlb thai crested them. Bctwero its resoiuTaa and location, the park has the cspactty to draw upon thr 

large number of visitors to San Francisco's waterfront to increase vilitation Furthermore, by d 

Pacific Regional Office 
PO. Bon 1289, Oakland, CA 94604-1289 

Td: (310) 839-9922 • Pas: (510) 835-4-141 

National OCBcr 
1776 Mass. A v e , N.W., Washington, D C 20036 
Tel: (202) 223*722 • Far (202) 6590630 
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community millions, the park can expand opportunities for ptatnershipa tad volunteer urvcJvement and 

thereby boost resource management and interpretive pcccntial. This combination cTitrategiei will help tbe 

park improve nwfligement and build a Urger ccostrtueocy. We sxe plsjacd to sec that the plan reachingin 

this direction as the preferred alternative demonstrates t clear interest in protecting and prrsTtcting the 

park's values. 

The Ships: 

We realize the challenge of identifying and prioritizing tbe ships' needs, as the park manages a fleet of 

diverse ships in varying conditions. To develop the means to address these needs, NPCA suggests that 

planning be grounded in the principles advanced in rhe Secretary of Interior's Standards, for Historic 

Vessel Preservation Projects " These standards identify the basic goal of preservation as 'maintaining 

intact a vessel's historic form, integrity and material" and that protection "shall safeguard tbe physical 

condition of a vessel from further deterkntion or carnage caused by weather or other natural, animal or 

human inmskjM." Preventive measures which can decrease tbe need for more expensive retiaburouion 

down the line should be a priority. 

The Inventory and Condition Assessment Program (ICAP) process in the document holds some promise, 

though we are concerned that this process may restrict resource management potential. Early in tbe plan is 

the assertion that the "plan's approach should be flexible and changeable in relation to an uncertain and 

limited funding environment for historic vessel preservation projects.*' Furthermore, the [CAP is influenced 

by "the park's limited staff and funds" and readily responsive to "changes in funding and priorities." We 

urge the park keep planning centered around die park's mission and the Secretary of fotener'i standard 

Instead of amicipating shortfalls, management should explore strategics such at the developnrnt of 

alternative funding and enhanced volunteer development to allow tbe plan and park to realize its full 

potential. 

As park maruunpnent realizes, planning needs to be timely, cost effective and guided by knowledgeable 

experts. Fortunately, San Francisco is home to a wealth of maritime experts, wmeofwhom hive the 

privikgeof being on your staff ttml Advisccy Ccanmiatioo. The park should exploit the potential of this 

co-hand expertise and actively involve outride experts to mform and focus resource msrogernent. This 

collection of talent should also be deployed to help build skills and make the most of staff and volunteer 

efforts. 
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NPCA it concerned about the deteriorated condition of the Wapama and what this may mean for her 

ultimate disposition. As such, we would like the plan to more clearly explain why none of the alternatives 

provides (or more aggressive restoration. NPCA considers this to be a narrower range of ahematives than 

is called for under the National Environmental Policy Act. We would like the park to at least assess the 

prospects for the Wapama if she is stabilized. Though her restoration may be difficult using current 

technology, future developments akin to the ground broken by the use of borates, oould make restoration of 

the Wapama more realistic. 

The Wapama also may present an opportunity to engage in the type of innovative management which will 

help the park augment its in-housc resources. We understand the park does not currently have adequate 

resources to address the Wapama's needs, but it is our understanding that there is a well-developed 

coalition of citizens who are interested in taking responsibility for restoring and extending the lifespan of 

the Wapama as an intact vessel. This is an example of the land of opportunity that exists by working with 

the community and public-private partnerships to strengthen resource protection. 

The decision to dismantle the Wapama is important as it establishes a precedent for how these decisions 

will be made in the future. If the Wapama is to be finally dismantled, the plan should articulate a vision for 

how the splendor ofthe Wapama can be showcased and interpreted at the park. For example, she could be 

a striking fixture at the entrance of the park that could excite the curiosity and interest of passers-by and 

incoming visitors. 

Interpretation: 

As mentioned earlier, the park's outstanding feature is its capacity to ofler several windows into maritime 

history. According to the park's enabling legislation, the park is to be managed to "preserve and perpetuate 

knowledge and understanding of American maritime history and to provide for public understanding and 

enjoyment of maritime history." The Secretary of Interior's Guidelines advise that the "general public's 

understanding and appreciation of a vessel will largely be determined by the degree and effectiveness of the 

interpretation provided." 

Table 10, which lists the significance of the park's resources in 1 to 2 sentences, illustrates the ships' 

incredible interpretive potential. Each ship represents fascinating technological and social historical 

1. Restoration of the Wapama is addressed under the alternatives 
considered but dismissed from further consideration. 

2. See response 2 to the October 18 letter from the San Francisco 
Maritime National Historical Park Advisory Commission. 

1 
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developments ind these features should be highlighted for visitors. In developing park interpretation, 

planners should keep in mind that their audience is largely composed of families and foreign visitors. As a 

result, exhibits will be more effective if they are interactive and/or make maritime history come alive. By 

exciting the pagination of visitors, the parte will better guide them towards an u i v ^ 

of maritime history and the ships they are exploring. For example, having better interpretation about the 

history and circumstances of each ship will help transport the visitor to the time and atmosphere that the 

ship a preserving. 

The partnership with the National Maritime Museum Association already provides several (mporturuties 

for this such as the Environmental Living Program atul the annual Festival of the Sea. Weurgeyouto 

continue to work with this and other organizations to pursue park protection, interpretation and support 

Park Design: 

NPCA enthusiastically supports the proposed alternative's cojectrve of opening up the errtrance to the pier 

to lure visitors to the area. Developing a strong visual and physical connection between the heavily used 

cable car turnaround and the park is an excellent strategy to engage and drew visitors into the park. 

Additionally, we suggest you pursue relocation of the entrance gate closer to the ships, so that visitors may 

be drawn more directly towards the ships, encouraging further exploration 

We also support the establishment of "an overall concept theme'' that provides "an appropriate historical 

setting for the display and interpretation of the historic vessels and maritime activities" as well as 

umtcgrate[s] the pier with adjacent park areas." Establishing a 19th century atmosphere and using a 

consistent design throughout the park's features will provide cohesiveneu for visitors. Along these lines, 

we encourage the park to prioritize projects which strengthen ccsinections between the various parts of the 

park, i.e. the museum and the aquatic park. For example, interpretive signs could be posted between Fort 

Mason and the Hyde Street Pier to help visitors understand the connections between the various facilities. 

Public Outreach: 

NPCA recommends that the park pursue addmonal ways to funnel people to the park. The fact that the 

Festival of the Sea draws between 30,000 and 40,000 visitors illustrates the capacity this park has to draw 

crowds when efforts are made to focus the public eye on the area. We also encourage the park to explore 

the various avenues to make the public aware of the park, through visitor bureaus, publicized events, free 

RESPONSES 
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press and other channels of public information. We also recommend that the park study and communicate 

closely with the management of other maritime paiks to identify strategies that could be imported to 

improve park publicity and interpretation. 

Enhanced visitation, when properly managed, translates into increased revenue and public support 

Maximizing public awareness of the park's rntrinsic qualities would reap great benefit for the park. The 

resources invested in this type of venture will generate a vocal and supportive constituency. 

Partnerships/Volunteers: 

N7CA is impressed by the volunteer program already developed for the park. NPCA encourages the park 

to continue to expand that program through publicity and working with other organizations affiliated with 

the museum. Past history has shown that this park's resources can attract committed and enthusiastic 

support. To assist the park with preserving the ships, we endorse the "program of training in maritime 

skills directed at staff, volunteers and the public..to ensure the ongoing availability of these crafts for 

preservation of park resources andas apart of the oveiall educational mission of the park." Havinga 

larger and trained workforce will play two critical rotes: maintenance and restoration of the ships; and 

creation of a living and working exhibit of the craftsmanship that made these ships possible. To bolster 

participation, we suggest that this program be btertwined with the development of public relations. Such 

creative management strategies will attraa funding, as donon will see their outlay magnified by the park's 

well-organized system of attracting donated time, services and supplies. 

Funding: 

Clearly funding directly affects the capacity of the park to accomplish its mission, as "unsystematic 

funding for vessel preservation and maintenance has resulted in an accumulation of deferred work" where 

portions of ships "have deteriorated to the point where major restoration is necessary." This is again where 

public -private partnerships can work, through the leasing of the Haslett Warehouse, nindraising m concert 

with the National Maritime Museum Association, harnessing volunteer efforts and enhancing maritime 

community involvement. 

Haslett Warehouse/Museum: 

The vision for the museum described in the plan is excellent NPCA supports improvement of the museum 

facilities to make them more effective and accessible. However, the plan is unclear as to the actual timeline 
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3. Specifics regarding the long-term lease of the Haslett Warehouse 
would depend on the actual terms of the partnership agreement. 
The park expects to solicit proposals from private developers fol­
lowing completion of the general management plan. 

