DATE: October 15, 2014

TO: San Francisco Planning Commission
FROM: Timothy Johnston, Planning Department, EP
RE: Appeal of Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration for

the Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial
Action Project. Planning Department Case No. 2013.1220E

HEARING DATE: October 23, 3014

An appeal has been received concerning a preliminary mitigated negative declaration for the
following project:

Case No. 2013.1220E - Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project, 520
John Muir Drive, San Francisco: The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)
proposes to implement the proposed project in order to clean up soil contamination at the
Pacific Rod and Gun Club (PRGC), located on the southwest side of Lake Merced. Soil
contamination is the result of the former use of lead shot and clay targets made with asphaltic
materials at the skeet and trap shooting ranges. The SFPUC prepared the PRGC Upland Soil
Remedial Action Plan in response to a Cleanup Order issued by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region to the SFPUC and the PRGC. The
project consists of excavation and appropriate off-site disposal of up to 46,500 cubic yards of
soils containing elevated concentrations of lead and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and
backfilling of excavated areas with clean fill material.

This matter is calendared for public hearing on October 23, 2014. Enclosed are the appeal letter,
the staff responses, the amended mitigated negative declaration, and the draft motion.

If you have any questions related to this project’s environmental evaluation, please contact me at

(415) 575-9035 or Timothy.Johnston@sfgov.org.

Thank you.

Memo



Appeal of Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration

Executive Summary
HEARING DATE: October 23, 2014

Hearing Date: October 23, 2014
Case No.: 2013.1220E
Project Location: ~ Pacific Rod and Gun Club, 520 John Muir Drive, San Francisco
Zoning: Public Use District
Open Space Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 7283/004
Project Sponsor:  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Yin Lan Zhang — (415) 487-5201
YZhang@sfwater.org
Staff Contact: Timothy Johnston — (415) 575-9035

Timothy.Johnston@sfgov.org

PROPOSED COMMISSION ACTION:

Consider whether to uphold staff’s decision to prepare a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), or whether to overturn that decision and require the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report due to specified potentially significant environmental
effects of the proposed project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission proposes to clean up soil contamination at the Pacific Rod
and Gun Club (PRGC), located on the southwest side of Lake Merced. Soil contamination is the result of
the former use of lead shot and clay targets made with asphaltic materials at the skeet and trap shooting
ranges. The SFPUC prepared the PRGC Upland Soil Remedial Action Plan in response to a Cleanup
Order issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region to the
SFPUC and the PRGC. The project consists of excavation and appropriate off-site disposal of up to
46,500 cubic yards of soils containing elevated concentrations of lead and polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons and backfilling of excavated areas with clean fill material.

ISSUES:

The Planning Department published a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (PMND) on June 25,
2014, and received an appeal letter from the Pacific Rod and Gun Club on July 25, 2014, appealing the
determination to issue a MND. The appeal letter states that the PMND fails to adequately address the
following issues:

1. “Piecemealing”

2. Historical Resources

www.sfplanning.org
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3. Aesthetic Resources
4. Project impacts that warrant preparation of an EIR

Seven other comment letters were received that address a variety of concerns: dust; biological resources;
aesthetics; and need for the project. All of the issues raised in the appeal letter and other comment letters
have been addressed in the attached materials, which include:

e A draft Motion upholding the decision to issue a MND;
e  Exhibit A to draft Motion, Planning Department Response to the Appeal Letter;
e  Exhibit B: Appeal Letter from Pacific Rod and Gun Club;

e  Exhibit C: Comment Letters (Golden Gate Audubon Society; Dolphin Club; Friends of the Gulls;
Frank H. (Bert) Swan, Ph.D.; Peter Griffith; Jeanine Mahl; and Dick Morten); and

e PMND and Initial Study as amended, with deletions shown in strikethrough and additions
shown in double-underlined text. The amendments in the PMND do not change the overall
conclusion of the PMND.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the motion to uphold the PMND. No substantial
evidence supporting a fair argument that a significant environmental effect may occur as a result of the
project has been presented that would warrant preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.



Planning Commission Motion [XXXX]
HEARING DATE: October 23, 2014

Hearing Date: October 23, 2014
Case No.: 2013.1220E
Project Location: ~ Pacific Rod and Gun Club, 520 John Muir Drive, San Francisco
Zoning: Public Use District
Open Space Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 7283/004
Project Sponsor:  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Yin Lan Zhang — (415) 487-5201
YZhang@sfwater.org
Staff Contact: Timothy Johnston — (415) 575-9035

Timothy.Johnston@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE APPEAL OF THE PRELIMINARY MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, FILE NUMBER 2013.1220E FOR THE PROPOSED UPLAND SOIL REMEDIATION PROJECT
(“PROJECT”) AT THE PACIFIC ROD AND GUN CLUB, 520 JOHN MUIR DRIVE IN SAN FRANCISCO

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) hereby AFFIRMS the
decision to issue a Mitigated Negative Declaration, based on the following findings:

1.

On August 29, 2013, pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”), the State CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code,
the Planning Department (“Department”) received an Environmental Evaluation Application form
for the Project, in order that it might conduct an initial evaluation to determine whether the Project
might have a significant impact on the environment.

On June 25, 2014, the Department determined that the Project, as proposed, could not have a
significant effect on the environment.

On June 25, 2014, a notice of determination that a Mitigated Negative Declaration would be issued for
the Project was duly published in a newspaper of general circulation in the City, and the Mitigated
Negative Declaration posted in the Department offices, and distributed all in accordance with law.

On July 25, 2014 an appeal of the decision to issue a Mitigated Negative Declaration was timely
filed by David Cincotta of Jeffer, Mangels, Butler & Mitchell, LLP on behalf of the Pacific Rod and
Gun Club.

Between July 10 and July 31, 2014, seven comment letters were received addressing various
environmental concerns and the project in general. Comments were received from the following
organizations and individuals: Golden Gate Audubon Society; Dolphin Club; Friends of the Gulls;
Frank H. (Bert) Swan, Ph.D.; Peter Griffith; Jeanine Mahl; and Dick Morten.

A staff memorandum addresses and responds to all points raised by the appellant in the appeal
letter. That memorandum is attached as Exhibit A and staff’s findings as to those points are

www.sfplanning.org
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incorporated by reference herein as the Commission’s own findings. Copies of that memorandum
have been delivered to the City Planning Commission, and a copy of that memorandum is on file
and available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street,
Suite 500.

7. On October 15, 2014, amendments were made to the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration to
add additional sources of setting information and clarify setting and impact discussions, based on
comments from the Golden Gate Audubon Society. Such amendments do not include new,
undisclosed environmental impacts and do not change the conclusions reached in the Preliminary
Mitigated Negative Declaration. The changes do not require “substantial revision” of the
Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration, and therefore recirculation of the Preliminary
Mitigated Negative Declaration would not be required.

8. On October 23, 2014, the Commission held a duly noticed and advertised public hearing on the
appeal of the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration, at which testimony on the merits of the
appeal, both in favor of and in opposition to, was received.

9.  All points raised in the appeal of the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration at the October 23,
2014 City Planning Commission hearing have been responded to either in the Memorandum or
orally at the public hearing.

10.  After consideration of the points raised by appellant, both in writing and at the October 23, 2014
hearing, the San Francisco Planning Department reaffirms its conclusion that the proposed project
could not have a significant effect upon the environment.

11. In reviewing the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration issued for the Project, the Planning
Commission has had available for its review and consideration all information pertaining to the
Project in the Planning Department’s case file.

12.  The Planning Commission finds that Planning Department’s determination on the Mitigated
Negative Declaration reflects the Department’s independent judgment and analysis.

The City Planning Commission HEREBY DOES FIND that the proposed Project, could not have a
significant effect on the environment, as shown in the analysis of the Mitigated Negative Declaration, and
HEREBY DOES AFFIRM the decision to issue a Mitigated Negative Declaration, as prepared by the
San Francisco Planning Department.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the City Planning Commission on October 23,
2014.

Jonas Ionin
Commission Secretary
AYES:

NOES:
ABSENT:
ADOPTED: [Date]
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Exhibit A to Draft Motion
Planning Department Response to Appeal of
Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration

CASE NO. 2013.1220E - PACIFIC ROD AND GUN CLUB UPLAND SOIL REMEDIAL ACTION PROJECT
PUBLISHED ON JUNE 25, 2014

BACKGROUND

An environmental evaluation application (2013.1220E) for the proposed project at 520 John Muir
Drive (Assessor’s Block 7283, Lot 4) was filed on behalf of the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission on August 29, 2013, for a proposal to implement the Pacific Rod and Gun Club
Upland Soil Remedial Action Plan (the “project”), which would clean up soil contamination at the
Pacific Rod and Gun Club (PRGC), located on the southwest side of Lake Merced in San
Francisco, California. The SFPUC leases the site to the PRGC, which built and has operated skeet
and trap shooting facilities at the site since 1934. Soil contamination is the result of the former use
of lead shot and clay targets made with asphaltic materials at the skeet and trap shooting ranges.
The SFPUC prepared the PRGC Remedial Action Plan (RAP) in response to a Cleanup Order R2-
2013-0023 (the Order) issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San
Francisco Bay Region (RWQCB) to the SFPUC and the PRGC. The project consists of excavation
and appropriate off-site disposal of up to 46,500 cubic yards of soils containing elevated
concentrations of lead and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and backfilling of excavated
areas with clean fill material. The project consists solely of construction activities associated with
remediation of contaminated soils at the site, which is estimated to take approximately 57 weeks
to complete.

The Order allows for the PRGC cleanup to occur as two independent tasks —upland soils and lake
sediments—and establishes specific site investigation or remediation tasks and compliance
schedules for each task. The Order requires the completion of three tasks for the upland soils area:
1) an evaluation of human health risks associated with the exposure to site contaminants and
development of appropriate human health cleanup standards; 2) preparation of a RAP for
removing or managing soil to meet the human health cleanup standards; and 3) implementation
of the RAP. The first two tasks have been completed; the project consists of the third task, RAP
implementation. For lake sediments, the Order requires the preparation of an ecological risk
assessment to determine whether elevated levels of lead, arsenic, and PAHSs in lake sediments
pose an unacceptable risk to benthic organisms and wildlife. If this investigation indicates that
there are unacceptable risks to the benthic community and wildlife exposed to contaminants in
site sediments, then the RWQCB would require preparation and implementation of a RAP for
lake sediments. The compliance dates in the Order require completion of the upland soil
remediation in advance of the lake sediment investigation.

Because most of the buildings and structures on the PRGC site are more than 50 years old, the
entire site was evaluated for its potential significance as a historical resource, which included
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analysis of the property as a cultural landscape. ESA and its subconsultant, Denise Bradley
Cultural Landscapes, completed an evaluation of the PRGC following the standards of the CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5, using the criteria outlined in PRC Section 5024.1. This study included
extensive review of historical information to evaluate the potential significance and integrity of
the PRGC as a cultural landscape according to National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) criteria. This evaluation included the
following: architectural and historic landscape field surveys of the project site; review of archival
site photographs, newspapers, and references on the development of trap and skeet shooting and
recreation in San Francisco; interviews with PRGC members knowledgeable of its history; and
interviews with individuals from national, state, and Bay Area skeet shootings organizations and
clubs; and visits to Bay Area clubs for comparative purposes. The results of the field surveys and
associated research are provided in the following technical report: Pacific Rod and Gun Club
Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report,! which was presented as an appendix to the PMND.

The Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report found that the PRGC appears eligible for listing in the
NRHP and CRHR at the local level of significance under Criterion A/1 for its association with the
broad pattern of history related to the increased popularity of sport hunting and with the
interrelated development of skeet, during the period in which it evolved from a type of shooting
practice into a competitive sport. This occurred during the decades preceding World War II
within the context of the early 20th century wildlife conservation movement. The period of
significance for the PRGC under Criterion A/1 appears to begin in 1934 when the club moved to
the Lake Merced site and to end in 1941, with the United States’ entry into World War II, which
ended the club’s initial period of development. Although the activities of the club remained
unchanged after World War II, its post-war expansion period (1946-early 1960s) was more
directly linked with other contexts than to the early 20th century wildlife conservation movement,
such as the broad interest in outdoor recreation that occurred as a result of the nation’s post-
World War II prosperity and an increased interest in skeet, which was a by-product of World War
II training practices.

The features constructed on the PRGC property during its period of significance (1934-1941) and
that relate to its significance under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 (for its association with the broad
pattern of history related to the increased popularity of sport hunting and the development of
skeet within the context of the early 20th century wildlife conservation movement) were identified
as contributing features to the PRGC cultural landscape. The primary features from this period
that contribute to the PRCG cultural landscape are Skeet Fields 4 to 7 (including semi-circular
station paths, high and low target launching houses, and wooden fences), the broad terrace for
these fields, the Clubhouse, the Caretaker’s House, the Rifle Range building, and the Shell House.
These features, and the cultural landscape as a whole, retain sufficient historic integrity to convey
its significance. The buildings, structures, and elements of the landscape that are identified as

I Denise Bradley, Cultural Landscapes, 2014. Pacific Rod and Gun Club, San Francisco, CA, Cultural Landscape Evaluation
Report, May 2014.
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contributing to the cultural landscape are a historical resource, as defined in the CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5, and the property is identified as a historical resource in the PMND.

Those features that: (1) may have been present during the period of significance but were not
associated with the pre-World War II design or function of the site as an outdoor target shooting
range/sportsmen’s club (for example, vegetation); or (2) were added to the property after the end
of its period of significance in 1941 (although in some cases these are compatible with its pre-
World War II design or function as an outdoor target shooting range/sportsmen’s club) were
identified as non-contributing features and, therefore, were considered to not be components of
the historical resource. The Cultural Landscape Report presented historic context to identify the
theme, geographic area, and chronological period of the PRGC’s historical significance, which in
turn supported the identification of its specific period of significance.

Because upland soil remediation requires the excavation and backfilling of soil, contributing
elements of the historic resource would be removed for proposed construction activities. The
PMND includes project mitigation measures that would ensure that the features that contribute to
the cultural landscape of the PRGC are retained, protected and/or rebuilt in a similar size, design,
location, and materials as existing. These include the following: Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a,
Record and Reconstruct the Semi-Circular Station Paths at Skeet Fields 4 — 7; Mitigation Measure
M-CP-1b, Record, Protect, and Return (or Replace in-Kind) the High/Low Houses and Wood
Fences at Skeet Fields 4-7; and Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c, Protect the Four Contributory
Buildings During Construction. As noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3), a project that
follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(Standards) shall be considered as mitigated to a less-than-significant level. Because the project
would comply with the Standards (specifically the Standards for Rehabilitation), impacts on the
historical resource would be less than significant.