4. Implementation of proposed actions would require logical phasing 
for the many improvements and resource preservation actions 
called for in the general management plan. The prioritization, 
general timing, and cost estimates of implementation of proposed 
actions are shown in appendix B. More detailed phasing of actions 
and costs would be developed through implementation plans and 
other more specific managment plans such as the resource man­
agement plan and the historic vessel preservation plan. 

and plan for the transfer of foe museum to the Haslett Warehouse, It is our undemanding that development 

of foe Haslett Warehouse will initially require dependence upon commercial development and revenue-

geoerauon before foe MPS can fully use the facility for its needs, including foe transfer of foe museum. We 

would like greater clarification about the terms and timeline of foe conversion of the building. How will 

appropriate development identified? In foe document, there is reference to "an emphasis on uses 

compatible with surrounding commercial uses." Under what parameters? When will foe park begin 

receiving revenue from foe enterprise? What is foe timeline for foe park's own plans and what are foe 

limiting variables? We expect final negotiations will strictly adhere to standards that protect the ability of 

foe park to achieve its mission We also don't fully understand bow the park can plan for its own needs 

when "the actual terms of the partnership agreement would be based in part on the financial feasibility of 

the developer to cover operating costs plus generate enough of a net operating surplus to cover capital cost 

and provide ..profit" In other words, it appears the developer's drcurnstances could shape foe leasing 

agreement more substantially than the park's mission. We also understand that the museum is anticipated 

to be relocated to Haslett in 20 to 30 years, or beyond the scope of the plan. This is not made clear in the 

description of the project. If foe museum is not to be moved for a long period, the museum still needs a 

strong interim re-developmcnt plan where exhibits are enhanced, and interpretation is designed to 

strengthen foe links between the museum and foe rest of the park. 

On a final note, we believe foe plan should explain how priorities are established between foe park's many 

needs. In the case that the plan is not fully funded, it will help management prioritize in a way that best 

achieves foe plan's objectives. The document should also clearly explain the anticipated timeline of plan 

implementation Merely placing projects in cither a short-term or long-term categories in appendix B does 

not clearly illustrate the plan's chronology. 

Again, NPC A thanks you for foe opportunity to play a role in the development of the General Management 

Plan for San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park. If there is any way in which we may be of 

assistance, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Huse 
Director, Pacific Region 
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SEPTEMBER 27, 1996 

SUBMITTED BY: 

FRIENDS OF AQUATIC PARK 
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Meg Reilly 

875 Filbert Street 
San Francisco, CA 94133 

(415) 281-0421 
(415) 777-0244 



Ln 

C O M M E N T S R E S P O N S E S 

1. The historic and current use and development of Aquatic Park arc 
acknowledged in the "Affected Environment" section of the docu­
ment. The plan calls for the continuation of existing aquatic recre­
ational uses, such as swimming, rowing, wading, and mooring of 
sailboats. All aquatic recreational activities within the lagoon 
would be managed to ensure the health and safety of all users. 
The park would encourage the cooperation between user groups. 
Boating would continue to be managed in cooperation with the 
city (including additional restrictions if necessary) to ensure that 
boating continues in a manner compatible with other users and 
safe for swimming. Please note that the plan has been revised to 
indicate that the park would work with the Sea Scouts to provide 
sail training at the Sea Scout base. This would be a continuation of 
an existing use that has been and would continue to be managed 
to ensure safe conditions and protection of park resources. 

2. Sec above response. The plan would not alter current recreational 
uses within Aquatic Park, and uses would continue to be managed 
to ensure the safety of all users. As noted in the document, 
impacts associated with any work within the lagoon arc expected 
to have minimal potential for pollution generation. Placement of 
potential fill in the form of new/relaccment dock pilings would 
comply with water quality standards required by sections 404 and 
401 of the Clean Water Act. The plan also notes that other poten­
tial sources of water pollution from the use and operation of park 
facilities would also be avoided or mitigated. The plan has been 
revised to clarify that further environmental analysis on site specif­
ic impacts and subsequent mitigation to specifically address any 
water quality issues would be completed during the project design 
stage. See response 6 to the Port of San Francisco and responses 
1, 5, 6, and 10 to the Environmental Protection Agency. 

3. Proposed road closures would only be in effect during peak hours 
on weekends and during the peak use season. Club members and 
other park users could use public parking spaces during road clo­
sures. The plan would not preclude access for emergencies or 

The undersigned, as FRIENDS OF AQUATIC PARK, make the following comments regarding 
the Draft General Management Plan ("Plan")/ Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

1. San Francisco's Aquatic Park has a long history as a natural and developed site of aquatic 
recreation - primarily swimming and rowing. We believe that the primary and priority uses of 
Aquatic Park lagoon and beach should continue to be swimming and rowing. Any action, 
inaction or use which conflicts with or jeopardizes continued use of Aquatic Park lagoon and 
beach for swimming and rowing is contrary to public interest. 

2. Wc oppose any plan, action or inaction which jeopardizes continued location or operation of 
Dolphin Swimming & Boating Club or the South End Rowing Club in Aquatic Park. Both are 
public membership non-profit organizations, which, through membership and day use programs, 
provide primary contemporary ties with historic swimming and rowing activities in Aquatic Park. 

3. The Plan acknowledges that the Aquatic Park lagoon and beach are important cultural and 
natural resources of the park. The Plan is deficient because it fails in all material respects: 

A. to acknowledge the historic and current uses of Aquatic Park lagoon and beach for 
aquatic recreational swimming and rowing as primary and priority uses; 

B. to provide management plans, strategies, or analysis for future park management of 
Aquatic Park lagoon and beach that recognize, preserve and protect the lagoon and beach 
resources for the primary purposes of aquatic recreational swimming and rowing; 

C. to incorporate, accommodate, protect, foster, encourage or otherwise commit to work 
cooperatively to insure continued current and future uses of Aquatic Park lagoon and beach for 
the primary purpose of aquatic recreational swimming and rowing. 

4. The Plan/EIS contains no meaningful analysis of the historic or current uses of Aquatic Park 
lagoon and beach for aquatic recreational swimming and rowing,. Accordingly, the Plan/EIS is 
essentially void of the necessary analysis of the environmental setting and conditions in which 
those uses occur now and in the future. The Plan/EIS is equally void of the necessary analysis 
and mitigation (or avoidance) of environmental impacts of any Plan Alternative (A, B, C) on 
aquatic recreational swimming and rowing, and on the enjoyment, health and safety of people 
who engage in these activities. 

5. Regarding changes in traffic flow and parking, particularly on the west terminus of Jefferson 
Street and on lower Van Ness Avenue, we object to loss of vehicle accessibility and parking. 
In that regard, the Plan/EIS fails to consider the operational, emergency and safety needs of 
facilities located on Jefferson Street west of Hyde Street. In addition, the Plan/EIS fails to 
consider and meet requirements of the Americans With Disabilities Act, particularly with respect 
to the substantial elderly population which frequents (as opposed to "visits") facilities located on 
Jefferson Street west of Hyde. 

6. The Plan/EIS only addresses the needs of and impacts on park "visitors". It fails to distinguish 
or analyze the needs of and impacts on people, organizations and programs that utilize Aquatic 
Park and environs on a continuing basis. 

5. We request that the draft Plan/EIR be amended to cure the above- stated deficiencies. 

l 
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eliminate access for deliveries or special events. A traffic and 
transportation analysis would be completed before implementa­
tion of any vehicular access/circulation or parking proposals. See 
response 14 to the Port of San Francisco. At that time, the park 
can request that the city determine if additional handicap parking 
spaces are required. 

4. The plan would not alter current recreational uses within Aquatic 
Park. See responses above. 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

On 

SOUTH END ROWING CLUB 
500 Jefferson Street 

San Francisco, CA 94109 

Received SAFR 

SEP 2 7 B96 
Superintendent's Office 

September 27, 1996 

Superintendent, San Francisco 
Maritime National Historical Park 

General Management Plan 
National Park Service 
Building E, Fort Mason 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Superintendent: 

I am writing on behalf of the South End Rowing Club and its members to offer 
our comments on the Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact 
Statement for the San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park (the Plan"), dated 
June 1996. 

The Plan fails adequately to analyze the impacts of the proposed actions as 
required by the National Environmental Protection Act. In particular, the Plan fails to 
give any meaningful consideration to the impact of the proposed actions upon the 
current and historical use of Aquatic Pant for public recreation. Aquatic Park was 
created to serve a singular purpose - to provide a dedicated venue for swimming, 
rowing and other aquatic recreation. It cannot be treated for planning purposes as 
simply a scenic element in the maritime park. The concept of the maritime park 
presented in the Plan must be expanded to include and protect aquatic recreational 
uses (see Plan, at p. 30), and such uses must be given priority in any planning for 
future use or development of the area. 

The Plan also fails to take into account the status of Aquatic Park and the 
swimming clubs as cultural and historical resources. As the Plan itself notes, San 
Franciscans have used Black Point Cove for swimming and rowing since the 1860s. 
(See Plan, at pp. 96-97.) Aquatic Pant is the only place in the City developed and set 
aside for the general public to enjoy the Bay through such activities. The South End 
Rowing Club and the neighboring Dolphin Swimming and Rowing Club have been an 
integral part of the historical and recreational uses of Aquatic Park. The Plan must 
address the impact of the proposed actions upon such resources. In its current version, 
the Plan does not do so. 

1. Sec response 1 to the Friends of Aquatic Park. 
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Latter to Superintendent, San Francisco 
Maritime National Historical Park 

Page 2 
September 27,1996 

Without conceding the adequacy of the Plan, the South End Rowing Club 
generally supports the concepts Included in Alternative A of the Plan. However, we do 
object to two specific elements of the proposal. 

First, the discussion of Alternative A includes a statement that the South End 
and the Dolphin Clubs "would be encouraged to modify the facades of their buildings on 
inffnrunn street tn an architectural style that would complement the Victorian design 

theme for the pier and Victorian Park." (See Plan, at p. 47.) The club buildings are 
historic facilities, dating back to the turn of the century, and should not be casually 
altered to accommodate subsequent design schemes. Further, the South End could 
not comply with such a request unless outside funding were made available. I he Hub 
has just undergone costly renovations, at Its own expense, to upgrade the women's 
locker room and showers, and to ensure fun compliance with the Americans With 
Disabilities Act. The Dolphin Club has also made similar renovations to its facilities. 