The edge of the PRGC site slopes steeply towards Lake Merced. The proposed project would
affect approximately 0.85 acres of state wetlands and 0.29 of coastal scrub vegetation adjacent to
Lake Merced. To reduce these temporary impacts, the project includes Mitigation Measure M-BI-
2, Restoration of Coastal Scrub, Riparian Scrub, and Wetlands. This measure requires that the
final grading plan restore topography of the affected habitat areas to pre-project conditions and
that vegetation consistent with the coastal scrub, riparian scrub, and wetlands be planted
following site remediation. The plan includes performance criteria and monitoring to ensure the
restoration effort is successful.

The proposed project also includes removal of trees in order to remove contaminated soils. The
PMND analysis determined that tree removal could result in a substantial adverse impact on the
scenic quality of the area and designated scenic roadways, such as views from John Muir
Drive/49-Mile Scenic Drive of Lake Merced. The project includes Mitigation Measure M-AE-3,
Screening Vegetation, which requires planting trees and shrubs at the eastern end of the site to
screen views of the PRGC facilities and includes performance standards defining the timing and
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success of the vegetation screening. With implementation of this measure, impacts on scenic vistas
and resources would be less than significant.

The proposed project would require the following project approvals, with approval by the SFPUC
identified as the Approval Action under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code for
the whole of the proposed project:

e US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps): Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit

e California Coastal Commission (CCC): Issuance of Coastal Development Permit
(wetlands affected by the project are potentially within CCC’s retained permit jurisdiction
for Lake Merced)

e State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB): National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) order 2009-0009-DWQ, General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Construction General
Permit)

e California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW): Section 1602 Streambed Alteration
Agreement

e  RWQCB: Approval of the RAP and CWA Section 401
e Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD): Construction permit
e San Francisco Planning Commission: Approval of a Coastal Development Permit

e SFPUC: Approval of the project and construction contracts, wastewater enterprise
stormwater control plan, and other implementation actions

e San Francisco Board of Supervisors: Approval of the RAP, appropriation of funding,
consideration of any appeals of the Planning Commission’s adoption of the ISMND

e San Francisco Department of Public Works (SFDPW): Approval of any necessary
construction permits for additional site entrance, if needed, and street parking restrictions

e San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic: Approval of any necessary construction
permits for additional site entrance and street parking restrictions

A Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (PMND) was published on June 25, 2014. On
July 25, 2014, Mr. David Cincotta of Jeffer, Mangels, Butler, and Mitchell LLP, representing the
Pacific Rod and Gun Club, filed a letter appealing the PMND. The concerns discussed below are
summarized from the appeal letter, a copy of which is included within this appeal packet. Each
concern topic is summarized, followed by relevant quotes from the appeal letter, and a response.
The concerns are listed generally in the order presented in the appeal letter.
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CONCERN 1: The appellant states that the proposed project will cause potentially significant
environmental impacts and argues that a lead agency must prepare an EIR when a project may
cause potentially significant environmental impacts.

“To summarize, the 300-page MND is a strained attempt to justify the City's election not to
prepare an environmental impact report (EIR) to study the potential impacts associated with a
significant excavation and remediation project on a site that is ecologically, historically and
culturally significant, and may potentially suffer significant environmental impacts unless further
analysis is undertaken through the EIR process. The IS/MND falls woefully short of
demonstrating that implementation of the RAP will not cause potentially-significant
environmental impacts. Through this appeal, the Club implores the City to do a proper analysis
through an EIR before allowing this RAP to move forward.” (Page 1 of the Appeal Letter)

“1I. Lead Agency is Obligated to Prepare an EIR When a Project May Cause Potentially-
Significant Environmental Impacts

CEQA is premised on a ‘strong presumption' in favor of requiring a lead agency to
prepare an EIR as opposed to adopting a negative declaration prior to approving a project.
Indeed, so long as substantial evidence in the record supports a ‘fair argument’ that a project may
cause even a single, potentially-significant environmental impact, the agency must prepare an

EIR. The obligation to prepare an EIR remains even when other substantial evidence before the
agency indicates that the project may not have a substantial impact on the environment. As
described by a prominent CEQA treatise, ‘the fair argument standard . . . prevents the lead agency
from weighing competing evidence to determine who has a better argument concerning the
likelihood or extent of a potential environmental impact.” Accordingly, CEQA's 'fair argument’
standard establishes a low threshold for the obligation to prepare an EIR which is met by the
presence of any substantial evidence in the record of potential environmental impacts.” (Page 2 of
the Appeal Letter)

“There is Substantial Evidence to Support a Fair Argument that the Overall CEQA Project will
Significantly Impact the Environment” (Page 3 of the Appeal Letter)

RESPONSE TO CONCERN 1: The appellant misinterprets the CEQA requirements for EIR
preparation.

CEQA requirements do not require preparation of an EIR when a project may cause potentially
significant environmental impacts, as the appellant contends. An MND is the appropriate CEQA
analysis if the initial study determines that potentially significant environmental impacts can be
reduced to less-than-significant levels with mitigation measures that are made part of the project.
An EIR is only required if there are no applicable mitigation measures or if mitigation measures
would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels; in which case, the project would be
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considered to have a significant effect on the environment. According to CEQA Section 15070 (b),
a lead agency shall prepare a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) when:

The initial study identifies potentially significant effects, but:

(1) Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by the applicant
before a proposed MND and initial study are released for public review would avoid the
effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur,
and

(2) There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that
the project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment.

The PMND identifies a number of potentially significant impacts of the proposed project;
however, it also demonstrates how identified and feasible mitigation measures would reduce
those potentially significant impacts to less-than-significant levels. Accordingly, the City’s
decision to prepare an MND is correct and an EIR is not required.

CONCERN 2: The appellant asserts the proposed project should have included the
remediation of contaminated lake sediments and that failure to include those elements is
“piecemealing.”

“The Remediation Project is a comprehensive action that is comprised of multiple
components. As described in the Initial Study supporting the MND:

Order R2-2013-0023 requires the completion of three tasks for the upland soils area: 1) an
evaluation of human health risks associated with the exposure to site contaminants and
development of appropriate human health cleanup standards; 2) preparation of a
remedial action plan (RAP) for removing or managing soil to meet the human health
cleanup standards: and 3) implementation of the RAP. The first two tasks have been
completed and are discussed further below; the project considered in this initial study (IS)
consists of the third task, RAP implementation. For lake sediments, Order R2-20 13-0023
requires the preparation of an ecological risk assessment to determine whether elevated
levels of lead, arsenic, and PAHs in lake sediments pose an unacceptable risk to benthic
organisms and wildlife. If this investigation indicates that there are unacceptable risks to
the benthic community and wildlife exposed to contaminants in site sediments, then the
RWQCB Order requires preparation and implementation of a RAP for lake sediments.

Out of this comprehensive plan, the IS/MND reviews only one component: implementation of the
RAP.” (Page 2 of the Appeal Letter)

“The IS/MND does not evaluate foreseeable and integrally related components of the
overall Remediation Project, and therefore, fails to adequately evaluate the “project’ for purposes
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of CEQA. ... The Remediation Project is a single, comprehensive CEQA project, as indicated by
the following factors among others:

¢ the contamination is allegedly from a single source (the Clubs' use of lead shot and PAH-
laden targets between 1934 - 1994)

¢ the same contaminants (lead and PAHSs), which are the focus of the Order, are found in all
areas of the site that is the subject of the Order:

* the Order and its component parts all pertain to the same site, i.e., the Club's property at
Lake Merced; and

¢ the eventual post-reclamation uses of the site will likely incorporate use of both the
upland areas and Lake Merced.

Restoration of the site, and by extension, satisfaction of the Order, will not be achieved until both
soil and lake sediments are remediated.

The failure to evaluate the potential impacts associated with the study and remediation of
lake sediments renders the CEQA analysis inadequate, as environmental impacts associated with
those activities will not be considered in connection with the impacts of soil remediation. For
example, the IS/MND anticipates that soil remediation may generate 40 truck trips per day. If,
however, sediment remediation were to happen concurrently with soil remediation, the "project’
may generate more than the estimated 40 daily truck trips, which could impact the findings of
significance related to traffic impacts. The analysis of seemingly every potential impact in the
IS/MND would be implicated by remediation of lake sediments. Accordingly, the ISMND should
be revised to evaluate the complete Remediation Project.” (Pages 3 and 4 of Appeal Letter)

RESPONSE TO CONCERN 2: The proposed upland soil remediation project has independent
utility from the lake sediment investigation and possible remediation, and thus is properly
considered a separate project under CEQA.

The appellant asserts that the project description should have included remediation of lake
sediments because the Order addresses both upland soils and lake sediments, and that failure to
include both elements as part of this project’s project description is “piecemealing.” Appellant is
correct that under CEQA, the lead agency is required to consider the whole of the project in one
environmental review and not “piecemeal” what should properly be considered one project into
smaller projects, thus minimizing the environmental impacts of the project as a whole. Here,
piecemealing has not occurred because the three components raised by appellant—the proposed
project, possible lake sediment remediation, and future site uses (discussed below under Concern
3)—are properly considered to be separate projects.

The primary question for understanding whether proposed activities should be considered one
project or separate projects under CEQA is whether those activities have “independent utility”
from each other—that is, whether they rely on or trigger the need for each other. Here, each of
these three components has independent utility from the others. As discussed below, the
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proposed upland soil remediation does not rely on or trigger the need for lake sediment
remediation.

While the Order addresses both upland soil and lake sediments, remediation of lake sediments is
not “a foreseeable integrally related component of the proposed Remediation Project,” simply
because the Order includes lake sediments as a potential future task, as asserted by the appellant.
Remediation of submerged areas is speculative because no action may be required in the future
by the RWQCB. The purpose of the Order is to require:

...the Dischargers to submit plans to remediate soil to meet human health risk standards
for current and reasonably foreseeable future land uses. This Order also requires the
Dischargers to evaluate if remediation of lake sediment to meet ecological risk standards
is necessary. (emphasis added)

The Order acknowledges that remediation of lake sediments may not be needed and provides
separate tasks and timelines for Upland Soils and Lake Sediments. The Order requires
preparation of an ecological risk assessment to determine “whether elevated lead, arsenic and
PAHs in sediments pose an unacceptable risk to benthic organisms and wildlife (emphasis
added),” and thus, if any remedial action is needed for the protection of the benthic community
and wildlife. The City obviously cannot piecemeal a project that may never take place and never
be considered a “project” under CEQA. In fact, as discussed below, the record of studies at the
site supports the conclusion that no future action may be required.

Previous investigations summarized in the Order suggest that cleanup of lake sediments may not
be necessary for the following reasons:

e In May 1990, bioassay tests conducted using lead-containing sediments samples reported
no fish mortality;

e An investigation conducted in 1992 did not show signs of adverse impacts from lead on
benthic invertebrate fauna and other organisms in the Lake; and

e In April 1995, the California Department of Fish and Game (now, Department of Fish and
Wildlife) determined that, because of the limited number of waterfowl species using the
Lake and on the mode of feeding observed for waterfowl, the risk of lead uptake from
ingestion of lead pellets or lead-contaminated sediments by waterfowl was low, and the
RWQCB determined that the remedial action plan required by the previous (rescinded)
1994 RWQCB cleanup order was not necessary.

Should the findings of the ecological risk assessment confirm the results of these previous
investigations, no remediation of lake sediments would be required. Thus, the applicant’s
assertion that “Restoration of the site, and by extension, satisfaction of the Order, will not be
achieved until both soil and lake sediments are remediated” is both speculative and incorrect.
Lake sediments may not require remediation and the Order may be satisfied upon completion of
the proposed remedial action (the proposed project) and the ecological risk assessment.
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As discussed above, the Order stipulates separate tasks for Upland Soils and for Lake Sediments,
as well as separate compliance dates for completion of these tasks. The Order establishes a
compliance date for completion of the upland soil remedial action by January 1, 2016, which
requires that upland soil remediation commence prior to lake sediment remediation, if it is
needed at all. The potential need for lake sediment remediation, and associated compliance dates
for preparation of a remedial action plan and completion of remedial action, would not be
determined until sometime in the future, as determined by the RWQCB Executive Officer
following review of the ecological risk assessment. However, whether the Upland Soil and Lake
Sediments were considered together in one document by the RWQCB is not the legal standard for
determining whether they should be considered one project under CEQA. As discussed above,
the standard under CEQA is whether the activities have independent utility from each other,
which in this case, they do. Upland soil remediation is independent of the lake sediment
investigation because completion of upland soil remediation does not obligate or require lake
sediment remediation. For these reasons, the appellant’s contention that these activities should be
considered one project is not correct under CEQA.

Furthermore, the appellant’s assertion that lake sediment remediation should be an integral part
of the proposed project because “the eventual post-reclamation uses of the site will likely
incorporate use of both the upland areas and Lake Merced” is also speculative and incorrect. The
project proposes soil remediation to meet human health risk standards to allow for unrestricted
future use of the site. The project does not require or preclude any future use of the site. This is
addressed further below under Concern 3. The assumption that eventual site use would
incorporate both upland areas and Lake Merced is questionable, particularly because the project
includes restoration of wetland, riparian scrub, and coastal scrub vegetation that currently limits
lake access and use at the site.

CONCERN 3: The appellant asserts that the PMND should evaluate post-project use of the site
and that failure to include future use in the project description is “piecemealing.”

“The CEQA analysis must evaluate future development or uses that are made possible by
the proposed action. In City of Antioch v. Antioch City Council (1986) 187 Cal.App.3d 1325 (‘City of
Antioch’), the city approved a road and sewer extension project pursuant to a negative declaration.
The city's analysis, however, reviewed only the impacts of the construction project, and not
reasonably foreseeable future uses made possible by the initial approval (Id. at pp. 1329-1330).
Finding that the city had impermissibly narrowed the scope of the project, the court reasoned that
an initial study must evaluate foreseeable future development made possible by the initial
approval, and that the fact that future development may take several forms does not excuse

environmental review.

The IS/MND fails to describe potential environmental impacts associated with post-
project uses made possible by remediation. Although the exact post-remediation use of the site
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may be unknown as of this time, City of Antioch requires that the IS/MND evaluate in a general
sense the type of development or use that can be reasonably expected to occur, due to the
proposed approval.

Thus, while even without external guidance City of Antioch would likely require the City
to evaluate such general uses as public recreation or open space, the Order and related materials
provide clear guidance as to the types of developments and uses that will be made possible via
remediation. Pursuant to the Order, the RAP for soil remediation must ‘meet human health risk
standards for current and reasonably foreseeable future land uses.” The phrase ‘future reasonably

future land uses’ is informed by AMEC's Supplemental Investigation and Health Risk Assessment
Report (April 2012), which states that ‘for this HHRA ... future conditions are based on reasonably
likely use options specified in the most recent version of the Lake Merced Watershed Plan.” Thus
the IS/MND must be revised to address the environmental impacts of future uses made possible
by the proposed remediation, including uses consistent with the Lake Merced Watershed Plan.”?
(Pages 4 and 5 of Appeal Letter)

RESPONSE TO CONCERN 3: The proposed project has independent utility from the future
uses of the site, and thus is properly considered a separate project under CEQA from those
activities. No change in future use is proposed.

The project does not propose a change in site use. Remediation to cleanup standards required for
reasonably foreseeable future uses, namely continued recreational use of the site, would allow
unrestricted future use of the site, but does not require or obligate any such use. The appellant
asserts that the PMND should evaluate the type of future development or use of the project site
that would be expected to occur as a result of project approval. As discussed above under
Concern 2, the primary question for understanding whether proposed activities should be
considered one project or separate projects under CEQA is whether those activities have
“independent utility” from each other—that is, whether they rely on or trigger the need for each
other. The upland soil remediation project has independent utility from future site use because
site cleanup does not require or preclude future uses of the site.

The appellant correctly quotes that, pursuant to the Order, the RAP for soil remediation must
"meet human health risk standards for current and reasonably foreseeable future land uses.” As
indicated, the AMEC health risk assessment based its exposure assessment on future land use
scenarios for the site in the Lake Merced Watershed Report, which include various recreational

2 Despite SFPUC’s insistence on such intensive and costly remediation of the property that it could conceivably be sited
for uses as sensitive as housing or childcare, SFPUC has yet to identify any potential post-remediation uses.
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activities.® Identification of reasonably foreseeable future land uses is an integral part of the
development of a risk assessment model, which must account for the potential exposure
pathways through which future on-site users may be exposed to contaminants in soil. This, in
turn, is used to identify potential human health risks and appropriate cleanup standards to ensure
that site remediation is protective of the health of future site users. Use of the potential future land
use scenarios provided in the Lake Merced Watershed Report to identify potential receptors and
exposure pathways in no way implies that any one of these uses will ultimately be developed on
the project site, but merely provides a way to establish appropriate cleanup standards.

Regardless, under any of these possible recreational activities, the risk assessment concluded that
“future use is not expected to change materially in terms of the types of possible users and
frequencies and durations of exposure” (AMEC, 2012, page ES-3). The potentially exposed human
receptors identified for the health risk assessment included the following:

e Current caretaker

e Current and future workers

o  Current adult recreational users

e Current and future occasional visitors (adults and children)
e Current and future off-site residents (adults and children)

e Future adult and child recreational users

e Future construction workers

Using these potential receptors, the health risk assessment evaluated exposure pathways and
toxicity of known contaminants to develop appropriate cleanup goals in accordance with the
Order. The cleanup goals established in the RAP are designed to allow for the widest possible
array of unrestricted future uses of the site, and would avoid the imposition of deed restrictions
which could limit future potential uses, consistent with the Project sponsor’s objectives. The RAP
uses cleanup goals for lead in soil that have been established by the California Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) for residential properties because these
cleanup levels would be protective of all future users, including children. OEHHA cleanup
standards are only provided for either a residential scenario (more stringent) or a
commercial/industrial scenario (less stringent). Of these, the residential cleanup standard is
appropriate for the PRGC cleanup because potential future users could include children, which
require more stringent cleanup criteria. This cleanup standard was not selected, as the appellant
speculates, to provide for future “sensitive land uses such as housing or childcare”, but to provide
for future unrestricted use of the site.

The appellant also contends that the soil remediation project should include the potential future
use of the site following remediation. However, potential future uses of the site are independent

3 The Lake Merced Watershed Report (SFPUC, 2011) provides a purpose, vision, long-term goals, and guidelines to
provide a framework to guide decision-making for the watershed, and serve as the basis for developing and evaluating
future projects, initiatives, and management actions. The report has not been subject to CEQA or approved by the
SFPUC.

11
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of the soil remediation and would not be determined by the proposed project. Therefore, the
appellant’s contention is incorrect under CEQA. Any proposal for new or different uses of the site
in the future would be developed through a public process, with community input from any local
stakeholders and residents of San Francisco (including the PRGC should they choose to
participate) among others, which would then be subject to a separate CEQA review process, as
appropriate. The identification of future uses prior to conducting a public planning process would
be a speculative exercise at this point.

CONCERN 4: The appellant asserts that compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in accordance with CEQA Guidelines does
not demonstrate that mitigation measures (M-CP-1a, M-CP-1b, and M-CP-1c¢) would reduce
impacts on historical resources to a less-than-significant level.

“The IS/MND recognizes that significant impacts to historic resources may result from the
RAP, although it incomprehensibly concludes that such impacts will be mitigated to less-than-
significant levels. Specifically, Impact CP-1 finds that by removing certain contributory features at
the club facility (i.e., the semi-circular station paths and wood safety fences at skeet fields 4-7 and
the high/low houses) and also due to the potential for damage for the contributory features
remaining onsite during the remediation, the RAP may cause significant environmental impacts.
Through the implementation of mitigation measures M-CP-la, M-CP-1b, and M-CP-Ic, the
IS/MND concludes that Impact CP-1 will be rendered less than significant. This conclusion is
presented without adequate supporting evidence that such measures will minimize the impact to
a less-than-significant level.

From the analysis prepared by the Club, it appears that the IS/MND's proposed
mitigation measures cannot and will not reduce Impact CP-1 to a less-than-significant level.

First, the IS/MND misstates the CEQA Guidelines provision that is the basis for the
mitigation measures. The IS/MND states that under CEQA [Guidelines] Section 15064.5(b)(3), ‘a
project that follows the Secretary of the Interior's [Secretary] Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Restructuring
Historic Buildings shall be considered as mitigated to a less-than-significant level.” This is a
generous interpretation of the Guidelines. In reality, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3) states
that compliance with the Secretary's Standards will ‘generally’ render an impact less than
significant. Accordingly, compliance with Secretary's standards does not mean that an impact is
per se less than significant as indicated in the IS/MND, and the City is obligated to determine,
based on analysis and substantial evidence, that the proposed mitigation would reduce Impact
CP-1 to a less-than-significant level.” (Page 5 and 6 of the Appeal Letter)

12
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RESPONSE TO CONCERN 4: Implementation of mitigation measures that are compliant with
the Standards would retain and preserve the historic character of the historical resource, thus
rendering the impact less than significant.

The appellant erroneously asserts that compliance with the Standards (as required by mitigation
measures M-CP-1a, M-CP-1b and M-CP-1c) does not mean that an impact is per se less than
significant. The PMND correctly interprets that the CEQA [Guidelines] Section 15064.5(b)(3),
which state, "Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Restructuring Historic Buildings shall be considered as mitigated to a less-than-significant level
on the historic resource.” As discussed on PMND page 53, the Standards require that the historic
character of a property be retained and preserved. It follows, then, that if a project adheres to the
Standards and the historic character of a property is retained and preserved, there would be no
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Section
15064.5, and the impact would be less than significant.

Proposed mitigation measures M-CP-la, M-CP-1b, and M-CP-1c are in accordance with the
Standards because they would preserve and protect, or in some cases, temporarily remove and
reestablish, all identified contributors to the cultural landscape. Thus, the historic character of the
historical resource would be retained and preserved. The City finds there is substantial evidence
to support a less-than-significant finding with implementation of these mitigation measures.

CONCERN 5: The appellant asserts that, regardless of the argument in Comment 4, the
proposed mitigation measures M-CP-la and M-CP-1b are not in compliance with the
Standards because historic structures would be removed and, therefore, these measures would
not reduce impacts on historical resources to a less-than-significant level.

“Second, even assuming arguendo that use of the Secretary's Standards under the
"Rehabilitation” criteria could render Impact CP-1 less-than-significant, Mitigation Measures M-
CP-la and M-CP-1b are inconsistent with that Standard. Under the RAP, certain facilities and
structures will be removed and then reconstructed. The Secretary's Rehabilitation Standard does
not authorize the removal of historic structures. By contrast, Rehabilitation Standard No. 2 states:
“the historic character of a property will be retained and preserved ... the removal of distinctive
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be
avoided.” Mitigation Measures CP-1a and M-CP-Ib directly contradict the Secretary's Rehabilitation
Standards by moving, relocating and altering the significant features and spaces of the Club.
There is no substantial evidence to demonstrate that these measures will mitigate Impact CP-1 to
a less-than-significant level and to the contrary, they are likely to destroy the historic resources.”
(Page 6 and 7 of the Appeal Letter)
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RESPONSE TO CONCERN 5: Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a and M-CP-1b are consistent with
the Standards. These measures would temporarily remove, then reestablish or reconstruct, all
identified contributors to the cultural landscape, thereby preserving and protecting these
features in accordance with the Standards.

When the Standards state that “the removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and
spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided” it is referring to the permanent
removal and/or demolition of the character-defining features of a historical resource. The
Standards include flexibility to temporarily remove character-defining features in order to repair
or replace them with similar materials. For example, the temporary removal for repair of
character-defining wooden windows would not be considered to diminish a building’s historical
integrity. In this case, certain features of the PRGC cultural landscape would be temporarily
relocated and protected during project construction, and then replaced in their original position.
Under no circumstances would the character-defining features of the PRGC cultural landscape be
permanently removed.

As noted on PMND page 53, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation require
that the historic character of a property be retained and preserved, and that the removal of
distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a
property be avoided. In meeting these objectives, repair is emphasized over replacement, but
replacement of historic features is allowable under the Standards with the provision that the new
features should match the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials. The
Standards recognize situations where replacement in-kind is not technically, economically, or
environmentally feasible. In such situations, compatible substitute materials that have similar
characteristics can be considered. The mitigation measures in the PMND incorporate this
guidance for repair and replacement as a means to ensure the retention and preservation of the
historic character of the PRGC as a historical resource.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a, Record and Reconstruct the Semi-Circular Station Paths at Skeet
Fields 4 — 7, in particular, provides the SFPUC with the flexibility allowed under the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation to reconstruct the semi-circular Skeet Fields 4-7 in the
same size, configuration, location as the existing fields and using materials that are compatible
with the historic character of the cultural landscape; the reuse of the existing concrete is not
required because this material post-dates the period of significance. Mitigation Measure M-CP1b,
Record, Protect, and Return (or Replace in-Kind) the High/Low Houses and Wood Fences at Skeet
Fields 4-7, provides the SFPUC with the flexibility allowed under the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation to replace the high/low houses and wood fences at Skeet Fields 4-7 in
a similar size, design, location, and materials as existing, if they are found to have been previously
damaged beyond repair, if they are in poor structural condition, or if it is infeasible to return them
to their original location due to their condition or other factors.

The PMND appropriately concluded that Mitigation Measures CP-1a through M-CP-lc would
reduce impacts to the historical resource to a less-than-significant level because they would: (1)
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record and reconstruct the semi-circular station paths at Skeet Fields 4 — 7 (Mitigation Measure M-
CP-1); (2) record, protect, and return (or replace in-kind) the high/low houses and wood fences at
Skeet Fields 4-7 (Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b); and (3) protect the four contributory buildings
during construction (Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c). These measures would ensure that the
character-defining features (described in detail on pages 50 and 51 in the IS/MND) that contribute
to the historic character of the cultural landscape of the PRGC are retained, protected and/or
reconstructed in a similar size, design, location, and materials as existing, in keeping with the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

With implementation of these mitigation measures, the proposed project would meet the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. As noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3), a project
that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards (Standards) for the Treatment of Historic Properties
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings shall be
considered as mitigated to a less-than-significant level. For these reasons, the PMND correctly and
appropriately identified mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to the historical resource
to a less-than-significant level.

CONCERN 6: The appellant asserts that PMND does not identify and appropriately mitigate
potential adverse impacts on historical resources that could occur during the construction
period (i.e., during removal, storage, and replacement of historic structures).

“Third, the IS/MND overlooks the fact that the historical resource (i.e., the cultural
landscape) will be adversely affected during the period of time between when the structures are
removed from the Club's facility and when they are replaced. The IS/MND acknowledges that
numerous contributory features will be removed from the site for an extended period of time, yet
the document fails to identify the impact and describe corresponding mitigation.” (Page 7 of the
Appeal Letter)

RESPONSE TO CONCERN 6: The appellant’s claim that the PMND overlooks potential
impacts on contributors of the historical resource during the construction period is incorrect.
These potential impacts are identified and adequately mitigated in the PMND.

As discussed in the PMND (page 52), the PRGC site contains multiple features that contribute to
its significance as an historical resource during its period of historical significance (1934 — 1941).
These features are Skeet Fields 4-7 (including the level terrace, their semi-circular station paths,
the high and low houses, and safety fences) and the four buildings that house the operational and
social functions of the club (the Clubhouse, Caretaker’s House, Rifle Range Building, and the Shell
House). Of these features, only the high and low houses and safety fences from the four skeet
fields would be removed and replaced and thus could be potentially “adversely affected during
the period of time between when the structures are removed from the Club’s facility and when
they are replaced.”
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The physical effects of the temporary relocation of the high/low houses and wood fences at Skeet
Fields 4 — 7 are addressed by Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b (Record, Protect, and Return (or
Replace in Kind) the High/Low Houses and Wood Fences at Skeet Fields 4-7) on PMND pages 54-
55, which requires the following;:

* During site remediation activities, the SFPUC shall protect these features from accidental
damage during earth moving by storing these elements within a locked, chain-link fence
enclosure and posting “Keep Out” or “No Trespassing” signs.

* Following site remediation, the SFPUC shall return these features to their original
positions at the reconstructed skeet fields 4-7. Based on the pre-construction recording
and depending on their structural condition, any damaged components should be
repaired in keeping with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation...

Thus, the PMND addresses potential impacts to these contributory historical features that could
occur during the approximately 57-week duration of construction. Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b
stipulates that the high/low houses shall be protected during the construction period and requires
that any damage that occurs during this period be repaired. As a result, these impacts would be
less than significant with mitigation.

In addition, the physical effects to the four contributory buildings (Clubhouse, Caretaker’s House,
Rifle Range Building, and the Shell House), during construction are addressed in Mitigation
Measures M-CP-1c (Protect the Four Contributory Buildings During Construction), M-NO-2a
(Preconstruction Surveys and Repair), and M-NO-2b (Construction Equipment Restrictions Near

“

Buildings). Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b requires that the buildings “.....shall be adequately
protected from accidental damage due to construction activities and vandalism. These structures
shall be surrounded by protective fencing and shall be secured from entry by boarding up all
windows and doors, and posting ‘Keep Out’ or ‘No Trespassing’ signs on each building.
Following site remediation, these buildings shall be returned to their original appearance by
removing all temporary construction fencing, window and door protection, and signage.”
Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a and M-NO-2b further reduce potential impacts on contributory
buildings by limiting construction equipment in close proximity to these buildings and by
repairing any documented new cracks or other changes in the structures that are attributable to
construction.