Our second concern with Alternative A Is that the proposed renovations would 
result in the loss of parking spaces and vehicle access on Jefferson Street in front of 
the swimming clubs. If the Plan is adequately to address the impact on aquatic 
recreation provided through the swimming dubs, as we contend the Plan must, then the 
Plan must provide for mitigation of these impacts, such as ensuring vehicle access for 
deliveries, special events and emergency services. Parking and access must also be 
preserved for the many eMeriy and disabled patrons of Aquatic Park and the swimming 
dubs. The Plan should also contain a formal commitment to preserving public parking 
on Hyde Street between Jefferson and Beach Streets prior to 10:00 a.m., as indicated 
in the Plan (see Plan, at p. 46.), and to preserving the Club's access over the Hyde 
Street Pier to the shorefront portion of the Club's grounds.' 

Our second purpose in writing is to voice our strong objections to Alternative B, 
and specifically to the suggestion that the South End and Dolphin Clubs be relocated to 
the other end of Aquatic Park.2 (See Plan, at pp. 61. 65.) 

The Plan does not contain any meaningful analysis of the proposed relocation. 
This failure is material for several reasons. First, the site identified for the relocated 
dubs at the west end of the cove is not appropriate for swimming. The Plan contains 
no analysis of changes in water quality associated with the Plan and with such a move. 

1 In connection with these parking end access concerns, we suggest that Instead of moving the maritime 
parti bookstore to a new building in the rxortheast comer of \rictortan Park, the Parti Sen/ice consider 
locating the bookstore in the renovated Hsslstt Warehouse. 

1 We note that the Alternative B maps, following pages 62 and 66 of the Plan, only state that the Park 
Service would 'encouragfej the relocation of the ewimming and rowing duba .. ." [Emphasis added] 

2. The swimming and rowing club buildings have not been deter­
mined to hold official local or state historical designation, nor are 
they listed on the national register as historic properties. It has 
been noted that the clubs relocated their structures from the west 
side of the cove to their current location in 1926, and that the 
clubs certainly possess a historical organization and recreational 
use of the Aquatic Park lagoon. The plan states that the Park 
Service would encourage the clubs to modify the facade of their 
buildings to an architectural style that would complement the 
Victorian design theme of the pier and Victorian Park. This might 
include consideration of exterior alterations that would return the 
structures to their earlier historic character, which might allow 
them to obtain historic designation. It would be entirely up to the 
discretion of the clubs as to whether they would be willing or able 
to make such changes. 

3. See response 3 to the Friends of Aquatic Park. 
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4. See response 2 to the Friends of Aquatic Park. 

5. See response 1 to the Friends of Aquatic Park. 

6. See response 1 to the City and County of San Francisco, 
Recreation and Park Department. 

Letter to Superintendent, San Francisco 
Maritima National Historical Park 

Page 3 
September 27, 1996 

The absence of such analysis is particularly significant in light of the existing water 
quality problems in the west end of the cove, and in light of the suggestions in the Plan 
to increase fill In the cove, with the prospect of changes in tidal action, and the 
suggestion to promote additional boat traffic in the cove, with its attendant pollution.3 

As the map following page 62 of the Plan Indicates, the site is not located on a 
beach, making it difficult for inexperienced or physically restricted swimmers to enter 
and leave the cove. Many older patrons of the swimming clubs cannot be expected to 
jump off a pier or dimb up and down a ladder In order to enter the water. A beach entry 
is also needed for many types of races and special events sponsored by the swimming 
dubs. 

The site is also not appropriate for rowers. The west end of the cove is shallow, 
and at low tides there are large amounts of rocks and rubble exposed. Because the 
Club operates rowboats of various sizes and styles, we do not keep boats moored in 
the cove. We therefore would need a far longer pier than the one indicated in the map, 
extending beyond the rubble at low tide, to launch dub boats. 

The proposed site may simply be too crowded to accommodate both the 
swimming and rowing dubs, and the expanded operations of the Sea Scouts 
anb'dpated under the Plan. (See Plan, at p. 73.) The City has adopted numerous 
restrictions on boating in the cove to make the area safe for swimming. There will be 
increased hazards for swimmers if the Park Service does arrange to use the adjacent 
Sea Scouts base as a site for expanded programs of sailing Instruction. {Ibid.) 
Swimmers in the water can be hard to see under the best of conditions. The 
combination of increased boat traffic and inexperienced skippers will leave no margin 
for error. The Plan fails to analyze how these increased risks will affect the use of the 
cove for recreational activities. 

The stated reason for relocating the clubs is to open up views of the maritime 
park. Constructing facilities and piers at the west end of the cove suffident to 
accommodate the two dubs and their operations would be far more visually obtrusive 
than leaving the dubs where they are. Currently, the dub buildings are part of the 
developed portion of the wharf area. Relocating them to the proposed site will place an 
extensive new development in the middle of an otherwise open sweep of shoreline 
between the Hyde Street Pier and the Sea Scouts base. The Plan fails to analyze the 
visual impact of relocating the swimming dubs as suggested. 

The proposal to increase fill In the cove In and of itself requires further analysis in terms of its impact on 
preservation of the cove as a natural resource, and its impact on use of the cove for recreational 
purposes 
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The proposal also fails to analyze the Impact of such a move on the swimming 
dubs as historical and cultural resources. Much of the recent development of the 
Fisherman's Wharf area is decried for its lack of historical context. The clubs and their 
buildings provide a rich and vital Ink to the past. They are part of the living history of the 
Bay, part of what draws people to the San Francisco waterfront. 

Finally, the entire proposal to relocate the dubs may be practically and politically 
impossible. The land on which ore club buildings sit is owned by the City, and tha Park 
Service may only acquire such property by donation. (See Plan, at pp. 13-14.) There 
is no indication in the Plan that the City would be wiling to donate the property, and 
such willingness Is unlikely in light of the City's past support of the swimming clubs and 
recreational uses of Aquatic Park. (See, for example, San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors KeriOlution NO. m &-»».) Alternative o does not address this issue in its 
discussion of necessary boundary adjustments and property acquisitions. (See Plan, at 
pp. 73-74.) In addition, as discussed above, relocation would require the construction 
of significant new structures and larger piers. There is no basis for assuming that the 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission would approve such a proposal.' 
Relocation would also be prohibitively expensive. The dubs are self-supporting and 
could not bear such an expense. There is no Indication In the proposal of any other 
source of funding for relocation. 

The analysis of Alternative B is grossly deficient on all these points. The only 
acknowledged impact on the clubs Is that "[tjhe relocation of the swimming and rowing 
clubs to the west side of Aquatic Park would result In unobstructed views of the Bay 
and the historic ships.' (See Plan, at p. 157.) The dubs, and the general pubic, 
deserve a more thoughtful analysis. Such an analysis would reveal that the proposal to 
relocate the swimming dubs would be totally Inconsistent with the historical and 
recreational uses of Aquatic Park. 

We look forward to working with you on these Issues, and thank you for your 
attention to these concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

LAURA TAYLOR 
President South End Rowing Club 

4 In connection with this point we ere Disturbed by reports thst the Perk Service has asked BCDC for a 
consistency determination on the Plan poor to finalizing die draft envvonmarrtal Impact statement on the 
Plan. 

RESPONSES 

7. See response 2 above. Early history of the swimming and rowing 
clubs include the construction of the Dolphin Club at the foot of 
Van Ness Avenue around 1895 and the relocation of the South 
End Club to the same location in 1909. They relocated to their 
current location in 1926. Both buildings display substantial modifi­
cations to their exteriors, and without a determination, it is 
unclear whether either building retains enough historical integrity 
to qualify for national register status. There is no anticipated 
impact on historic properties associated with their relocation 
under alternative B. 

8. A boundary adjustment would not be required for the relocation 
of the clubs under alternative B. The document has been revised 
to note that a lease agreement would be established by the Park 
Service with the clubs for use of the new location within the park. 
Please note that the proposed action maintains the clubs in their 
current location adjacent to Hyde Street Pier as identified in the 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area General Management Plan 
Amendment. The option of relocating the clubs was included in 
this document to explore the possible range of alternatives for 
enhancing the Hyde Street Pier and the Hyde Street/Jefferson 
Street intersection for pedestrian access and use. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Unless otherwise noted, patentheticel number references 
refer to page numbers of the Draft General Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement San Francisco Maritime 
National Hietorical Pars June 1996 (the "Plan/EIS"). 

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 

I. THE PLAN/EIS IS DEFICIENT IH THE FOLLOWING RESPECTS i 

».. IT DOSS MOT » ANT MEANINGFUL NAT RECOGNIZE AQUATIC PARK 
LAOOON AS A NATURAL RESOURCE. AS A CONSEQUENCE, THE PLAN/EIS 
FAILS TO CONTAIN ANT MEANINGFUL MEASURES DESIGNED TO PRESKRVK, 
MANAOK AND INTERPRET THE NATURAL RESOURCE FOR PRESENT AND FUTURE 
GENERATIONS, AND FAILS ENTIRELY TO DISCLOSR, ANALYZE, AVOID 
AND/OR MITIGATE POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF PLAN 
ALTERNATIVES ON TBE NATURAL RESOURCE. 

B. IT DOES NOT IN ANT MEANINGFUL NAT RECOGNIZE THE HISTORIC 
AND CURRENT AQUATIC RECREATIONAL USES OF AQUATIC PARE LAGOON 
PRLMARILT FOR BAT SWXHMINa AND RONING, EVEN THOUGH AQUATIC PARK 
LAGOON IS A PROTECTED ELEMENT OF THE AQUATIC PARK HISTORIC 
DISTRICT dieted on the National Register of Historic Placss and 
dssignatad as a national historic landmark). THE PLAN/HIS FAILS 
TO RECOGNITA RECREATIONAL SHIMMING AND RONING IN TBE LAOOON AS 
IMPORTANT CULTURAL RESOURCES. TBE PLAN/EIS FAILS TO RECOGNIZE, 
FOSTER, OR MAKE ANT ATTEMPT TO INSURE COMPATIBILITT OF PARK 
FLANS NTTH TBE JOINT MISSION AND ROLE OF THE DOLPHIN SHIMMING 
AND RQNTNG CLUB AND THE SOUTH END RONING CLUB, IN COOPERATION 
NTTH THE CITT AND COUNTT OF SAN FRANCISCO, OF PROVIDING BAT 
AQUATIC RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES TO TBE PEOPLE OF SAN 
FRANCISCO AND THE BAT AREA IN GENERAL. AS A CONSEQUENCE, THE 
PLAN/EIS FAILS TO CONTAIN ANT MEANINGFUL MEASURES DESIGNED TO 
PRESERVE, MANAGE AND INTERPRET THE LAGOON FOR ITS HISTORIC AND 
CURRENT AQUATIC RECREATIONAL USES IN A MANNER MHICH INSURES 
CONTINUATION OF SHIMMING AND ROWING-. MOREOVER, THE PLAN/EIS 
FAILS ENTIRELT TO DISCLOSE, ANALTZE, AVOID AND/OR MITIGATE 
POTENTIAL ENVIRONKENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF PLAN ALTERNATIVES ON THE 
LAGOON'S CURRENT AND FUTURE CULTURAL RESOURCES USES OF SHIMMING 
AND RONING. 

C. BT FOCUSING ON PASSIVE TOURIST AND NON-RECURRING 
•VISITOR" RECREATION (eg. looking at tha Bay, aita aeeing, 
atrolling), AND FAILING TO DISTINGUISH EXISTING ACTIVE 
RECREATIONAL USES IN THE ARHA Teg ^ ^ ^ . ^ g ,„-<..,^ yoy 
PLAN/EIS FAILS TO TAKE A "HARD LOOK" AT, TO DISCLOSE AND 
ANALYZE, AND TO AVOID AND/OR MITIGATE THE ENVIRONKENTAL 

1. See response 1 to the Friends of Aquatic Park. 

2. See responses 1, 2, and 3 to the Friends of Aquatic Park. 

1 

2 

5«ptMb«x H i U K 
CKJ | \ M g \ i H x l t l a u 9 . prkVcrMEownta. 1 2 

file:///Mg/iHxltlau9


COMMENTS RESPONSES 

CONSEQUENCES OF A NOMEIS OF ACTIONS DESCRIBED IN TBS PLAN/SIS 
INCLUDING HITHOOT LIKITATIOMl 

*loee of vehicle ecceee end perking end the conaaquenoee on 
the bueineeeee, fecilitiee end existing recurring ueere who will 
be effected, perticulerly, elderly end hendicepped populetionei 

* plane which increeee employeee end vieitore end the 
competing parking demende they create et 'peak timae'; 

» Bey fill in Aquatic Perk lagoon; 

• uea and management of Aquatic Perk lagoon end eurrounding 
ereee for purpoeee end in a rouiner which doea not encourage, end 
in acme ceeae ie not compatible with, ewimming end a good water 
quality environment; 

• compatibility of rehabilitdtion/rebuild and new uaee of 
Sea Soout baea with the continued axietance and operation of the 
Sea scoute, the Dolphin Club and the South End Club 

* compatibility of relocating the Dolphin and South End 
Cluba with the continued exietence and operation of chore 
organiaatione and on the aquatic recreational programs thoae 
organieatione offer to the public in Aquatic Park and the Bay in 
general. 
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Superintendent CMiic* 20 Sep 1996 

Superintendent, San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park 
General Management Plan 
National Park Service 
Building E, Fort Mason 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Sir, 

Below are my general comments on the Draft General Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (GMP) dated June 1996, followed by a list of 
specific examples. I am well aware of the enormous amount of work required to 
produce this document and wish to commend the park for generating this 
document. Together, the GMP and the Resource Management Plan 1996 (RMP), 
have the potential to improve communications and planning both within the park 
and between the park and the community it serves. My comments and suggestions 
follow: 

1- The plan is severely weakened because it does not prioritize the goals. Since the 
resources specified to complete this plan are greater than the park has ever or is 
likely to ever receive, the lack of prioritization is critical to evaluating the plan's 
merit. Different anticipated resource levels will significantly effect what tasks 
should be funded. For example, observe how in Proposal C, the ships represent 54% 
of the budget, but in Proposal A, 36% and Proposal B, 34%. 

The recently released, unsigned, Resource Management Plan 1996 (RMP) provides a 
possible prioritization. However, it does not address what criteria is used to 
prioritize the projects listed and is uneven in the level of detail specified. Further, 
as a prioritization of the GMP, it does not accurately reflect any of the three 
alternatives in the GMP. Some other issues to note with the RMP are that out of 134 
line items in this document, only 17 have any funding in 1996. Routine 
maintenance is the greatest challenge to the park and represents 40% of the RMP 
budget, but it is represented by a single line item in the RMP. Even with its 
problems, I strongly suggest that anyone trying to grasp the enormity of the 
challenges facing this park acquire and read this document. 

2- Almost no information supporting the cost estimates in the GMP is provided. 
For example, the Haselett warehouse plan shows less park and more commercial 
use than the long published plan for this building and this is not explained. In each 

1. Implementation of proposed actions would require logical phasing 
for the many improvements and resource preservation actions 
called for in the General Management Plan. The prioritization, 
general timing, and cost estimates of implementation of proposed 
actions are shown in appendix B. More detailed phasing of actions 
and costs would be developed through implementation plans and 
other more specific management plans such as the resource man­
agement plan and the historic vessel preservation plan. The latter 
plan would provide the park direction using a more specific, sys­
tematic, and prioritized method for meeting the fleet's preserva­
tion and maintenance needs. The specific managemnt decisions 
regarding personnel, contracts, and day-to-day operations are 
details beyond the scope of the general management plan. 

MCHW?DJBB«P«r-
»~£ZPEKELNEY 

AMT X 
SAM nUNCXSCO 

CA SA19S 
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RESPONSES 

2. See response regarding the Wapama to the October 18 letter 
from the advisory commission. 

COMMENTS 

proposal the ships are represented in a single line item with no explanation as to 
how it would be spent. 

3- No time scale is provided for any of the goals. In many cases this materially 
effects the plans merit and plausibility. 

4- The plan does not address how the resources the park does receive will be better 
utilized in the future. Current management has been remarkably successful in 
acquiring financial resources for the park (and for this should be commended), 
however, it has a poor record in achieving results with those resources. The greatest 
weaknesses in this park are its management of human resources, management of 
major contracts and management of day to day operations. Within the many 
constraints created by the NPS structure that exist today, improvement is possible in 
each of these areas. The park's master plan must attempt to address these needs. 

5- When a large or long term project is recommended interim measures need to be 
analyzed to maintain planning continuity. Often, the cost and quality tradeoffs of 
interim measures will materially effect long term goals. 

6- The lack of prioritization, resource evaluation, time scales and resource 
utilization effectiveness will make it very difficult to measure and reward success 
or failure in implementing the plan. 

Some specifics: 

7- The plan gives no indication as to whether the park anticipates disassembly of 
Wapama next year or in ten years. Actual disassembly is a multi-million dollar 
expense that is likely to be deferred until Wapama is a immanent threat to safety. 
Estimates of how long this can be deferred are needed. For example what would 
spending approximately 100K per year for 1 FTE, accrual for major expense, borate 
treatment, some kind of tenting, safety items, volunteers, etc. do for the ship? 
Would it be enough to slow her degradation to an unsafe level for 10 years? 
Deferral of a multi-million dollar expense would free up resources for the other 
ships and the warehouse. It also leaves open the possibility of outside efforts to save 
major components of the vessel. 

8- While the park keeps Eppelton Hall, nothing is specified about spending 
approximately 100K per year for 1 FTE, accrual for dry-dock, stabilization and 
restoration expenses. It has been suggested that at this low level of support she 
might not only be stabilized, but should make slow progress towards steaming. 

9- The C.A. Thayer section does not provide any guidance as to how the goals 
specified will be achieved. Further the lack of time scale is very significant here as 
the lead times on acquiring materials and funding for a rebuild are long. Planning 
is needed so that appropriate interim measures can be funded to maintain the safety 
of the vessel and its visitors. It is likely that some time in the near future, well 
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before rebuild resources are available, that tenting, mast removal, and other 
significant steps will be required. They can and should be anticipated in the plan. 

10- Although day to day maintenance is mentioned, it has been the greatest single 
failure of this park since before it became a national park. This document should 
have greater emphasis on cleaning, coating, caulking, canvassing, etc 

11- It would be beneficial to see a graph showing the proportion of park resources 
spent on administrative, supervisory, tradesmen, etc. for each division. Particularly 
how these proportions have varied over the past few years and what is planned for 
the future. 

12- If and when Haselett warehouse is renovated and becomes the primary exhibit 
space, what happens to the bathhouse? The cost estimates for stabilization and 
minimal restoration of the Path nflllsC In the KMP nuw imi lulu Ihe millium of 
dollars. The building presents challenges for use as a visitor center, display space, 
conference/rental facility, or bath house. What vision the park has for this 
building's future will significantly effect the merit of many other aspects of the plan. 

13- Removing crews from the ships has significant tradeoffs. Most historic ships 
worldwide retain work areas on the ships for many reasons. On the ship there is 
more pride of ownership, visibility/accessibility of unique craft work to the public, 
efficiency of operation and it is harder to miss/ignore problems. Off the ship the 
advantages can be greater safety, and larger visitor access. Compromises that I 
would suggest for Balcutha include removing changing areas to a common facility 
with other ships division crews and partially opening up access to one side of the 
hold to visitors. Moving rigging workspace to the fish processing center is a good 
second best, but will not maintain any of the benefits of them working on the ship, 
also worry about whether this facility is likely to be made available given the 
increased investment in the fish industry being made by the port. 