Therefore, the PMND does identify the potential for physical impacts on the historical resource

during the remediation period and does provide appropriate mitigation to reduce these potential
impacts to a less-than-significant level.
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CONCERN 7: The appellant claims that additional features of the PRGC site are historical
resources based on a historic resource evaluation prepared by its consultant, Page & Turnbull.
Based on its evaluation, the project would have significant impacts on historical resources.

“2. A July 2014 Historic Resource Evaluation of the Club Demonstrates that the ISMND Does
Not Evaluate the Full Extent of the RAP's Potential Impacts to Historic Resources

A July 2014 Historic Resource Evaluation of the Club prepared by the noted historic
architectural firm Page & Turnbull ('Page & Turnbull Evaluation’) both demonstrates that the
Club is a historic resource and that the Bradley Evaluation fails to account for key information.
The Page & Turnbull Evaluation is a comprehensive analysis of the Club as a historic resource.
The Evaluation, which is based on, among other research, a site visit, documentary review,
photographic review, and interviews with Club members, is consistent with the Planning
Department's outline for Historic Resource Evaluation Reports. Using this methodology, Page &
Turnbull concluded that the Club is a historical resource as a cultural landscape, and that the
Club's period of significance extends from 1934 to 1964.

The IS/MND fails to consider whether the RAP will impact features that are contributory
to the historic resource during the period of significance identified in the Page & Turnbull
Evaluation. Specifically, the IS/MND relied exclusively on the Cultural Landscape Evaluation
Report to define the period of significance and corresponding contributory features. This resulted
in the intentional exclusion of numerous potentially-contributory features in the IS/MND's
impacts analysis. For example, the IS/MND does not evaluate potential impacts to the Trap
House, the Trap Fields and their configuration, various commemorative markers, the Duck
Tower, or the three-bay garage, all of which contribute to the Club as a historical resource. Under
Page & Turnbull's analysis, many if not all of the excluded features may be considered
contributory, and could be adversely affected by the RAP. Neither the existing analysis in the
IS/MND nor its corresponding mitigation measures account for impacts to contributory features
built between 1941 and 1964. Therefore, a fair argument exists that the project may cause
significant impacts to historic resources.” (Pages 7 and 8 of the Appeal Letter)

RESPONSE TO CONCERN 7: There are no additional ‘historic resources’ at the PRGC site or
vicinity that could be affected by the proposed project that were not already considered as part
of the Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report or in the PMND.

The appellant asserts that the PMND does not evaluate the full extent of the RAP's potential
impacts to historical resources. The alleged discrepancy in the identification of contributory
features to the cultural landscape, and associated impacts to them, arises from differing periods of
significance for the cultural landscape between the Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report and the
Page & Turnbull Evaluation. The Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report identifies the period of
significance from 1934 to 1941, based on a thorough presentation of historic context and analysis
of the PRGC’s association with the broad patterns of history as follows:
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The period of significance for the PRGC'’s significance under Criterion A/1
appears to begin in 1934 when the club moved to the Lake Merced site and to
end in 1941 with the United States’ entry into World War II, which ended the
club’s initial period of development. Although the activities of the club
remained unchanged after World War II, its post-war expansion period
(1946-early 1960s) was more directly linked with other contexts, including the
broad interest in outdoor recreation that occurred within the context of the
nation’s post-World War II prosperity and an increased interest in skeet that
was a by-product of World War II training practices, than to the early 20th
century conservation movement (page 39).

As a result, only those buildings, structures, and important elements of the landscape i.e., the
level terrace, linear arrangement, and semi-circular path system of skeet fields 4 to 7 (the form and
dimensions, not the concrete materials) constructed between 1934 and 1941 are considered
contributory elements to the cultural landscape. Buildings, structures, and landscape features
completed after 1941 were not considered contributory elements because they are not directly
associated with the historic context identified under CRHR Criterion A/1, which is the early 20t
Century conservation movement. The PMND does not identify potential impacts to the Trap
House, the Trap Fields and their configuration, various commemorative markers, the Duck
Tower, or the three-bay garage, because they post-date the period of significance (post-1941) and
do not contribute to the PRGC cultural landscape, i.e., the identified historical resource.

The Page & Turnbull Evaluation identified a much longer period of significance, from 1934 to
1964, which would encompass many more buildings constructed in the post-war period, and as a
result, identified many more potentially “historic” buildings and structures that could be affected
by the proposed project. However, the end date of period of significance (1964) identified in the
evaluation conducted by Page & Turnbull is not substantiated with any evidence that the site is
historically significant during World War II or the post-war period, and did not develop a
detailed post-war historic context to support their conclusions. Rather, the Page & Turnbull
Evaluations states that:

The end of the proposed period of significance is fifty years prior to the
date of this evaluation, marking the generally accepted threshold for
California Register eligibility in the absence of exceptional historic
significance (Page & Turnbull, page 56).

While fifty years is the generally accepted age threshold for California Register eligibility, it is not
the threshold for actual significance of any given resource. The period of significance must be
substantiated by a significant association with historic events for consideration under Criterion
A/1 (Public Resources Code Section 5024.1). As described above, the Page & Turnbull Evaluation
does not provide supporting evidence that the site is historically significant for any events during
World War II or the post-war period.
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In contrast, the Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report and the PMND do provide substantial
evidence for the period of significance of 1934 -1941 (Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report pages
39-41; PMND page 48), the buildings and structures identified as contributors to the cultural
landscape during the period of significance from 1934 — 1941, and the features and structures
identified as contributing to the historical resource (Cultural Landscape Evaluate Report pages 42-
50; PMND pages 50-51).. In addition, the Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report provides a
detailed discussion of the seven aspects of integrity — location, design, materials, workmanship,
setting, feeling, and association — that convey the individual significance of the historical resource
under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 and further substantiate this determination. Moreover, the
substantial evidence standard, not the fair argument test, applies to the lead agency’s
determination regarding whether an historical resource is present in the first place (Valley
Advocates v. City of Fresno [2008] 160 Cal.App.4th 1039). Therefore, impacts on structures built in
the post-war period would not be impacts on the historical resource as the appellant asserts.

CONCERN 8. The appellant asserts that the PMND fails to address potential impacts to
additional features it claims contribute to cultural landscape and should be considered historic
resources, including Lake Merced as an adjacent natural system, the general sloping
topography of the grounds, and several mature trees planted in the southern portion of the

property.

“Further, the IS/MND fails to identify, and account for potential impacts to, numerous
features that contribute to the Club as a significant cultural landscape. Page & Turnbull identified
several contributory features beyond those addressed in the IS MND, namely: Lake Merced as an
adjacent natural system, the general sloping topography of the grounds, and several mature trees
planted in the southern portion of the property. Due to the lack of an evaluation of potential
impacts to these features in the IS/MND, that document does not provide substantial evidence to
support the conclusion that the project will not result in significant impacts to historic resources.”
(Page 8 of the Appeal)

RESPONSE 8. The Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report considered Lake Merced as a
recreational area, the mature trees at the project site, and site topography in its evaluation and
appropriately found that none of these features contributes to the cultural landscape.

The appellant’s assertion that the Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report failed to address San
Francisco recreation, specifically around Lake Merced, is incorrect. This potential association was
considered and rejected in the Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report, as follows:

Association with Recreation around Lake Merced. The development of the
PRGC site is part of a broad pattern of history associated with the
development of recreation in San Francisco. More specifically, the
PRGC site is associated with the pattern of expansion of recreation
around Lake Merced that occurred during the 1910s-1930s after the
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SVWC began selling its land within the lake’s watershed and after the
SFPUC purchased the lake in 1930. Three golf courses (San Francisco
Club in 1915, the Olympic Club in 1918, and Harding Park in 1925)
were developed adjacent to the lake during this period. The PRGC was
granted a lease by the SFPUC for outdoor target shooting activities in
1934 and constructed two skeet fields at its present-day site on the
shore of the lake in that year. The SFPUC also expanded fishing and
boating activities associated with the lake during this period. The initial
stocking of the lake with sport fish (black bass) occurred in the early
1930s, and the first boat concession was granted in 1938. However, the
PRGC site does not appear to possess individual significance under
NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 for this association. It was one of several
recreational facilities that developed on and around the lake during this
period. Additionally, there is nothing inherent in its physical features
that necessarily expresses or illustrates this association. In summary,
the PRGC site does not appear to be individually significant under
NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 for its association with the expansion of
recreation around Lake Merced that occurred during the 1910s-1930s.

With regard to the assertion that Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report failed to
mention Lake Merced as an adjacent natural system, the report stated the following:

The primary land use at the PRGC site is outdoor target shooting . . .
This arrangement of features—the site’s spatial organization—has been
shaped by the needs of this primary land use and by the long and
narrow shape of the site situated between the lake and a public road.
The shape of the site, the need to set the shooting activities back from the
road, and the need to provide a safety zone for the falling targets (a
shotfall zone) resulted in the linear arrangement of the skeet and trap
fields along the edge of the site next to the lake. The portion of the
shotfall area that extends out into Lake Merced is outside of the lease
area for the PRGC and outside of the boundary of the PRGC cultural
landscape (page 29).

Research conducted for the Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report found that the Lake Merced
site was chosen by the PRCG not so much because of its beauty as an adjacent natural system, but
due to: (1) the gradual slope made it relatively easy to grade for the fields; (2) its availability — it
was open space with no buildings around it in the early 1930s; and 3) the lake provided an
extended shotfall area. As such, the Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report appropriately
addressed Lake Merced in its evaluation, and did not identify the Lake itself as a contributing
feature to the cultural landscape.
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With regard to the assertion that the Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report failed to address the
mature trees on the property as part of the historical resource, this topic was considered and
rejected in the Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report as follows:

Secondary features that were present on site during the period of significance
but that do not contribute to the design or function of the site as an outdoor
target shooting range or to its function as a sportsmen’s club include (1) the
parking lot on the western end of the site, (2) the internal road on the eastern
end of the site, (3) the small stand of trees (six eucalyptus and one Monterey
cypress) in the area between the Rifle Range building and Field 8 (the remains
of a larger stand of trees that predate the club’s usage of the site trees),
(4) several large eucalyptus trees along the southern edge of the site in the
vicinity of the Caretaker’s House and Clubhouse (the remains of a larger stand
of trees that predate the club’s usage of the site trees), (5) four Monterey pine
trees (the remains of a longer row that was planted in the mid-1930s to define
edge of the site next to John Muir Drive), and (6) a large Monterey cypress tree
located on the west side of the primary entrance to the Rifle Range building. In
the case of the trees listed above, their presence reflects the common usage of
these species (eucalyptus, Monterey cypress, and Monterey pine) in San
Francisco during the first half of the 20th century rather than a specific
relationship to the functioning of the site as an outdoor shooting range

(page 45).

As such, the Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report correctly noted that the mature trees on the
project site are non-contributors to the cultural landscape because they are not related to the site’s
historical significance, or to the design or function of the site as an outdoor target shooting range
and sportsmen’s club (i.e., the reasons for which the site is historically significant). The Page &
Turnbull Report incorrectly identifies the trees as historically significant when in fact they are
ancillary to the site and, for the most part, existed prior to any recreational uses at the site.

With regard to site topography, specifically, the Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report states the
following:

The PRGC site is relatively flat but slopes slightly down from its south side
next to John Muir Drive toward the lake and from the entrance down
toward the east end of the property...... The shoreline drops off steeply at
the north end and northwest portion of the site, but, according to the
characterization of the site in the Lake Merced Watershed Report, the
remaining shoreline interface is “generally much more gradual than is
typical for shoreline conditions around the lake” (SFPUC, 2011:14). The
topographic modifications to the site are related to its use and function as
an outdoor target shooting range and club. These include the large level
terrace for the parking lot and trap and skeet range (Fields 1 to 7) which
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occupies the majority of the area on the western portion of the site, the
smaller terrace where Fields 8 and 9 are located on the east end of the site,
and a bank that extends along the south side of the site that provides the
transition between the elevation along John Muir Drive and the lower
elevation of the site. Minor topographic modifications include the leveling
of the area that accommodates the footprint of Clubhouse and Caretakers
House which are located immediately to the north of the south-side bank
(pages 29-30).

The Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report also identifies that one of the contributing features for
the PRGC cultural landscape related to its significance under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 for the
period between 1934 and 1941 is Fields 4 to 7 (1938) and their character-defining features, which
include a level terrace (page 49). As such, Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report identified certain
portions of the topography on the project site as character defining to the cultural landscape. The
Page & Turnbull Evaluation incorrectly identifies the ‘natural slope’ of the site as a contributor to
its historic significance, when in fact, the original slope has been terraced to accommodate the
recreational uses.

With these topics addressed in the Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report, the PMND provides
substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the project would not result in significant
historical resource impacts related to buildings or structures built after 1941, or to other elements
deemed non-historic such as trees, topography, or Lake Merced.

CONCERN 9: The appellant asserts that project mitigation measure M-AE-3, would not fully
mitigate aesthetic impacts because planted vegetation would take time to mature.

“C. The IS/MND Does Not Fully Account for Potentially-Significant Aesthetic Impacts

The RAP will require removal of a substantial amount of vegetation that currently screens
on-site structures. Due to the possible removal of mature trees that screen the eastern portion of
the site, the implementation of the RAP could result in potentially-significant aesthetic impacts.
The IS/MND describes the potential impact as follows:

Removing the maximum potential number of trees in this vicinity could result in a
substantial adverse effect on the scenic quality of the area and designated scenic
resources. These include views from John Muir Drive/49-Mile Scenic Drive and of Lake
Merced, and would result in a significant impact.

To mitigate this impact, the IS/MND relies on M-AE-3 which provides:

The SFPUC shall identify the location and spacing of new plantings that would, at
maturity, screen views of the eastern portion of the site. New plants shall include native
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species indigenous to the San Francisco Peninsula and/or shrubs and trees typical of the
surrounding area. Plantings (by way of species type, size, and location) shall ensure that
direct views of the site east of the entrance road are substantially obstructed from any
location within a ten-year period. The SFPUC shall monitor and photograph screening
vegetation annually after completion of remediation activities. If it is determined that
success standards are not being met, SFPUC shall take immediate action to re-plant
screening vegetation to ensure compliance by the tenth-year period.

A plain reading of M-AE-3 indicates that the mitigation measure would not fully mitigate
the corresponding aesthetic impact. M-AE-3 is premised on the basis that replacement trees will
accomplish the same screening effect as the trees that currently screen the eastern portion of the
site. However, M-AE-3 indicates that this screening will not occur, if at all, until the trees have
been in place for 10 years. This means that a 10-year period may exist during which the scenic
quality of the area and its designated resources may be impacted due to the lack of adequate
screening of on-site structures. As the IS/MND does not include a mitigation measure to account
for what is conceded to be a potentially-significant impact, there is no substantial evidence to
conclude that the RAP will not result in a significant aesthetic impact.” (Pages 8 and 9 of the
Appeal Letter)

RESPONSE TO CONCERN 9: Mitigation Measures M-AE-3 would reduce long-term aesthetic
resources impacts to a less-than-significant level.