14- Opening the tunnel for pedestrian traffic, and possibly seasonal rides in a "cargo" 
trailer would be very attractive independent of more ambitious possible rail use. 
Connecting Aquatic Park and Port Mason Center together would have tremendous 
benefits for the entire waterfront. Combined with Haselett, the bath house and the 
pier we can begin to see a vision tor a very inviting AOrtH Anchor to the visitor 
district. This can be done low cost without mcorporating rail projects, i.e. better 
lighting, gates for night, etc. 

15- Future drawings should include the port plans for the rest of the port's plans for 
Hyde street, the fuel pier, etc. 

1 hope these comments can be used to help improve the park that we all support. 
My perspective on the park has developed from thousands of hours of volunteer 
work at the park, as well as having provided financial support. My past experience 
in historic vessels runs back more than ten years. I know of no institution 

RESPONSES 

3. The short and long-term proposals for the Aquatic Park 
Bathhouse are included in the Aquatic Park/Victorian Park 
Development Concept Plan. 

4. The document has been revised to indicate that the park would 
support opening the railroad tunnel under Fort Mason and 
extending the F-line rail system from Fisherman's Warf west 
through Aquatic Park to the Presidio. See response 20 to the Port 
of San Francisco. 
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worldwide that has more truly significant ships and certainly none with the amount 
of historic fabric that is in this park. Very few have as large a budget or staff to work 
with. I hope this planning process will help the park to move forward so it may 
some day be deserving of recognition as a model of historic ship preservation and 
interpretation. 

Yours truly, 

Richard Pekelney 

s> 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON. Governor 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
THIRTY VAN NESS AVENUE. SUITE 2011 
SAN FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA 94102-6080 
PHONE: (415) S57-3686 

LETTER OF AGREEMENT FOR CONSISTENCY 
DETERMINATION NO. CN 4-96 

November 26, 1996 

William Thomas, Superintendent Flecejved SAFR 
San Francisco National Maritime Historic Park 
United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 
Building E, Fort Mason Superintendpnre r,u 
San Francisco, California 94123 " C '"-Un»te 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

On November 21, 1996, the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, 
by a vote of 16 affirmative, 0 negative and 0 abstentions, adopted the following resolution: 

L Agreement 

A. The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Conimission agrees with the 
Department of the Interior, National Park Service, San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park, 
that the following elements of the Draft General Management Plan (DGMP) are generally 
consistent with the Cornmission's amended coastal zone management plan for San Francisco Bay: 

1. Historic Vessel Management. The preferred alternative for the park management plan 
provides for the continued preservation and berthing of the historic ships Alma, 
Balclutha, Eureka, Hercules, C.A. Thayer, and Eppleton Hall. The steam schooner 
Wapama which is now located on a barge, will be retained on the barge as an 
interpretive display vessel and transferred to an alternative Bay Area site such as Pier 
32, Treasure Island, or Mare Island. Due to continued deterioration, the Wapama may 
eventually be dismantled and parts of the vessel retained for interpretive and research 
purposes. The Lewis Ark houseboat will be preserved as an exhibit adjacent to the pier. 

2. Hyde Street Pier and Forepler Development/Hyde and Jefferson Streets. The Hyde 
Street Pier will remain as the primary interpretive display location for the historic ships. 
Views to the pier will be improved by removing non-essential structures. The forepier 
will be redesigned in a 19th century nautical theme using paving treatments, improved 
signs and theme lighting to increase visual interest and additional space will be provided 
for visitor circulation and interpretive activities. Views to the pier will be improved by 
removing visual obstructions. The existing fee collection/entrance station will be 
relocated to the far end of the forepier. The existing small craft shop on the pier will be 
replaced with an improved structure designed to complement the pier theme and to 
nunirnize view obstructions. The main pier will be redesigned to improve visitor access 
to the Eppleton Hall and Lewis Ark. 
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3. Hcalett Warehouse Development. The DGMP states that the long term goal of the 
Park Service is to renovate the existing Haslett Warehouse, an historic structure, in 
order to house park headquarters and to function as a prime exhibit facility. As the 
structure is an unreinforced brick building, the cost of renovation is estimated to be $18 
to 19 million. In order to accomplish this goal in a shorter time frame, the DGMP 
provides for a partnership agreement with a private developer that will be responsible 
for rehabilitating the building for a combination of Park Service and as yet unspecified 
commercial lease uses. Initially, the Park Service will occupy a portion of the first and 
second floors of the building for museum exhibits, visitor contact, and some storage. 
Remaining building space will be used for commercial leases, with a portion of the 
revenue returned to the Park for historic preservation and other purposes. The 
partnership agreement will provide for incremental increases in building space for the 
Park in relation to the developer's operating costs, debt service and return on 
investment. 

4. Aquatic Park/Victorian Park Development. The Aquatic Park Bathhouse will continue 
to be used as the Park's primary exhibit facility until space is obtained in the Haslett 
Warehouse for museum relocation, and necessary improvements and maintenance will 
occur until the exhibits are moved. The San Francisco Senior Center will remain in its 
current locations in the west basement and east wing areas of the Bathhouse. When the 
maritime museum is relocated into the Haslett Warehouse, the Bathhouse will be made 
available to the public by allowing the main floor, veranda, west wing and second floor 
to be opened for general viewing by the public. It will also be used for receptions, 
meetings and conferences, and will be managed by the nonprofit National Maritime 
Museum Association. In addition, the West Roundhouse will potentially be returned to 
its historic uses as a snack/concession stand and restrooms. The open space areas will 
continue to be maintained and enhanced for public use through landscaping, benches, 
signs and other design features that will complement the 19th century design theme of 
Victorian Park and the streamlined modem style of the Aquatic Park area. The existing 
boccc ball courts will be maintained and a new children's play area added adjacent to 
the courts. The maritime bookstore now located on Hyde Street will be relocated to the 
southwest comer of Hyde and Jefferson Streets in Victorian Park as part of a small 
public plaza designed to integrate Victorian Park with the Hyde Street Pier and Haslett 
Warehouse. This area is now used for maintenance vehicle parking and landscaping. 
The existing Sea Scout base will be rehabilitated for continued use by the Sea Scouts 
and the Park will explore options with other organizations to provide sail training and to 
rehabilitate and maintain the existing building. 

5. Hyde and Jefferson Street Intersection. The primary entrance into the park will be 
centered around the intersection of Hyde and Jefferson Streets, which will be designed 
to function as an informal pedestrian plaza through the use of 19th century San 
Francisco design elements and careful placement of park signs. The design theme will 
be compatible with the architectural style of Hyde Street Pier, Haslett Warehouse and 
Victorian Park and will be reflected in design guidelines for such elements as benches, 
light fixtures, railings, pier decking, street paving, signs, banners and new or 
replacement structures. 
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The Park Service proposes to enhance pedestrian access into the park by restricting 
vehicular traffic and parking during peak visitation hours on weekends and during the 
peak visitor season. This would allow the intersection to function as a pedestrian-
oriented plaza. This would be accomplished, in concert with the City and County of 
San Francisco, by deflecting vehicular traffic out of the Fisherman's Wharf area onto 
Leavenworth Street at the Cannery instead of on Hyde Street. 

B. This agreement is given based on the information submitted by or on behalf of the 
Department of the Interior, National Park Service, San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park, 
in its Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement dated June 1996, and in its 
letter providing supplemental information dated November 14, 1996. 

I Findings and Declarations 

A. Project Description. On July 29, 1996, the U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park 
Service, submitted the Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the 
San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park and requested that the Commission concur on a 
conceptual basis that the proposed plan is consistent with its Amended Coastal Zone Management 
Program for San Francisco Bay. The DGMP provides a long-term vision for the continued use and 
maintenance of the San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park, which includes the Hyde Street 
Pier and its historic ship collection, a forepier/entry that includes the museum bookstore, Victorian 
Park, Aquatic Park including upland open space areas and an open water area, known as the 
lagoon, the Aquatic Park Bathhouse, and the Sea Scout base, all located on the northern waterfront 
adjacent to lower Fort Mason, in the City and County of San Francisco. 

Existing uses of the Aquatic Park Lagoon include active and passive recreational uses, 
particularly boating and sailing adjacent to the existing Sea Scout base and swimming and rowing 
sports, principally by members of the two existing swimming and rowing clubs located adjacent to 
the Hyde Street Pier. 

The preferred alternative of the DGMP would generally provide for the continued use, 
maintenance and improvement of Park facilities. This includes the use of the onshore open space 
areas for park purposes and of the open water areas for fishing, swimming and rowing and for sail 
training. The DGMP also provides for the rehabilitation of the existing Sea Scout base and the 
potential for its use by community organizations for sail training. 

B. Jurisdiction. A state does not have permit authority over federal activities that will occur 
within the state unless the federal government has waived its sovereign immunity. However, the 
federal Coastal Zone Management Act requires a federal agency conducting an activity that would 
affect the coastal zone to conduct the activity in a manner that is consistent to the maximum extent 
practicable with the federally-approved coastal zone management program. The CZMA and its 
implementing regulations establish a process for meeting this requirement by requiring the federal 
agency to submit a "consistency determination" to the appropriate state coastal zone management 
agency. Thereafter, the state coastal zone management agency reviews and either agrees with or 
objects to the consistency deterrnination. lithe state coastal zone management agency objects to the 
consistency determination, the federal agency may nevertheless proceed with the federal activity. 
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If the federal agency proceeds with a project over the objection of a state coastal zone management 
agency, the agency's only recourse is to file suit against the federal agency. However, a mediation 
process that involves the Secretary of Commerce is available to try to mediate differences prior to 
filing a lawsuit 

The Commission has adopted a Management Program for the San Francisco Bay segment 
of the California Coastal Zone and the federal government has certified the Commission's 
program. Under the program, the Commission processes a consistency determination as much like 
a permit as possible. However, certain differences do exist between the processing of a 
consistency determination and of a permit under state law. 

The Commission has previously taken the position that a nonfederal activity that requires a 
federal permit and that is inconsistent with a priority use designation in the San Francisco Bay Plan 
would affect the coastal zone, which is coextensive with the Commission's permit jurisdiction, and 
would therefore require consistency review and provide the basis for an objection to the 
consistency determination. The California Court of Appeal has upheld this position. 

Here, the entire San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park is located within a San 
Francisco Bay Plan park priority use area as designated in the San Francisco Bay Plan. Therefore, 
the National Park Service submitted a consistency determination for the DGMP. In reviewing the 
consistency determination, the Commission must consider all of the enforceable policies of the 
McAteer-Petris Act and the San Francisco Bay Plan, particularly those policies that relate to public 
access, recreation, fill, and water quality, but only those policies. 

The consistency determination now under review is for a general, long-range plan. The 
Commission must base its decision on whether to agree or object to the consistency determination 
on whether or not the general concepts outlined in the DGMP are consistent with the 
Commission's enforceable policies as contained in the McAteer-Petris Act, the San Francisco Bay 
Plan, and the Commission's regulations. The Commission also finds that any individual projects 
proposed in the DGMP will require the submittal of a specific consistency determination for the 
individual project and Commission agreement with the project 

The Commission also notes that two existing swimming and rowing clubs, the Dolphin 
Club and the South End Rowing Club, are surrounded by the Park. However, the property on 
which these two clubs are located is owned by the City and County of San Francisco, administered 
by the Department of Recreation and Parks, and leased to the two clubs. Therefore, these two areas 
are subject to the Commission's permit authority under the McAteer-Petris Act, and projects 
proposed on the clubs' properties would require a permit from both the appropriate agency of the 
City and County of San Francisco and from the Commission. 

C. Bay Plan PoBdes. As noted above, the San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park is 
located within a Bay Plan-designated park priority use area! Therefore, the Bay Plan policies 
relating to park priority uses and public access apply. These policies call for the maintenance of 
designated park areas for public access and Bay-oriented recreation. In addition, the consistency 
determination raises other fundamental issues as discussed more specifically below: 

1. Recreation. As stated above, the Bay Plan policies on recreation call for the 
maintenance of designated park priority use areas for public access and Bay-oriented 
recreation. The DGMP includes the preservation of Park areas for existing recreational 
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uses. The Commission notes that, based on public concerns raised at the public hearing 
on the consistency determination, the existing use of the Aquatic Park Lagoon includes 
a limited amount of boating and swimming, which is an historic and important Bay-
oriented recreational use on the San Francisco waterfront that should be protected and 
preserved. The National Park Service has submitted a letter, dated November 14, 1996, 
which re-states the Park Service's commitment to the preservation of swimming in the 
lagoon. 

In addition, the Bay Plan policies on Recreation state, in part, that: "Limited commercial 
recreation facilities, such as small restaurants, should be permitted within waterfront 
parks provided they are clearly incidental to the park use, are in keeping with the basic 
character of the park, and do not obstruct public access to and enjoyment of the Bay. 
Limited commercial development may be appropriate (at the option of the park agency 
responsible) in all parks shown on the Plan maps except where there is a specific note 
to the contrary." The DGMP states that the long term goal of the Park Service is to 
renovate the existing Haslett Warehouse, an historic structure, in order to house park 
headquarters and to function as a prime exhibit facility. In order to accomplish this 
capital-intensive project in a shorter time frame, the DGMP provides for a partnership 
agreement with a private developer that would be responsible for rehabilitating the 
building for a combination of Park Service and as yet unspecified commercial lease 
uses. 

The Haslett Warehouse is a significant historic structure on the San Francisco 
waterfront and an important element of the Park, thus the reinforcement of the building 
prior to a major seismic event in the Bay Area is critical. As a general concept, the 
DGMP's proposal to pay for the renovation of the building through engaging a private 
developer and allowing commercial uses in a portion of the building appears to be 
appropriate and generally in keeping with the Bay Plan requirements pertaining to 
limited commercial uses in designated park priority use areas, so long as the 
commercial uses can be defined as limited, are clearly incidental to the park use and are 
in keeping with the character of the park. The Commission notes that general office 
uses do not meet this definition, unless such use is very limited and clearly needed to 
support approvable uses within the Park. The final determination of whether the 
Commission could concur that a plan to use a portion of the building for limited 
cornmercial uses is consistent with the Bay Plan requirements, however, would depend 
upon the details of such a proposal. The Commission finds, therefore, that DGMP's 
proposal to lease a portion of the Haslett Warehouse is conceptually consistent with its 
amended management program for San Francisco Bay. However, any specific plan to 
implement this proposal will require subsequent consistency review by the 
Commission. 

2. Pubic Access. The Bay Plan policies on public access state, in part, that; "Access to 
the waterfront should be provided by walkways, trails, or other appropriate means and 
connect to the nearest public thoroughfare where convenient parking or public 
transportation may be available...." The DGMP provides for the long term maintenance 
of public access facilities located in the Park, including the open space areas of Aquatic 
and Victorian Parks. In addition, the primary entrance into the park would be centered 
around the intersection of Hyde and Jefferson Streets and would be designed to 
function as an informal pedestrian plaza through the use of 19th century San Francisco 
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design elements and careful placement of park signs. Additionally, the. plan proposes to 
explore enhancing pedestrian access into the park by restricting vehicular traffic and 
parking during peak visitation hours on weekends and during the peak visitor season. 
This would allow fire, intersection ic function as a pedestrian-oriented plaza. This would 
be accomplished, in concert with the City and County of San Francisco, by deflecting 
vehicular traffic out of the Fisherman's Wharf area onto Leavenworth Street at the 
Cannery instead of on Hyde Street. It should also be noted that only portions of this 
area are within the Park boundaries, thus additional permits would be required from the 
Ciry and County of San Francisco before such a proposal could be implemented. 

As a general concept, this proposal could greatly enhance public access to and along the 
waterfront Thus, this proposal appears to be consistent with the Bay Plan policies on 
public access. However, it should be noted that existing public access and recreational 
users of the Aquatic Park Lagoon include both the elder iy and those with small boats 
such as kayaks and canoes. It is important, therefore,, that these recreational users of the 
Bay be accommodated in any plan to limb vehicular access to the shoreline in this area. 
The Commission, therefore, finds that as a genera] concept the DGMP is consistent 
with the Bay Plan policies on public access, but that any specific proposal to implement 
this proposal will likely require a permit, a consistency determination, or both, 
depending on the location of the affected area. 

3. FTL The McAteer-Petris Act states, in part, that Bay fill, including structures placed in, 
over, or under the waters of San Francisco Bay, must be for a water-oriented use or for 
minor fill to improve shoreline appearance and public access, must be the minimum 
amount necessary, and there be no alternative upland location for the fill. The DGMP 
does not appear to propose any new fill in the Bay. However, it does propose the 
rehabilitation of the Sea Scout base, which may include new till in the form of new 
pilings and docks. The Commission believes in concept that fill for the rehabilitation of 
she existing Sea Scout base would be for a water-oriented use. However, at such time. 
that a derailed proposal for the rehabilitation of the Sea Scout base, or any other 
proposal involving Bay fill, is proposed, a new consistency review will be required to 
determine whether the proposed fill would be consistent with all of the fill policies of 
the McAteer-Petri Act and San Francisco Bay Plan. 

4. Water Quality. The Bay Plan policies on water quality state, in part, that "Water quality 
in ail parts of the Bay shot Jd be maintained at a level that will support and promote 
beneficial uses of the bay...." The only project proposed in the DGMP that could have 
an advene impact on water quality appears to involve the rehabilitation of the existing 
Sea Scout base. However, as stated in the DGMP, the National Park Service would 
need to comply with existing Standards for water quality under Sections 401 and 404 of 
the Clean Water Act and would implement measures to prevent impacts on water quality 
from construction and operation 01 the base. The Commission finds, therefore, that the 
DGMP is generally consistent with 'the flay Plan policies on water quality, but that 
individual project:', contained within the DGMP will require individual consistency 
determinations at which time water quality issues will be specifically addressed. 

5. Historic Ships/Wapama. The Commission's management program for the Bay does 
not contain any enforceable policies regarding the preservation and renovation of 
historic ships. The Commission recognizes, however, that the steam schooner Wapama 
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is an important historic maritime treasure for the people of the entire region and nation 
and her dismantling would be a significant loss to the national maritime tradition. 
Further, if the resources could be found to restore the Wapama, her return to the San 
Francisco Maritime National Historic Park would be invaluable to the Park and the San 
Francisco waterfront. Therefore, the Cornrnission encourages the National Park Service 
to explore every last option at its disposal to protect and restore the Wapama prior to 
dismantling as proposed in the DGMP. 

D. Information Requirements. As stated previously, the DGMP is a conceptual document 
intended to provide a generalized plan to guide the future use, maintenance and improvement of the 
San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park. As such, the Cornrnission finds that there is 
enough information in the document to conclude that this conceptual plan is generally consistent 
with its amended management program for San Francisco Bay. However, the Commission does 
not at present have enough specific information on any individual project or action envisioned in 
this document to concur with its implementation. Therefore, the Commission also finds that any 
specific proposal to implement the projects or actions included in this plan, or any other project at 
the Park, will likely require further consistency review to ascertain whether the proposal is 
consistent with the Bay Plan, including the policies on public access, recreation, fill, and water 
quality. Further, as there are a number of potentially conflicting uses in the area, including 
swimming, rowing, fishing, boating, tourism, other forms of passive and active recreation, 
museum, parking and transportation, the Commission may be in a position to play an active role in 
resolving potentially conflicting recreational uses at this very unique stretch of the Bay shoreline. 