The appellant asserts that because Mitigation Measure M-AE-3 includes a 10 year period for
complete implementation of the measure, a potentially significant impact on aesthetics could
occur during the mitigation implementation period. CEQA Section 21081.6(b) indicates that:

A public agency shall provide that measures to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the
environment are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other
measures. Conditions of project approval may be set forth in referenced documents which
address required mitigation measures or, in the case of the adoption of a plan, policy,
regulation, or other public project, by incorporating the mitigation measures into the plan,
policy, regulation, or project design.

CEQA Section 20181.6(c) states that:

Prior to the close of the public review period for a draft environmental impact report or
mitigated negative declaration, a responsible agency, or a public agency having
jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project, shall either submit to the lead
agency complete and detailed performance objectives for mitigation measures which
would address the significant effects on the environment identified by the responsible
agency or agency having jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project, or
refer the lead agency to appropriate, readily available guidelines or reference documents.
Any mitigation measures submitted to a lead agency by a responsible agency or an
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agency having jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project shall be limited
to measures which mitigate impacts to resources which are subject to the statutory
authority of, and definitions applicable to, that agency. Compliance or noncompliance by
a responsible agency or agency having jurisdiction over natural resources affected by a
project with that requirement shall not limit the authority of the responsible agency or
agency having jurisdiction over natural resources affected by a project, or the authority of
the lead agency, to approve, condition, or deny projects as provided by this division or
any other provision of law.

There is no requirement under CEQA that a mitigation measure must be implemented within a
specific timeframe to avoid a potential significant impact and in many cases, such as installation
of screening vegetation or restoration activities, mitigation implementation requires time for
vegetation or habitat to become successfully established. Mitigation Measure M-AE-3 includes
performance objectives, means to measure success, and a provision for corrective actions. In this
case it is expected that screening vegetation would fully mature within 10 years; however,
substantial screening would occur earlier than that as vegetation matures. As such, the long-term
aesthetic resources effects associated with the proposed project are adequately addressed in the
PMND and there is no substantial evidence to support the appellant’s assertion that the proposed
project would result in a significant aesthetics impact.

OTHER CONCERNS

Seven comment letters were received from the following organizations and individuals: Golden
Gate Audubon Society; Dolphin Club; Friends of the Gulls; Frank H. (Bert) Swan, Ph.D.; Peter
Griffith; Jeanine Mahl; and Dick Morten. Comments primarily address air quality (dust),
biological resources, aesthetics, and need for the project. These comments are summarized below
and indicate where revisions have been made to the PMND, as applicable. The amendments do
not change the overall conclusion of the PMND.

e Dick Allen, Dolphin Club - inquired whether the removal of 81 or more trees would
alter wind patterns and velocity on South Lake, and expressed the concern that any wind
velocity increase would negatively affect rowing activities on Lake Merced.

e Dick Morten — stated that tree removals should only occur if necessary and after habitat
and wildlife impacts have been evaluated; that the ISMND should not indicate that the
PRGC has any right to future site use, and that site structures should not be considered
historic resources because they may not have been constructed according to code.

¢ Golden Gate Audubon Society — provided comments and recommendations on various
topics below:

- Fugitive Dust — expressed concern about the potential for fugitive dust and
contaminated material to enter Lake Merced and waterbirds, aquatic wildlife, and
recreationists; proposed the establishment of monitoring stations and an

24



Appeal of PMND - Exhibit A to Draft Motion CASE NO. 2013.1220E
October 23, 2014 Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project

emergency dust plan. In response to this comment, additional discussion was
added to Section E.13, Biological Resources, on pages 135-136.

- Bird Data — proposed using bird data available for the entire area surrounding
Lake Merced in analysis of impacts to birds. Provided additional information
about the Fox Sparrow, Western Kingbird, Black Phoebe, Townsend’s Warbler,
Yellow Warbler, Tricolored Blackbird, and Great Blue Heron. In response to these
comments, Section E.13, Biological Resources, was revised on pages 124 and 134.

- Nesting birds — suggested that work exclusion zones be placed around nests built
during project activities and that monitoring and surveys be conducted throughout
the birding season.

- Tree Removal — questioned the 10-year screening requirement for tree replacement
described in Mitigation Measure M-AE-3 and proposes that tree health, as
evaluated by a qualified professional, be used as success criteria. In addition,
provided recommendations for tree replacement species and numbers.

- Future Site Use - indicated that cleanup for unrestricted future use appears
contradictory to the project description which states that PRGC activities would
be suspended during construction and Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a and M-CP-
1b that would restore skeet fields 4-7. Suggested those measures be postponed
until after future site use is determined by the SFPUC. Also suggested that a
groundwater recharge plan be prepared for the site.

- Coyotes — suggested measures to reduce project impacts on potential coyote dens.

o Friends of the Gulls — Requested that Friends of the Gulls be added to distribution list for
project updates.

e Frank H. (Bert) Swan, Ph.D. — expressed the opinion that the AMEC health risk
assessment assumptions are unrealistically conservative and warrant additional
evaluation, such as biological testing of on-site and off-site gophers to determine the
bioavailability of PAHs; asserted that vehicle emissions and runoff from pavement along
John Muir Boulevard contribute to PAHs and lead in soil; claimed that the project
requires an EIR and a cost benefit analysis of alternative remediation methods; and,
indicated the proposed remediation is not based on adequate data and cost
considerations.

e Jeanine Mahl - Supported Dr. Swan’s position, questioned whether existing toxicity
levels really pose a health risk, and argued for further soil and animal testing and
environmental impact studies.

e Peter Griffith — Requested that an EIR/cost benefit analysis be completed prior to project
implementation.
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From: Dick Allen [mailto:batteryrow@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2014 4:38 PM

To: Johnston, Timothy (CPC)

Cc: james storm; Richards Ashton; Ms. Diane Davis; Joe Mees; Joe Abrams; cycler@mac.com; Dick Allen
Subject: Pacific rod and Gun Club Case N0.2013.1220E

Mr. Johnston,
Would the removal of 81 trees or more alter wind patterns on South Lake and would wind
velocity be increased on South Lake?

Any increase in wind velocity would have a very negative impact on the rowing activities on
South Lake.

Dick Allen
Dolphin Club

Batteryrow@gmailcom
415-407-1159



From: Morten [mailto:msarawak@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2014 1:35 PM

To: Johnston, Timothy (CPC)

Cc: Ritchie, Steve (PUC); Nzewi, Obiajulu (PUC); Kehoe, Paula (PUC); Jerry Cadagan; Mondy Lariz; tim
colen; Dick Allen; Dan Murphy; Dick Morten

Subject: Pacific Rod and Gun Club CASE NO. 2013.1220E

Mr Johnston,

I do not think at this time that the project should remove any trees unless they are essential to
remediation. Tree removal should only occur when an approved land use plan is develoed and
only then when implications for habitat and wildlife, including bird nesting, are evaluated.

At no time in the Neg Dec should there be any hint or possible promise that the Pacific Rod and
Gun Club has any rights or is grandfathered into returning to the restored site. The city cannot
seem to reward the tenant, PRGC, for violating their 1930s lease, expanding beyond the lease 4
acre land footprint and adding a water footprint, contaminating the land and water, and costing
the city tens of millions of dollars to remediate and restore the site.

Steve Ritchie has said many times that a thorough John Muir site planning process is required
before any land use designations, PRGC, are made.

I am troubled that the structures on the PRGC site may not have received any permits for
construction. Just because they are several decades old should not confer on them "historic" or
"cultural” status what ever that means under the Planning Code. It defeats the purpose of the
land use planning process to have rickety, old buildings that may have not been built to code
receive any historic designation.

Lastly, many years ago the city's environmental unit utilized a Neg Dec to identify a limited
number of issues that could be addressed through mitigation. This document is an EIR without
alternatives analysis. It seems to violate the notion that a Neg Dec only focuses on limited issues
in a brief format. It is now so long that volunteers are stressed to read it thoroughly. | am sure
some issues have escaped me.

Dick Morten, San Francisco



July 31, 2014

Timothy Johnston

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103 2479
Timothy.Johnston@sfgov.org

RE: Case No 2013.1220E Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project
Dear Mr. Johnston:

The Golden Gate Audubon Society (GGAS), representing about 6000 members in San Francisco
and the East Bay, applauds the clean-up of the Pacific Rod and Gun Club (PRGC). We do have
some concerns, but for the most part we concur with findings in the Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND).

FUGITIVE DUST

A.3 Project Purpose (p. 7) states there is a need to “reduce the potential for leaching of
contaminants into Lake Merced.” This is our primary concern and we do not believe it is treated
adequately in the MND. In section E.7, Air Quality (p. 84) in the discussion of fugitive dust and
again in the section on fugitive dust on page 91, the document does not seem to address how
contaminated dust will be reduced and contained on the project site and how that reduction will
be monitored during the project. We are most concerned with dust that might enter the lake as a
mixture of erosion and dust that could float over the silt screen fencing, or whatever the final
erosion containment structure is, and settle on the water of Lake Merced. Planners need to
specifically address impacts from contaminated dust on water quality, the potential hazard to
boaters, waterbirds and aquatic wildlife. Though fish are no longer planted in South Lake
Merced, there are still many people who fish for bottom feeding fish at the south end of the lake.
Because that is where any such fugitive dust would end up, it would also seem necessary to
establish monitoring stations to detect if that becomes a problem. It would seem prudent to have
an emergency plan in place to deal with any significant amount of contaminated dust that enters
the lake. We realize this is a unique project site, being adjacent to a major lake, so it is necessary
to anticipate gaps in how problems like this are treated in more usual conditions. For example the
requirement to sweep adjacent streets makes sense, but it does nothing to clear the dust from the
edges of the lake. A plan needs to be devised to deal with that.

E.15 Hydrology and Water Quality (p. 150)

f ) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

The MND fails to address the potential for fugitive dust polluting the lake. This is a potentially
significant issue that arises from this project. The potential may be remote, but winds that come
through Fort Funston at the Great Highway gap can be significant from time to time. We think it
prudent to address this issue more thoroughly, and have a plan in place to reduce dust impacts on
the waters of Lake Merced. Our primary concern is with impacts on wildlife, but one must
remember that many rowers will be using the lake during the project’s time frame as well as

GOLDEN GATE AUDUBON SOCIETY
2530 San Pablo Avenue, Suite G Berkeley, California 94702
phone 510.843.2222  jax 510.843.5351 web www.goldengateaudubon.org
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people using Harding Golf Course and those fishing near the concrete bridge. This issue should
be addressed both in this section and in the air quality section of this document.

E.13 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (p. 120)

Approach to Analysis

It should be noted that this is an area of the Lake Merced shoreline for which there is little or no
field work or available data related to birds. However there is much data available for the lake as
awhole. The list of resources and agencies that ccould contribute to an analysis is inadequate and
should include at least the following:

1) ebird.org: A huge amount of data for Lake Merced is currently available in eBird,
consisting of accounts from numerous birders throughout the year.

2) The “Annotated Atlas and Implication for the Conservation of Heron and Egret
Nesting Colonies in the San Francisco Bay Area”, an Audubon Canyon Ranch
publication, is available on line at http://www.egret.org/atlas

3) The San Francisco Breeding Bird Atlas from San Francisco Field Ornithologists
should also be referenced. It can be found on line at
www.markeaton.org/sffol /Breeding Ecology/San Francisco Breeding Bird Atlas.pdf
Finally, the status of birds throughout the year in this region can be found in, “Birds
of Northern California: An annotated Field List”, McCaskie, et. al., Golden Gate
Audubon Society, Berkeley, CA, April 1988. Unfortunately it is out of print, but may
be available though local libraries or through Amazon.

Native Scrub (p. 124)

Avian species that nest in coastal scrub do not include Fox Sparrow. Fox Sparrows are not
known to nest in San Francisco County or this region of coastal California (San Francisco
Breeding Bird Atlas and Birds of Northern California). They do use coastal scrub during the
period of October through mid April when they are in this area. While California Towhees are
permanent residents in San Francisco County and do breed in each of the 4 atlas quadrants that
cover Lake Merced, it is highly unlikely they nest in the remnant native vegetation at the PRGC
site. They would be more likely to breed in non native vegetation that dominates the edges of the
project site.

Arroyo willow riparian scrub: Western Kingbird is an uncommon migrant in spring and fall.
When found, they usually only remain for a day or two before continuing migration. Tropical
Kingbird would be more expected at Lake Merced. A better choice for a flycatcher would be our
resident Black Phoebe. They breed at the lake and are likely to nest at PRGC and to feed in the
willow there. Townsend’s Warbler is a poor choice since it is most frequently associated with
forested areas. Yellow Warbler would be a better choice since it is a species in trouble and
though very rare in winter, one or two could be found at the lake. Last December, the Recreation
and Parks Department destroyed their preferred habitat at Lake Merced. It remains to be seen if
they over winter at that site again. Still, the mix of native willow and non native shrubs and trees
prevalent at Lake Merced is attractive to this species. and they are very likely to utilize the edges
of the project site during fall migration and perhaps during spring.

Special Status Species in the Project Area (p. 132)
Tricolored Blackbird should be added to the list of special status birds. They occur annually with

the blackbird flock that spends part of the day at the northwest corner of the concrete bridge,
perhaps .4 miles southeast of the project site. They have been noted at the Boathouse picnic area
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and at the Sunset Circle as well. One was present at the concrete bridge on July 17, 2014. They
can usually be found in that area between September and December.

We believe there is a flaw in the analysis of birds that may be impacted by this project. As stated
earlier, GGAS is very concerned about the potential impacts of fugitive dust. In and of itself we
do not see this project having a significant impact on waterbirds. But should fugitive dust escape
the project site and land on the water the potential for a negative impacts increase. That is the
context in which waterbirds should be addressed. Our primary concerns are with the following
species: Pied-billed Grebe, Western Grebe, Clark’s Grebe, American Coot, Ruddy Duck, Double-
crested Cormorant, Great Blue Heron, Green Heron and Black-crowned Night Heron. Protection
of the cove between the gun club site and the police shooting range as well as the lake’s open
water are critical to eliminate those potential impacts.

p. 139 A work exclusion zone should be placed around nests that may be built during the project.
Monitoring and nesst surveys should be don throughout the bird breeding season, nest sites
should be marked and a minimum size exclusion zone should be established. As a rule of thumb,
small birds build their nests, lay eggs, incubate them and raise their young in a matter of 4to 6
weeks, so this shouldn’t be an insurmountable problem. It is unlikely any birds will nest in the
project site at ground level, so this is unlikely to pose a problem unless a Red-shouldered Hawk
decides to nest in one of the remaining pines. They can remain on a nest for several months
between the time they establish a nesting territory and eventually fledge their young. Properly
scheduling tree work may help reduce that problem. As mentioned elsewhere in the MND,
protection of nesting birds is afforded under the Federal Migratory Bird Treat Act and other
legislation.

p. 141 Great Blue Heron should be added to the list of birds with a potential to nest in the
remaining 7 pine trees. A pair established a nest in a pine adjacent to the dragon boat dock on
North Lake Merced in 2014. They apparently fledged 2 of their 3 chicks. Utilizing a small
exclusion zone should allow any such birds to nest with good chance of success. It should be
noted that actually working under the nest would very likely result in the loss of the nest.

TREE REMOVAL

E.2 Aesthetics (pp 41-43) Long-term Effects on Scenic Vistas, Scenic Resources, or the Existing
Visual Character or Quality

While GGAS agrees that native trees and shrubs should be planted at this site we question
whether the screening effect can be achieved within 10 years as stated in Mitigation Measure M-
AE-3. We believe that overlying an aesthetic requirement that the restored trees reach a level of
maturity to screen the gun club within 10 years is arbitrary and inadequate in biological terms.
The aesthetic requirement should be that the health of replacement trees should be assessed by a
qualified biologist, arborist or forester, and if they are found to be healthy will not be replaced.
The 10 year requirement to produce screening is clearly inconsistent with the goal to utilize
native trees. Some of the screening may be achieved by including an understory of native shrubs
that would enhance the appearance of the woodland areas.

If the 7 existing pines are not removed, the impact on wildlife would be less.. We recommend that
planners develop a list of suitable and recommended plant species for this site and include it in
this document. To that end, we suggest replacing black-wood acacia with red alder. That tree has
a relatively short life span and it should be acknowledged that they are there not only to screen
the site, but to provide attractive habitat for wildlife. An alder grove could be managed in such a
way that new trees can be added, if they do not regenerate naturally, every 10 to 20 years. As
older trees mature and die, they should be replaced, probably on a 10 to 20 year cycle. This is
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basically the procedure adopted by the Recreation and Park Department for reforestation in
Golden Gate Park. Other areas may better lend themselves to single species stands and should be
developed as a coastal woodlands, much like we see in the Peninsula Watershed between
Pilarcitos Dam and Stone Dam. Replacement species might include live oak, big leaf maple,
California buckeye, California bay, madrone and others that would more approximate a native
coastal woodland. We recommend against using Douglas fir because it grows much too tall for
this site.

A schedule for tree removal needs to be developed. Tree removal should not take place between
mid February and mid August. Should as many as 81 trees be removed, that would be a
significant impact on tree nesting birds at Lake Merced. That impact needs to be reduced as
much as possible. Timing the tree removal element of this project so all tree and shrub removal
takes place prior to mid February would help assure birds do not nest within the project site.
Replacing the woodlands at the earliest possible time would further reduce that impact. Another
alternative might be to remove trees at one end or the other of the project site prior to the nesting
season and remove the remaining trees at the other end of the site after the nesting season. There
should be no need to remove trees during the nesting season if this is done properly.

Mitigation Measure M-AE-1 (p. 109, Screening Vegetation) should specify that no fewer than 81
trees will be used in the restoration to manitain 100% replacement. It should also specify that
shrubs and other plants will be introduced to produce a woodland understory that is aesthetically
attractive and biologically productive.

FUTURE SITE USE

We are particularly pleased that the site will be cleaned up to “the residential property standard”
(p. 7) and thus leave the site open for unrestricted future use. However on the same page it is
stated in reference to the PRGC, “activities would be suspended due to site closure during the
approximately 57-week construction period.” That contradicts “unrestricted future use.” At
various places in the MND reference is made to future uses of this site, but the only example of
future use is for a gun club. Mitigation measures M-CP-1a and 1b (p.167) both require
restoration of Skeet Fields 4 — 7. It is not clear why those installations should be restored unless
there are actual plans for the return of the Pacific Rod and Gun Club. In fact, it would seem that
if the site is not returned to it’s present use, those facilities would have to be removed
immediately after they are installed. We suggest that this element of the project site restoration
be postponed until after future site use is determined by the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (PUC). Neither should other elements of the restoration specific to gun club
operations be implemented until after future site use is determined.

SITE RESTORATION

We were surprised to see that in reference to site restoration a great deal of attention was given to
retreeing the site, hydro seeding it and such, but no attention was given to runoff following
completion of the project. Regardless of future use we urge inclusion of a ground water recharge
plan for this site. Simply using permeable paving, swales, water gardens and such would be an
excellent means of reducing future runoff into the lake and into the sewage system while
providing some recharge to the Westside Aquifer.

COYOTES

This doesn’t seem to fit anywhere else in this document. There is a possibility that coyotes may
have a den on the edge of the project site. The southeast edge of the project site appears
attractive for coyote denning. Prior to construction, the site should be surveyed for coyote
activity and if a den is found it should be left undisturbed if pups are present. When the young

Golden Gate Audubon Society
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coyotes leave the den, the area could be worked on. There really aren’t any other mitigation
measures available. The reason we bring this up is because it is illegal in California to transport
coyotes from one county to another. Given that, the only way to deal with an active den would be
to kill the animals, and we object to that. The most reasonable way to deal with this issue seems
to be treating a den much as an active bird nest is dealt with. Should the necessity arise, measures
should be taken to assure workers stay out of contact with the coyotes, particularly they should
not feed them, all food should be disposed of in a coyote resistant container that can be emptied
several times each week, and the den area should be fenced off to both reduce impacts on the
coyotes and to mark the den area. These measures should be implemented if coyotes are seen on
the project site to prevent from becoming more habituated to humans.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. To reiterate, we are very supportive of
efforts to clean-up the Paccific Rod and Gun Club pollution. We hope that ur suggestions will
help improve the project and prevent unnecessary conflicts with other users of the area.

Very truly yours,

Dan Murphy

Golden Gate Audubon Society
Conservation Committee
murphsf@comcast.net

Golden Gate Audubon Society
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From: friends-of- [mailto:fog.sf@comcast.net]

Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2014 4:29 PM

To: Johnston, Timothy (CPC)

Subject: Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project

Dear Mr. Johnston,

On behalf of the wildlife of Lake Merced, thank you for finally starting the process of
cleaning up this site.

All are looking forward to a quieter, cleaner, safer, and healthier place to live and raise
their families.

Please add our organization to your email list for updates on this project.

Sincerely,

Friends of the Gulls (FOG)
San Francisco, CA



Frank H. (Bert) Swan. Ph.D.
Consulting Geologist

240 Laidley Street

San Francisco, CA 94131

bertswan3@gmail.com

July 18, 2014
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Attention: Timothy Johnston [timothy.johnston@sfgov.org];
Sarah B. Jones

Subject: Comment on the City's intent to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration
for the Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project

The July 2011 “Supplemental Investigation and Health Risk Assessment Report,” which
was prepared for the City by AMEC, Inc., found that there are “insufficient site specific
data to determine that the contaminated soils do not do not pose a significant risk.” In
the absence of the necessary site specific data AMEC had to make conservative
assumptions regarding the toxicity levels, exposure rates and screening criteria in their
ecological risk assessment. This approach is useful for identifying areas where the
ecological risks are low, but it is likely to overestimate the actual impacts to human
health. AMEC recommended additional studies to reduce the uncertainty in the
calculated risk values. Because a very conservative approach was used, reducing the
uncertainty would undoubtedly reduce the calculated risk values. The SFPUC has not
followed their consultant's recommendations.

A simple test could provide the missing site specific information regarding the
bioavailability PAH's (polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons) contained in the older asphalt-
bearing targets. There is a large population of gofers at the gun club. The gofers live in
direct contact with the broken target debris and and feed on worms, grubs and roots from
the contaminated soil. Tissue and blood samples from the gun club gofers should be
compared to samples from a similar off-site population of gofers (e.g., from Harding
Park on the other side of Lake Merced). Biological tests were not made during previous
investigations because no adverse impacts have been observed. The PAHs appear to be
trapped in the clay targets (i.e.,the asphalt is nonvolatile and has low solubility in water).
The gofer experiment could provide the site specific data needed to address the
uncertainty in AMEC's Health Risk Assessment, potentially saving the rate payers
millions of dollars.



The AMEC study does not identify the sources of the PAHs and lead in the soils.
Implicit in their analysis is the assumption that they are all due to shooting, but this is
not the case. John Muir Drive, which runs parallel to the northwest boundary of the gun
club and the parking lots at the site are paved with asphalt. The use of leaded gasoline in
the past, runoff from the asphalt pavement, tire- and brake-wear and unleaded-gas
exhaust fumes associated with traffic along John Muir Drive account for the high lead
and PAH concentrations found along the northwest boundary of the club in areas where
no clay target debris was reported. None of these sources are considered in the AMEC
Health Risk Assessment Report. How can the SFPUC develop a realistic health risk
model without considering all the sources of contamination? More importantly, how can
the SFPUC develop a credible cost-effective mitigation strategy without addressing the
sources of the contamination? If asphalt is so hazardous, why isn't the SFPUC
proposing to mitigate the more than six miles of asphalt-paved roads that lie within 600
feet of Lake Merced? If the SFPUC is correct in assuming the health risks associated
with asphalt are unacceptably high, the proposed budget for clean up is totally
inadequate. On the other hand, if the asphalt does not pose a significant risk the SFPUC
is burdening their rate payers with a seventeen- million dollar cost that is unwarranted.

The AMEC report describes alternative methods to mitigate the health risks posed by the
contaminated soils at the site, including methods that would be much less expensive than
the soil remedial action project being proposed by the SFPUC. There has been no cost
benefit analysis of the alternative methods. According to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), projects like the one being proposed by the SFPUC require an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) containing a cost benefit analysis of the alternative
approaches for mitigating the hazards. The proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration
circumvents the CEQA/EIR requirement for a cost benefit analysis. of the alternative
ways to mitigate the hazards.

I support the City's efforts to provide safe open spaces for recreation. However, I will be
incensed if the city spends $17,000,000 on a soil remediation project without first
ensuring that it is based on appropriate environmental standards, adequate data, and a
consideration of the costs versus the benefits associated alternative methods for
mitigating the hazard. Please make sure that an EIR/cost benefit analysis is completed
before proceeding with Sn Francisco Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action
Project.

Sincerely,

Frank H. (Bert) Swan, Ph.D.
Consulting Geologist



From: Jeanine Mahl [mailto:jeanine.l.mahl@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2014 10:23 AM

To: Johnston, Timothy (CPC)

Subject: Pacific Rod & Gun Club

Mr. Johnston,

I have just read both a letter to the Editor or the SF Examiner and to the Planning Department
written by Dr. Frank Swan. They are attached for your convenience.

I wish to make it known that I strongly support Dr. Swan's position.

I am a life long resident, taxpayer, and voter in San Francisco, and also a past president of the
Rod & Gun Club (the only woman president!) As such, I am concerned about the gun club's
future.

I am appalled at the fact that the SFPUC has chosen to disregard the recommendations by
AMEC, Inc. that more tests are needed. Do toxicity levels at the club really indicate a danger to
anyone or anything?

As a taxpayer--and rate payer to the PUC--1 am angered that they are planning to spend
$17,000,000 (yes, 17 million dollars) without listening to recommendations of their consultant's
and without further environmental impact studies.

Please do not let the SFPUC continue with this project without further environmental impact
studies and soil and animal testing.

Regards,
Jeanine L. Mahl



Subject: July 7™ Cover Story — Gun club seeks magic bullet to stave off eviction

Laura Dudnick's recent article represents both sides of the Pacific Rod & Gun Club's
ongoing battle to avoid eviction by their landlord, the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission. However, her article does not address some very important issues that
should concern the San Francisco rate payers. Is the proposed clean up founded on
adequate and technically sound scientific data? Is the the PUC's proposed seventeen-
million dollar price tag reasonable ?

It is no secret that Steven Ritchie wants his legacy at the SFPUC to be that he closed
the last public shooting range in San Francisco. To accomplish this he has ignored the
recommendations of the city’s environmental consultants and misrepresented the data
presented in the July 2011 “Supplemental Investigation and Health Risk Assessment
Report,” which was prepared for the city by AMEC, Inc.

AMEC found that there are insufficient site specific data to determine that the
contaminated soils do not do not pose a significant risk. In the absence of the
necessary site specific data AMEC had to make conservative assumptions regarding
the toxicity levels, exposure rates and screening criteria in their ecological risk
assessment. This approach is useful for identifying areas where the ecological risks

are low, but it is likely to overestimate the actual impacts to human health. AMEC
recommended additional studies to reduce the uncertainty in the calculated risk values.
Because a very conservative approach was used, reducing the uncertainty would
undoubtedly reduce the calculated risk values.

A simple test could provide the missing site specific information regarding the
bioavailability PAH's (polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons) contained in the older
asphalt-bearing targets. There is a large population of gofers at the gun club. The
gofers live in direct contact with the broken target debris and and feed on worms,
grubs and roots from the contaminated soil. Tissue and blood samples from the gun
club gofers should be compared to samples from a similar off-site population of
gofers (e.g., from Harding Park on the other side of Lake Merced). Biological tests
were not made during previous investigations because no adverse impacts have been
observed. The PAHs appear to be trapped in the clay targets (i.e.,the asphalt is
nonvolatile and has low solubility in water). The gofer experiment could provide the
site specific data needed to address the uncertainty in AMEC's Health Risk
Assessment, potentially saving the rate payers millions of dollars.

The AMEC study does not identify the sources of the PAHSs and lead in the soils.
Implicit in their analysis is the assumption that they are all due to shooting, but this is
not the case. John Muir Drive, which runs parallel to the northwest boundary of the
gun club and the parking lots at the site are paved with asphalt. The use of leaded



gasoline in the past, runoff from the asphalt pavement, tire and brake wear and
unleaded-gas exhaust fumes associated with traffic along John Muir Drive account for
the high lead and PAH concentrations found along the northwest boundary of the club
in areas where no clay target debris was found. None of these sources are considered
in the AMEC Health Risk Assessment Report. How can you develop a realistic health
risk model without considering all the sources of contamination? More importantly,
how can the SFPUC develop a credible cost-effective mitigation strategy without
addressing the sources of the contamination? If asphalt is so hazardous, why isn't Mr.
Ritchie proposing to mitigate the more than six miles of asphalt-paved roads that lie
within 600 feet of Lake Merced? If Mr. Ritchie is correct in assuming the health risks
associated with asphalt are unacceptably high, his proposed budget for clean up is
totally inadequate. If he is wrong, he is burdening the rate payers with a seventeen-
million dollar cost that is probably unwarranted.