E. Environmental Impact. Based on the Draft General Management Plan/Environmental 
Impact Statement, it does not appear that implementation of the DGMP would have a significant 
adverse impact on Bay resources or on the environment. However, as stated previously, the 
potential adverse effect of any particular project cannot be fully assessed without a detailed 
proposal. Thus, these future projects will likely require further consistency review by or on behalf 
of the Commission. 

F. Coastal Zone Management Act. The Commission, pursuant to the Coastal Zone 
Management Act of 1972, as amended (16 USC Section 1451), and the implementing Federal 
Regulations in 15 CFR Part 930, is required to review federal projects within San Francisco Bay 
and agree or disagree with the federal agency's determination that the project is consistent with the 
Commission's Amended Coastal Zone Management Program for San Francisco Bay. This letter 
constitutes such review and comment on a conceptual basis only. 

G. Conclusion. For all of the above reasons, the Commission finds that the preferred 
alternative of the Draft General Management Plan for the San Francisco Maritime National Historic 
Park is generally consistent to the maximum practicable extent with its amended management 
program for San Francisco Bay. 
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Executed at San Francisco, California, on behalf of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission on the date first above written. 

WILL TRAVIS 
Executive Director 

San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
^Development Corfrmission 

SG/RLC/vm 
cc: U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Attn^T<egulatory Functions Branch 

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Attn.: Certification Section 

Environmental Protection Agency, Attn: Mike Monroe, W-3-3 
Marin County Planning Department 
Hank Bruce Architects 
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APPENDIX E 

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
SAN FRANCISCO MARITIME NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK, 

CALIFORNIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 
ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
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Advisory 
Council On 
Historic 
Preservation 

The Old Post Office Building „ . , - , , , ; • „ . n J • „ , ,„ , ,__, , . . . ' , . , „ . Replyto: 12136 West Bayaud Avenue, #330 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW. #809 v ' , , . _ ,' . „ „ , , . 
Washington. DC 20004 Lakewood. Colorado 80226 

May 2, 1997 ^Ceived $APR 

William Thomas. Superintendent 
San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park Supsrin'.-.r— 
Bldg. E, Lower Fort Mason, Room 265 " - - = ' : s 0- ;-
San Francisco, CA 94123 

RE: Programmatic Agreement regarding the General Management Plans. San Francisco 
Maritime National Historic Park. CA 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

The enclosed Programmatic Agreement (PA) regarding the implementation of the General 
Management Plan for San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park has been executed by the 
Council This action constitutes the comments of the Council required by Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act and the Council's regulations. Please obtain the signature of 
the SAFR Advisory Commission, send the original PA to this office and copies of the Agreement 
to the California State Historic Preservation Officer and your Federal Preservation Officer. 

The Council appreciates your cooperation in reaching a satisfactory resolution of this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lee Keatinge 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
Western Office of Plarrning and Review 

Enclosure 
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT AMONG THE NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE, SAN FRANCISCO MARITIME NATIONAL HISTORICAL 
PARK (SAFR), THE CALIFORNIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
OFFICER (SHPO), AND THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION (COUNCIL) REGARDING THE GENERAL 
MANAGEMENT PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, SAN 
FRANCISCO MARITIME NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK, 
CALIFORNIA. 

WHEREAS, NPS proposes to adopt and implement Alternative A 
(Undertaking) of the June 1996 Draft General Management Plan (GMP) for 
SAFR, which will provide direction for appropriate levels of public use, 
adaptive use of historic buildings, treatment and management of cultural and 
natural resources within the park; and, 

WHEREAS, the NPS has determined that the Undertaking may have an effect 
on properties included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places and/or designated National Historic Landmarks (Aquatic Park 
Historic District, Tubbs Building and Haslett Warehouse ALMA, 
BALCLUTHA, C.A. THAYER, EUREKA, HERCULES, JEREMIAH 
O'BRIEN, WAPAMA, LEWIS ARK), and has consulted with the California 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (Council) pursuant to Section 800.13 of the regulations (36 CFR 
Part 800), implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470; hereinafter NHPA) and pursuant to 
Section 110 of the NHPA; and 

—80— 

1 



WHEREAS, the SAFR Advisory Commission established by Public Law 100-
348 (June 27, 1988) has participated in development of the GMP and has been 
invited to concur in this agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the NPS provided the public and local, state and federal agencies 
the opportunity to participate in the development of the plan and comment on 
the draft GMP/EIS; and 

WHEREAS, the NPS has established Management Policies, Cultural Resource 
Management Guidelines (NPS-28), and conducts its undertakings according 
to the standards and guidelines established by the Secretary of the Interior for 
the treatment and management of historic properties consistent with the spirit, 
intent, and legal requirements of the NHPA; and 

WHEREAS, The NPS has a qualified staff of cultural resource specialists who 
meet, or are under the direct supervision of a person or persons who meet, 
at a minimum, the appropriate qualifications set forth in the Department of 
the Interior's "Professional Qualifications Standards" (36 CFR Part 61) and 
utilizes licensed navel architects and marine engineers to plan treatment for 
cultural resource management; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, the NPS, SHPO, and Council agree that should the 
NPS proceed with the Undertaking, the NPS will ensure that the following 
stipulations are implemented to satisfy the NPS's Sections 106 and 110 
responsibilities for all individual actions related to the Undertaking: 
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STIPULATIONS 

The NPS shall ensure that the following measures are carried out: 

I. APPLICABILITY OF AGREEMENT 

A. This Agreement applies to all individual actions described in 
Alternative A of the June 1996 Draft General Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement. San Francisco Maritime 
National Historical Park, California. 

B. The Draft GMP/EIS was on public review for sixty days. If, the 
public review process causes modifications that result in additional 
adverse effects, NPS will convene the agreeing parties to review 
the terms to determine whether this agreement can be or will be 
amended or a new compliance action be pursued. 

C. Minor changes in design, procedures or materials will be allowed 
under this agreement provided such changes are consistent with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and 
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings or The Secretary 
of the Interior's Standards for Historic Vessel Preservation 
Projects with Guidelines for Applying the Standards. Minor 
changes will be documented and included in the annual report 
provided for in Stipulation XTV, below. 

n . REVIEW OF ACTIONS 

A. Review Criteria 

The actions described in Alternative A of the June 1996 Draft 
General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. San 
Francisco. California will be reviewed and documented for 
purposes of this agreement within the NPS without further review 
by the Council or SHPO, provided that: 
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1. SAFR has completed and reviewed project proposals that 
provide adequate information to identify and evaluate the 
potential effects of proposed action on a historic property or 
properties; and 

2. the NPS finds the proposed action does not adversely affect 
historic properties based on the criteria found in 36 C.F.R. 
800.9; and 

3. the NPS ensures that the actions are carried out in 
compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards 
for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 
Buildings and The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Historic Vessel Preservation Projects with Guidelines for 
Applying the Standards, as appropriate; and, 

4. the actions are documented and a record included in the 
annual report pursuant to Stipulation XIV, below; and 

5. NPS archeologists monitor all proposed undertakings 
involving ground-disturbing activities. 

B. Failure to Meet Criteria 

All proposed actions which do not meet the criteria established in 
Stipulation II (A), above, will be treated as separate compliance 
actions in accordance with 36 CFR 800: Protection of Historic 
Properties. 

HI. WAPAMA 

Alternative A proposes that minimal measures to slow down 
deterioration of the steam schooner WAPAMA. a property listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places and a designated National Historic 
Landmark, be implemented, but that the vessel's underlying structural 
decay would not be addressed. The ship would be dismantled when it 
could no longer be maintained in a safe condition. 
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Dismantling would be taken only as a last resort. Prior to 
implementation, the NPS, in full consultation with the SHPO, shall 
explore the widest possible range of alternative measures for preserving 
the vessel. Such alternatives shall include, in priority order, leasing of 
the vessel, working with local/state/federal government or private 
agencies to relocate the vessel to a site conducive to preservation and 
interpretation, or transfer to a federal or state or private entity with the 
proven capability of funding and carrying out the preservation of the 
vessel. 

A. Marketing 

1. The NPS will develop a marketing plan for leasing and/or 
transfer of the vessel that shall include the following: 

a. an information package about the ship, including, but 
not limited to: 

1. photographs 

2. information on ship's historic significance 

3. i n f o r m a t i o n on t h e c o s t of 
rehabilitating/maintaining the vessel 

4. notification that the recipient will be required to 
maintain the vessel in accordance with the 
recommended approaches hi The Secretary of 
the Interior's Standards for Historic Vessel 
Preservation Projects with Guidelines for 
Applying the Standards 

5. notification of the requirement for inclusion of 
a protective condition hi transfer instrument 

6. eligibility for 20% rehabilitation tax credit 

b. a distribution list of potential recipients 
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c. a schedule for receiving and reviewing offers 

2. NPS shall provide SHPO the opportunity to review and 
comment on the marketing plan and on terms of any 
leasing, relocation, or transfer. NPS shall consider all 
comments and modify its proposed action accordingly. If 
modification is not feasible, NPS will consult further with 
SHPO and Council to address any outstanding issues. 

B. Dismantling 

Should leasing, relocation, or transfer of the vessel prove 
impossible within two years from the date of completion of the 
general management plan, or should transfer prove impossible or 
should structural collapse be imminent and the vessel become a 
safety hazard, NPS shall implement demolition. NPS shall provide 
the SHPO the opportunity to comment on the decision to demolish 
the vessel. Should the SHPO disagree, NPS shall consult 
according to Stipulation IX, Dispute Resolution. 

Prior to Dismantling, the NPS shall: 

1. consult with SHPO to determine what level and kind of 
recordation is required for the property. NPS shall ensure 
that unless otherwise agreed to by Historic American 
Building Survey (HABS) or Historic American Engineering 
Record (HAER), as appropriate, all documentation is 
completed and accepted by HABS or HAER prior to 
dismantling. NPS shall ensure that copies of this 
documentation will be deposited in the Library of Congress, 
San Francisco National Historical Park library and 
archives, and with the SHPO. 