The AMEC report describes alternative methods to mitigate the health risks posed by
the contaminated soils at the site, including methods that would be much less
expensive than the soil remedial action project being proposed by the SFPUC. There
has been no cost benefit analysis of the alternative methods. According to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) projects like the one being proposed
by the SFPUC require an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) containing a cost
benefit analysis of the alternative approaches for mitigating the hazards. To
circumvent the CEQA/EIR requirement for a cost benefit analysis the planning
department has issued a 302 page Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration report.
If there is no appeal before the July 25th deadline the project will proceed without
ever having done a cost benefit analysis of the alternative ways to mitigate the hazards
and without knowing whether or not the costs are really warranted.

Why won't Mr. Ritchie take a serious look at the sources of the pollution and why
won't he consider alternative less expensive mitigation methods? If the city doesn't
share responsibility with the gun club and the rate payers are saddled with the
$17,000,000 clean up costs, he “cannot think of any scenario that would allow the gun
club back onto the site after the clean up is completed.” Mr. Ritchie knows that his
proposed project would not score well in a cost benefit analysis.

| support the city's efforts to provide safe open spaces for recreation. However, | will
be incensed if the city spends $17,000,000 on a soil remediation project without first
ensuring that it is based on appropriate environmental standards, adequate data, and a
consideration of the costs versus the benefits associated alternative methods for
mitigating the hazard. Call the planning department and tell them that you do not
support their proposed Preliminary Mitigated Declaration for the Pacific Rod and gun
Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project.



From: Peter Griffith [mailto:peteg415@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2014 4:47 PM

To: Johnston, Timothy (CPC)

Subject: Pacific Rod and Gun Club Action

Timothy Johnston

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr Johnston

Please make sure that an EIR/cost benefit analysis is completed before proceeding with San
Francisco Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project.

Thank you
Peter Griffith

2550 Great Highway
San Francisco, CA 94116
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INITIAL STUDY

Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project
Case Number 2013.1220E

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A.1l Project Location

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) proposes to implement the Pacific Rod and Gun
Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project (the project), which would remediate upland! soil
contamination at the Pacific Rod and Gun Club (PRGC), located at 520 John Muir Drive, on the southwest
side of Lake Merced, in southwestern San Francisco, California (Figure 1, Project Location). The nearest
cross street is Skyline Boulevard to the west. The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) owns the
approximately 10-acre property, which is managed by the SFPUC. The CCSF lot and block number for
the property is 7283-004.

The SFPUC leases the site to the PRGC, which built and has operated skeet and trap shooting facilities at
the site since 1934. PRGC facilities consisted initially of two skeet fields and were expanded over time.
Currently, there are three trap fields and six skeet fields at the site, situated on the northern portion of the
property next to Lake Merced (Figure 2, Site Plan). Paved and gravel parking areas occupy the southern
portion of the site, accessed by a driveway on John Muir Drive. There are five main buildings and three
small ancillary buildings on the site. The oldest building was constructed in 1937 after the PRGC began
leasing the site. All of the buildings are one story. Table 1, PRGC Buildings, describes the approximate
size, date of construction, and use of these buildings. In addition, there is one tower and a number of

small target-launching stands.

Vegetation within the PRGC facility is limited to scattered grasses between the concrete pathways on the
trap and skeet fields; this area is littered with shooting target debris. There are a number of trees near the
clubhouse, along the southeastern property boundary adjacent to John Muir Drive, and near the
southwestern end of the site. To the north of the PRGC facility, the SFPUC property slopes downward

steeply toward Lake Merced and is vegetated by shrubs, rushes, and grasses.

1 Upland refers to the elevated areas lying above the level where water flows or where flooding occurs.

Case No. 2013.1220E 1 Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project
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TABLE 1

PRGC BUILDINGS
Approximate Width and
Building Construction Date Length (in feet) Use
Clubhouse 1937 40x76 Dining facilities and hall for club social
activities; also available for rental
Caretaker’s House ca. 1937 22 x 40 Former residence
Rifle Range Building 1939 23x 114 Indoor rifle range, trophy room, and
restroom
Shell House ca. 1939 21 x 65 Concession area, kitchen/meeting area,
expanded 1949 and office
Trap House ca. 1960 27 x 30 Meeting room, kitchen
Restroom Building ca. 1965 11x20 Public restrooms
Barbeque Shed ca. 1970 10x 15 Barbeque storage
Three-Vehicle Garage ca. 2000 21 x 30 Garage

A.2 Project Background

At the skeet and trap ranges, shotguns are used to shoot pellets (or shot) at clay targets, causing the shot,
targets, and debris to fall along the shoreline (or upland areas) and into the lake. Shotgun shells containing
lead shot were discharged until 1994 and, until 2000, clay targets made with asphaltic materials
or petroleum pitch (which typically contain polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons [PAHs]), were used on-site.

Shot and targets currently used at the skeet and trap ranges no longer contain lead or asphaltic materials.

Based on the number of shells fired in 1989, it was estimated that 27 tons of shot per year were deposited in
Lake Merced. During one dredging effort to reclaim lead pellets in 1985 to 1986, the CCSF removed 128 tons
of lead shot and debris from Lake Merced.? Additional investigations since that time have determined that
elevated concentrations of carcinogenic PAHs, lead, and other heavy metals, including arsenic are present

in the site’s soil and lake sediments.34

In June 2013, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), San Francisco Bay Region
issued Site Cleanup Requirements Order No. R2-2013-0023 to the PRGC and the SFPUC. The order
rescinded and replaced an earlier cleanup order from 1994 (Order No. 94-017), which required cessation of
the deposition of lead shot into the waters of Lake Merced and an evaluation of potential risks to waterfowl

from ingestion of lead shot. Order R2-2013-0023 considers the site as two separate units—upland soils and

2 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (RWQCB), 2013. Order No. R2-2013-0023. Revised
Site Cleanup Requirements and Rescission of Order No. 94-017 for Pacific Rod and Gun Club and City and County of San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission for the property located at 520 John Muir Drive, Lake Merced, San Francisco. June 12, 2013.

3 Ibid.

4 AMEC Environment and Infrastructure, Inc. (AMEC), 2013. Remedial Action Plan, Pacific Rod and Gun Club, San Francisco,
California, Prepared for San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. July 2013.
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the lake sediments—and establishes specific site investigation or remediation tasks and compliance

schedules for each unit. The general limits of the upland soils area, the project site, are shown on Figure 2.

Order R2-2013-0023 requires the completion of three tasks for the upland soils area: 1) an evaluation of
human health risks associated with the exposure to site contaminants and development of appropriate
human health cleanup standards; 2) preparation of a remedial action plan (RAP) for removing or managing
soil to meet the human health cleanup standards; and 3) implementation of the RAP. The first two tasks
have been completed and are discussed further below; the project considered in this initial study (IS)
consists of the third task, RAP implementation. For lake sediments, Order R2-2013-0023 requires the
preparation of an ecological risk assessment to determine whether elevated levels of lead, arsenic, and
PAHs in lake sediments pose an unacceptable risk to benthic organisms® and wildlife. If this investigation
indicates that there are unacceptable risks to the benthic community and wildlife exposed to contaminants
in site sediments, then the RWQCB Order requires preparation and implementation of a RAP for lake

sediments.

A supplemental site investigation and human health risk assessment® was performed for the upland soils
area to supplement previous investigations and to provide the data needed to support the human health
risk assessment. As part of the supplemental site investigation, soil borings were advanced at 60 locations
using a 100-foot-square grid system. Discrete soil samples were collected from depths of approximately 0.5,
1.0, 1.5, 2.0 and 3.0 feet below ground surface (bgs). One hundred eighty-one samples were analyzed for
metals and PAHSs, the primary constituents of potential human health risk at the site. The results of the
supplemental site investigation, along with the findings of previous environmental investigations, indicate
that elevated concentrations of lead are primarily found in upland soil closest to the shoreline; PAHs in soil
appear to be distributed at elevated concentrations throughout the site, with higher concentrations found
near the shoreline. Concentrations of lead in soil at the site range from “non-detect” (less than 2 milligrams
per kilogram [mg/kg]) to 10,000 mg/kg, while detected concentrations of benzo(a)pyrene (a PAH) ranged
from non-detect (less than 5 micrograms per kilogram [ug/kg]) to 1,200,000 ug/kg. Concentrations of lead
and PAHs in soil are typically restricted to shallow soils and generally decrease with depth. Based on the
concentrations of soil contaminants, the preparers of the human health risk assessment concluded that there
are potential human health risks from exposure to PAHs, lead, and to a lesser extent arsenic.” Based on
current site use the risks are within an acceptable range for infrequent visitors, offsite residents, and
recreational users; however, they exceed the acceptable risk for individuals with more frequent or regular
exposure, such as employees. Risk reduction or risk management measures are needed to mitigate human

exposure to lead, arsenic, and PAHs.

5 Benthic organisms live in sediments at the lake bottom.
6 AMEC, 2012. Supplemental Investigation and Health Risk Assessment, Pacific Rod and Gun Club. April 9, 2012.
7 Ibid.
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In compliance with the first two tasks of Order R2-2013-0023, the SFPUC has established human health
cleanup standards for the site and has prepared the RAP. The site cleanup goal for lead identified in the
RAP is 80 mg/kg, based on the California Human Health Screening Level (CHHSL) for residential
properties, published by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.? For PAHs, the cleanup
goal is 0.21 mg/kg, based on the site-specific background concentrations of PAHs in upland soil at the
site, as approved by the RWQCB.?10 Although the SFPUC has no plans to construct housing at the site,
cleanup to the residential property standard would achieve the remedial action objective of allowing

unrestricted future use of the site for planning purposes.

The RAP proposes excavation to remove upland soils with concentrations of lead and PAHs above the
designated cleanup standards as the only effective means of achieving the remedial action objective. The

proposed project constitutes the implementation of the RAP, as outlined in more detail in the sections below.

A.3 Project Purpose

The project purpose is to remediate upland soils at the PRGC site in compliance with RWQCB Order
No. R2-2013-0023. Completing the project would achieve the following objectives:

e Achieve the highest cleanup standards to minimize the risk of human exposure to elevated
concentrations of lead, PAHs, and arsenic in site soils; this would avoid restrictions on site use
and additional ongoing, monitoring, and maintenance requirements

e Reduce the potential for leaching of contaminants into Lake Merced

A.4 Project Characteristics

The upland soil remediation project consists solely of construction activities: site preparation, survey and
excavation layout, soil excavation and removal, confirmation sampling, waste disposal, backfilling, and
site restoration. These activities are described in the following sections. No new structures would be
constructed as part of the project. All existing buildings would remain. Before construction, smaller
structures, such as target launching stands and towers, would be moved to a secure location onsite or off site
in coordination with the PRGC, whose activities would be suspended due to site closure during the
approximately 57-week construction period.!! There are no operations or ongoing maintenance activities

associated with the soil remediation.

8  OEHHA, 2009. Revised California Human Health Screening Levels for Lead. September, 2009. http://oehha.ca.gov/risk/pdf/
Lead CHHSL091709.pdf.

9 AMEC, 2013. Remedial Action Plan: Pacific Rod and Gun Club, San Francisco, California. Prepared for the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission. July 12, 2013.

10 RWQCB, 2013. Water Board staff concurrence with the Human Health Cleanup Standards for the Pacific Road and Gun Club

property located at 520 John Muir Drive, Lake Merced, San Francisco. August 29, 2013.

The existing PRGC lease for the site expires in January 2015 and it is unknown at this time whether this lease will be

renewed. Regardless, the project that is the subject of this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is limited to the

proposed soil remediation, as ordered by the RWQCB.
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A.4.1 Site Preparation and Survey

Before construction, the selected contractor would develop a site operations plan that identifies
construction equipment staging and support areas, site access, exclusion areas, excavation areas, soil
stockpile areas, truck lanes, parking areas, and site office trailers. Because most of the site would be
disturbed, the location of construction equipment staging and support areas would be dynamic and
would change as construction progresses. The site would likely be divided into multiple zones, with
excavation and backfilling occurring simultaneously in different zones. Support areas and stockpiles
would be placed in a zone not subject to excavation, while excavation and backfilling would be within the
exclusion zones. All of these activities would take place within the project site and would be relocated
within the project site as remediation progresses. The operations plan would show the location and type
of temporary construction fencing needed to maintain security at the site during construction to prevent

public access; this includes fencing near the shoreline of Lake Merced.

A.4.2 Utility Clearance

Before construction, the contractor would coordinate with utility owners and a qualified, private utility
locator to mark subsurface utilities. The contractor would expose and confirm the location of all buried
utilities before grading and excavation. Buried utilities would be protected where feasible, or they would

be removed and/or diverted and reconnected as needed following construction.

A.4.3 Removal of Surface Debris and Trees

Fragments of targets and shot debris litter the shooting ranges and the ground next to the shoreline. All
surface debris in the project area would be collected and stockpiled. Analytical testing of samples from
the stockpile would determine the disposal requirements (i.e., whether at a Class II or Class III disposal
facility would be required). In addition, asphalt and concrete ground surfaces would be removed and
disposed of offsite as construction debris. Miscellaneous site features, including benches and tables and
wooden and chain-link fencing within the site, would be removed and recycled, if not previously

removed by the PRGC.

Most trees and vegetation within the project site need to be removed to ensure that contaminated soils in
excess of the Human Health Cleanup Goals approved by the RWQCB are effectively remediated. Of the
88 trees within the project site, up to 7 trees may be retained due to their proximity to structures. Figure 3,

Tree Survey, identifies trees proposed for removal and those that may be retained.
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A.4.4 Soil Excavation and Removal

Based on the sampling results and grid system established in the supplemental site investigation described
above, the RAP and subsequent sampling!? outline the depth of soil to be excavated in each grid square to
achieve the cleanup goal (Figure 4, Remedial Excavation Depths). Remedial excavation would be
predominantly within the upland area, although some limited excavation would occur within wetland
areas (see Section E.13, Biological Resources). The site would be demarcated into 100-foot by 100-foot grid
squares. The depth of soil that would be excavated in each grid square is based on concentrations of lead
and PAHSs detected above proposed cleanup goals for unrestricted use. Excavation depths generally range
from 0.5 to 4.0 feet bgs, as shown on Figure 4, although excavation would extend to 7 feet at four locations.
The estimated volume of soil to be excavated is approximately 41,300 cubic yards. If additional excavation is
needed, the total excavation volume could be up to approximately 46,500 cubic yards. This higher estimate

was used for this initial study to provide a reasonable worst-case analysis of potential environmental effects.

A California-licensed hazardous waste contractor would excavate and remove the contaminated soil.
Conventional off-road equipment would be used to excavate, handle, and load the soil. Excavated soil

would be stockpiled onsite and would be characterized to determine appropriate disposal requirements.