2. conduct a survey of the vessel and select any hardware or 
other material that might be used in preserving other vessels 
in the park, curated, or utilized for interpretive purposes. 

C. Report 
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NPS shall prepare for public distribution a report that details the 
administrative history of the WAPAMA. maintenance history and 
reasons for dismantling. 

D. Interpretation 

NPS Shall ensure that the story of the WAPAMA. including 
reasons for dismantling, remains a part of SAFR interpretive 
activities. Salvaged elements may be used to interpret the history 
of the WAPAMA and steam schooners to the maximum extent 
possible. 

IV. REQUIRED CONSULTATION 

A. SAFR shall consult pursuant to 36 CFR 800 on all proposals 
having an adverse affect based on criteria found in 36 CFR 800.9. 

B. If a previously unidentified resource that may be eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register is discovered during the course 
of a project, NPS will cause the contractor to stop work in the 
vicinity of the discovery and will take all reasonable measures to 
avoid or minimize harm to the property. If the newly discovered 
property has not previously been included in or determined 
eligible for the National Register, NPS may assume that the 
property is eligible for purposes of this agreement. NPS will 
notify the SHPO within one working day of discovery. This 
notification may be made by phone, and will be documented in 
park records. The SHPO will respond within one working day, 
and if SHPO does not respond, NPS will resume activities. If the 
NPS and SHPO disagree, NPS will consult according to 
Stipulation IX, Dispute Resolution. 

V. NATURAL DISASTERS 

The park has experienced major fires, earthquakes, wind damage from 
storms, earth slides, and other natural disasters/emergencies which are 
likely to recur in the future. In the past, and it is quite likely that, in 
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the future, communication may not be possible for lengthy periods of 
time. During such a time, the NPS would not be able to contact the 
SHPO regarding efforts to protect historic properties. The park shall 
undertake emergency actions pursuant to the terms of this agreement 
to stabilize historic properties and prevent further damage without 
SHPO consultation utilizing park historic preservation and/or licensed 
navel architectural or marine engineering expertise. All such emergency 
measures would be undertaken in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior's standards and in a manner that does not foreclose future 
preservation or rehabilitation. When telephone communications are 
reestablished, the NPS will consult with SHPO and, within 30 days after 
initiating emergency repairs, the NPS will document the action and 
provide a copy of the documentation with illustrations to the SHPO and 
Federal Preservation Officer, NPS. Permanent repairs to historic 
properties are not authorized by this stipulation. 

VI. EMERGENCY REPAIRS 

A. SAFR shall undertake emergency repairs to the subsurface 
infrastructure with on-site monitoring by a NPS archeologist. 
Emergency repairs to historic buildings will be under the direction 
of a historic architect and historic ships under direction of the 
SAFR Historic Preservation Officer. Repairs by the Park will be 
documented with an additional statement of fact on the 
circumstances, signed by the superintendent and the historic 
preservation person accomplishing the monitoring. 

B. Should unknown historic properties be discovered during 
emergency repair activity, work in the immediate area of the 
discovery will cease unless work cessation will not impede 
emergency repairs. If the superintendent determines that work 
cessation at the discovery site will impede emergency repairs, 
emergency repair will continue and park officials shall notify the 
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SHPO by telephone as soon as reasonably possible and provide 
the following information: 

1. finding of an emergency 

2. description the emergency and steps necessary to address 
the situation 

3. description of the discovery and its apparent significance 

4. description of the emergency work and potential effect on 
the discovery feature 

5. efforts to address historic properties according to the 
Secretary's Standards 

C. The park shall reach concurrence with the SHPO on the 
eligibility, treatment of the resource and document the 
consultation and treatment accomplished. The NPS shall address 
actions to minimize effects, present status and condition of the 
discovered feature, recommendations for subsequent evaluation 
and treatment of the feature. 

D. The NPS shall provide SHPO with a report summarizing results 
of treatment to the eligible property during emergency repairs. 

VH. PERMITS 

A. Permits and other legal agreements (including, but not limited to, 
historic property leasing, short term use permits, special necessary 
permits, leases, concessions, contracts, and easements) for use of 
lands and structures in San Francisco Maritime National 
Historical Park will reflect a diversity of uses. All such 
agreements shall contain terms and conditions that the NPS deems 
necessary to protect and preserve historic properties. NPS shall 
attempt to include such terms and conditions in permits that it 
seeks from other agencies. 
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B. The NPS shall ensure that permits provide for identification and 
treatment of historic properties in such a manner that meets 
appropriate guidelines and standards, require archeological 
clearances for any ground-disturbing activity, and require 
advance project review and approval on the same basis as 
required of proposed undertakings. The NPS will ensure that the 
permit language provides for permanent cancellation should any 
project be undertaken without compliance with Sections 106 and 
110 NHPA. 

VIII. RELATIONSHIP TO PLANS 

Separate Section 106 compliance shall be undertaken for all major new 
planning efforts (including development concept plans and 
comprehensive plans) and projects will be in accordance with the 
nation-wide the National Conference of State Historic Preservation 
Officers. 

K . DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

A. Should the SHPO or Council object within 30 days to any matter 
submitted by the NPS for review pursuant to this agreement, the 
NPS shall consult with the objecting party to address the 
objection. If the NPS or the objecting party determines that the 
objection cannot be resolved, the NPS shall forward all 
documentation relevant to the dispute to the Council. Within 30 
days after receipt of all pertinent documentation, the Council will 
either: 

1. provide the NPS with recommendations, which the NPS will 
take into account in reaching a final decision regarding the 
dispute; or 

2. notify the NPS that it will comment pursuant to 36 CFR 
Part 800.6(b), and proceed to comment Any Council 
comment provided in response to such a request will be 
taken into account by the NPS in accordance with 36 CFR 
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Part 800.6(c)(2) with reference only to the subject of the 
dispute; the NPS's responsibility to carry out all actions 
under this agreement, that are not the subjects of the 
dispute, will remain unchanged. 

B. Should a member of the public raise an objection to the manner 
in which a measure stipulated in this agreement is implemented, 
the NPS shall take the objection into account and consult with the 
objecting party for 30 calendar days. If NPS determines that the 
objection cannot be resolved, NPS shall submit the objection, 
pertinent documentation and recommended resolution pursuant 
to Section A of this stipulation. 

X. AMENDMENTS 

Any party to this agreement may request that it be amended, 
whereupon the parties will consult in accordance with 36 CFR 800.13. 

XI. FAILURE TO CARRY OUT AGREEMENT 

In the event the NPS does not carry out the terms of this agreement, the 
NPS win comply with 36 CFR Part 800.4 through 800.6 with regard to 
individual undertakings covered by this agreement. 

XTI. REVIEW OF AGREEMENT 

A. On or before October 15 of each year until the NPS has 
completed its responsibilities under this programmark agreement 
and the ProgTammatic Agreement Among the National 
Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers and Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, the NPS wfll prepare and 
provide to the SHPO, Council, and NPS Federal Preservation 
Officer an annual report describing bow it is carrying out its 
responsibilities. The report will include, at a minimum, a list of 
"no effect and "no adverse effect"actions carried out in 
accordance with Stipulation II, above; identification of 
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professional cultural resources staff reviewing projects, on-site 
meetings, technical issues and ongoing major undertakings [plans, 
projects, and compliance training of review and park staff]. The 
NFS shall ensure that its annual report is made available to the 
SAFR Advisory Commission and for public inspection, that 
potentially interested members of the public are made aware of its 
availability, and that interested members of the public are invited 
to provide comments to the SHPO as well as to the NFS. The 
NPS will also utilize the Park's Advisory Commission for purpose 
of public inspection of the report. The SHPO and Council will 
review the annual report and provide comments to the NPS. 

B. At the request of any party to this agreement, the NPS will 
convene a meeting or meetings to facilitate review and comment 
or to resolve questions regarding the annual report. 

C. The SHPO and the Council may monitor activities carried out 
pursuant to this agreement, and the Council will review such 
activities if so requested. The NPS shall cooperate with the SHPO 
and the Council in carrying out their monitoring and review 
responsibilities. 

XTH. TERMINATION 

The NPS, SHPO or ACHP may terminate this programmatic agreement 
by providing 15 calendar days' notice, excluding state and federal 
holidays, to the other parties provided that the parties will consult 
during the period prior to termination to seek agreement on 
amendments or other actions that would avoid termination. In the 
event of termination, the NPS will comply with 36 CFR Part 800.4 
through 800.6 for individual undertakings covered by this 
programmatic agreement. 

XTV. EXPIRATION 

This programmatic agreement win be nidi and void July 15,2010 unless 
the signatories agree upon continued applicability. 
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Execution and implementation of this programmatic agreement 
evidences that the NPS has satisfied its Section 106 and 110 
responsibilities for all individual actions in Alternative A of the June 
1996 draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. 
San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park and covered by this 
agreement. 
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

By: (/4(4*^~ J /&&•**!>> J?/J<,Y?> 

Superintendent, San Francisco Maritime NHP Date 

Fiern Director, Pacific Vwst Field Area Date 

CALDJORNIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

State mstorb/ Preservation Officer Date' 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

B,: <J^J%,jft£. JtLkc 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Date 

CONCUR 

By: Ad( JHZJZ. ±M M.>sy (,/ll/fl 
SAFR Advisory Commission Date 



As the nation's principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for most of our nationally 
owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use of our land and water resources; protecting 
our fish, wildlife, and biological diversity; preserving the environmental and cultural values of our national parks and 
historical places; and providing for the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy 
and mineral resources and works to ensure that their development is in the best interests of all our people by encouraging 
stewardship and citizen participation in their care. The department also has a major responsibility for American Indian 
reservation communities and for people who live in island territories under U.S. administration. 
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