A.4.5 Confirmation Sampling

Confirmation samples would be collected after excavating to the depths shown on Figure 4 to confirm
attainment of cleanup objectives; i.e., that the lead and PAH concentrations, if any, in soil are below the
cleanup goals. Sampling would be performed in accordance with the composite sampling method
described in the RAP.13 Data validation and review would be completed before final demobilization, in

the event that additional excavation is required, to ensure that the cleanup goals are met.

A.4.6 Characterization and Treatment of Excavated Soil for Disposal

As required by law, composite sampling and laboratory analysis of excavated soil would be performed to
determine appropriate disposal facilities, in accordance with the hazardous waste classification of
excavated soils. Given that concentrations of lead in soil at the site range from non-detect (less than
2 mg/kg) to 10,000 mg/kg, soil characterization may classify soil as either Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste,'* non-RCRA California hazardous waste, or nonhazardous

waste.

12 AMEC, 2014. Potential Excavation Boundaries Plan, February 13, 2014.

13 AMEC, 2013. Remedial Action Plan: Pacific Rod and Gun Club, San Francisco, California. Prepared for the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission. July 12, 2013.

14 RCRA (40 CFR, Part 260) outlines the regulations governing hazardous waste identification, classification, generation,
management, and disposal.
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It may be possible to improve the waste classification of soil containing lead by the use of soil washing or
chemical stabilization. Soil washing separates lead particles from soil by wet sieving and gravity
separation.’® Separated lead can then be recycled. In chemical stabilization, the leachability of lead is
reduced through an additive, such as calcium phosphate.l® To investigate the feasibility of these

approaches, samples may be collected and tested for suitability.

The ultimate use of these techniques would depend on the results of testing and on economic
considerations, such as the relative costs of landfill disposal and soil treatment. All equipment and
activities would be located within designated areas with appropriate secondary containment. Wastewater

from soil washing or chemical stabilization would be discharged to the CCSF’s combined sewer system.

A.4.7 Waste Management and Disposal

Materials generated during remediation would be stockpiled on-site, separated according to waste
characterization criteria, and either recycled or disposed of in compliance with all applicable regulatory
standards. Stockpiles of potential Class I and Class II material would be segregated, stored within a
bermed area on liner material, protected from stormwater run-on/runoff, and covered to prevent
windblown dust. Any accumulated water would be collected from a low point within the bermed area
and pumped into a portable storage tank. The contained water would be tested and treated, if necessary,
before disposal. Following separation and characterization for disposal, wastes would be transported

offsite to appropriate disposal facilities.

Disposal of impacted soils and other wastes generated as part of remediation would require a maximum of
approximately 2,325 truck trips. Off-hauling excavated material would require up to approximately 10 truck
trips per day for up to 48 weeks. Based on waste characterization results, soils could require disposal at a
range of facilities. Preliminary facilities identified for soil disposal are the Clean Harbors Buttonwillow
Facility (Class I) in Buttonwillow, California, and the Recology Hay Road Landfill (Class II, III) in Vacaville.
Local truck routes are anticipated to include northbound travel on John Muir Drive to access the truck route
on State Route (SR) 35 and southbound travel on John Muir Drive to Lake Merced Boulevard, Brotherhood
Way, and 19th Avenue to access Interstate Highway 280 (I-280).

A.4.8 Backfilling and Site Restoration

Excavated areas would be backfilled with clean imported fill material and compacted to engineering

specifications. The SFPUC would identify and approve potential import fill sources before delivery to the

15 See Best Management Practices for Lead at Outdoor Shooting Ranges, EPA-902-B-1-001, June 2005. http://www2.epa.gov/
sites/production/files/documents/epa_bmp.pdf.

See Chemical Stabilization of Lead in Small Arms Firing Range Soils, US Army Corps of Engineers, Engineer Research
and Development Center, September 2003; http://el.erdc.usace.army.mil/elpubs/pdf/trel03-20.pdf.
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site to ensure that fill generally conforms to the guidelines set forth in the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) Fill Advisory."” Transporting backfill to the site would require a similar
number of trucks as off-hauling excavated material; therefore, backfilling would require up to
approximately 2,325 truck trips to the site with imported fill. Because excavating and backfilling would
be conducted simultaneously, the total number of truck trips per day would be about 20 (10 for excavated

materials, 10 for backfill).

The backfilled excavation would be compacted according to engineering specifications and graded to return
the site to conditions similar to the existing site. Some of the existing paved areas would be replaced with
compacted base (permeable surface), as required by the Stormwater Management Ordinance.!® Suitable

erosion controls, such as hydroseeding with native plant species, would be provided during restoration.

A.4.9 Construction Equipment

Construction equipment required for the above-described project activities would include at least two each
of hydraulic excavators, backhoe loaders, and crawler dozers; a wheel loader; 20-cubic-yard dump trucks; a
flat-bed delivery truck; a forklift; a vibrator; and a pickup truck. Some types of equipment would be needed
only for certain phases of construction, as shown in Table 2, Construction Schedule, Equipment, and

Workforce. Approximately 50 truck trips would be needed for mobilizing and demobilizing equipment.

TABLE 2
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE, EQUIPMENT, AND WORKFORCE
Number of Estimated Duration
Activity Equipment Construction Workers (weeks)

Site preparation Forklift, pickup truck, 2 backhoe loaders 10-15 2
Utility identification and removal 2 backhoe loaders 10-15 1
Removal of target debris, concrete Hydraulic excavator 15-20 2
pads, and trees
Excavation and backfilling 2 hydraulic excavators, forklift, dump 25-30 48

trucks

Soil washing or stabilization equipment, if 10-15

used (see text)
Site and surface restoration Vibrator, forklift, pickup truck 15-20 4
Total duration of site remediation 57

17 Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), 2001, Information Advisory—Clean Imported Fill Material, 4 pp. fact sheet,

October.
18 City and County of San Francisco, 2010. Ordinance No. 83-10, Requiring the Development and Maintenance of
Stormwater Management Controls, Public Works Code Article 4.2, Sections 147-147.6, April 22, 2010.
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If used, typical soil washing equipment would be a trailer-mounted washing unit, a sediment processor, a
sediment washing unit, a cavitation unit, hydrocyclones, shaker screens, water treatment equipment,
tanks, and compressors. Typical equipment for chemical stabilization would be trailer-mounted

treatment systems or mixing equipment typical of the concrete industry.

A.4.10 Staging Areas

Staging areas would be within the project site and would move around as construction progresses. These
areas would be used for temporarily storing debris boxes and segregated stockpiles of concrete and
asphalt debris, fencing and miscellaneous nonhazardous debris, recyclable metals, and excavated soil. In
addition, construction-related equipment and materials, such as construction vehicles and small

quantities of fuels and lubricants, could be stored onsite.

A.4.11 Site Access

Access to and from the site would be from the PRGC driveway on John Muir Drive. If necessary permits
can be obtained, a temporary entrance may be installed on John Muir Drive to more efficiently provide
for truck traffic circulation. Approximately 10 street parking spots near the site entrance(s) would be
restricted during construction for public safety and to provide adequate access for construction vehicles.

Construction workers would park in designated areas onsite.

A.4.12 Construction Schedule and Workforce

Table 2 presents a summary of the construction activities and their estimated durations, as well as the
number of workers expected for each phase of construction. Construction is proposed to begin in January

2015.

Construction is estimated to take up to 57 weeks. This is a conservative estimate that assumes excavation
would be needed in areas that would require confirmatory sampling before excavation. Construction
hours are proposed to be Monday through Friday, from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. No nighttime or weekend

construction is anticipated or proposed.

A.4.13 Noticing of Construction

The SFPUC has established standard construction measures to be included in all construction contracts.!®
In advance of project construction, the SFPUC would provide a 10-day public notice describing project

construction activities, schedule information, anticipated effects, such as temporary closure of parking

19 SFPUC, 2007. Standard Measures to be Included in Construction Contracts and Project Implementation. February 7,
2007.
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spaces or detours, and contact information. The notice would be distributed to adjacent property owners

and residents and would be included on the SFPUC website, along with project information.

A5 Project Approvals

This initial study/mitigated negative declaration (ISMND) provides the information and analysis

necessary to help public agency decision-makers consider the approvals necessary for project planning,

development, and construction. Permits and authorizations would be required from federal, state, and

local agencies, which could rely in whole or in part on this IS/MND. The relevant agencies and permits

could include the following;:

Federal

US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps): Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit

State

California Coastal Commission (CCC): Issuance of Coastal Development Permit (wetlands
affected by the project are potentially within CCC’s retained permit jurisdiction for Lake Merced)

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB): National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) order 2009-0009-DWQ, General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit)

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW): Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement
RWQCB: Approval of the RAP and CWA Section 401

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD): Construction permit

Local

San Francisco Planning Commission: Approval of a Coastal Development Permit

SFPUC: Approval of the project and construction contracts, wastewater enterprise stormwater
control plan, and other implementation actions

San Francisco Board of Supervisors: Approval of the RAP, appropriation of funding,
consideration of any appeals of the Planning Commission’s adoption of the IS/MND

San Francisco Department of Public Works (SFDPW): Approval of any necessary construction
permits for additional site entrance, if needed, and street parking restrictions

San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic: Approval of any necessary construction
permits for additional site entrance and street parking restrictions
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B. PROJECT SETTING

B.1 Regional and Local Setting

The project site is next to the southern shore of Lake Merced’s South Lake in San Francisco. The site is an
irregularly shaped parcel between South Lake and John Muir Drive, which trends northwest/southeast.
The site is approximately 1,500 feet long, 350 feet wide at its western end, and 150 feet wide at its eastern

property boundary.

The land surface slopes gently to the northeast across the site parking lot and trap and skeet fields.
Ground surface elevations across the site range from approximately 45 feet above mean sea level (amsl) at
the southwestern corner near John Muir Drive to 25 feet amsl near the northeastern corner.?0 To the north
of the project site remediation area, the land surface slopes steeply down to the shore of Lake Merced,
located between approximately 10 and 150 feet from the remediation area boundary. This area is

occupied by dune scrub, riparian, and wetland vegetation.

Undeveloped areas bordering the project site on the north side of John Muir Drive include a dense stand
of trees and an arm of South Lake to the west and a narrow strip of low-lying riparian wetland to the east.
The San Francisco Police Department’s outdoor and indoor weapons firing range and bomb disposal
facility is also next to Lake Merced and north of John Muir Drive, about 600 feet northwest of the site.
Multifamily apartments are across John Muir Drive, approximately 150 feet south of the site. Other than
these apartments, the vicinity is generally characterized by recreation and open-space uses. Three golf
courses are next to Lake Merced: TPC Harding Park to the north, San Francisco Golf Club to the east, and
the Olympic Club to the south. Fort Funston, part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, is across
Highway 35, approximately 750 feet west of the site, next to the Pacific Ocean. Other residential areas are

more than half a mile from the site.

Lake Merced is a nonpotable emergency water supply for San Francisco, to be used for firefighting or
sanitation if no other sources of water are available. In the event of a major disaster (e.g., catastrophic
earthquake), this supply could be pumped into the CCSF’s drinking water distribution system to

maintain firefighting, basic sanitation (e.g., flush toilet), and other critical needs.

20 AMEC, 2013. Remedial Action Plan: Pacific Rod and Gun Club, San Francisco, California. Prepared for the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission. July 12, 2013. Ground elevations are based on the San Francisco City Datum, which is
11.37 feet above NAVDSS.

Case No. 2013.1220E 17 Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project



B.2 Other Projects in the Vicinity

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects occurring in the vicinity could result in cumulative
impacts, in combination with the PRGC Upland Soil Remediation Project’s impacts. These projects are as
follows:

e Several projects involving the SFPUC (the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, the

Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project, the City of Daly City Vista Grande
Drainage Basin Improvement Projects, and the Westside Recycled Water Project)

e Resource and open space management plans (Significant Natural Areas Management Plan, Fort
Funston Site Improvements, and the Golden Gate National Recreation Area General Management
Plan)

e  Other residential and mixed-use projects identified by the local planning agencies in the project
vicinity (Parkmerced Project, San Francisco State University Campus Master Plan, and 2800 Sloat
Boulevard)

Table 3 in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, describes the potential cumulative projects in the
project vicinity. The discussion of potential cumulative impacts is included in the individual environmental

issue area subsections within Section E.

C. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS

Applicable Not Applicable
Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the Planning Code or ] X
Zoning Map, if applicable.
Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or Region, if applicable. X U
Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other than the Planning X ]
Department or the Department of Building Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal
Agencies.

No variances, special authorizations, or changes to the San Francisco Planning Code or Zoning Map are

proposed as part of this project; therefore, these issues are not applicable and are not discussed further.

This section provides a general description of the land use plans and policies and how they apply to the
project. Also discussed are potential inconsistencies between the project and the applicable plans. Whether a
project is consistent with particular plans for which a consistency determination is required is decided at the
time of project approval by the agency charged with that determination. Land use plans typically contain
numerous policies emphasizing differing legislative goals, and an interpretation of consistency requires
balancing all relevant policies. The board or commission that enacted a plan or policy determines the
meaning of the policy and whether an individual project satisfies the policy at the time the board considers

approval of the project.
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This section discusses the plans and policies of the CCSF, the SFPUC, and other local plans that apply to the
project area. The project site is in San Francisco and is owned by the CCSF; the SFPUC has exclusive
jurisdiction over the property. As it is an agency of the CCSF, the SFPUC is under the jurisdiction of the
CCSF’s charter and plans, where applicable. In addition, the SFPUC has adopted plans specific to the
management of its water resources. The other local plans discussed here are also relevant to the evaluation
of project impacts and the compatibility of the project with certain aspects of local land use plans and

policies.

C.1 City and County of San Francisco Plans and Policies

The project is subject to the San Francisco General Plan, which provides policies and objectives to guide
land use decisions. In addition, the San Francisco City Charter and other CCSF plans and policies guide

SFPUC decisions. These plans are as follows:

e San Francisco General Plan—Sets forth the CCSF’s comprehensive, long-term planning, land use
policy

¢ Western Shoreline Area Plan—The CCSF’s certified local coastal program, which is part of the
General Plan and governs land use and development in San Francisco’s Coastal Zone in
accordance with the California Coastal Act

e Accountable Planning Initiative—Establishes priority policies to guide decision makers in
balancing the objectives of the San Francisco General Plan

e San Francisco Bicycle Plan—Includes a citywide transportation plan and specific bicycle
improvements

¢ San Francisco Sustainability Plan— Addresses the long-term sustainability of the city

In addition, in Section C.2, SFPUC Plans and Policies, is a description of the SFPUC’s plans and policies.
The SFPUC Strategic Sustainability Plan provides a framework for planning, managing and evaluating

overall SFPUC business performance.

C.1.1 San Francisco General Plan

The San Francisco General Plan?! sets forth the comprehensive long-term land use policy for the CCSF.
The general plan consists of 10 issue-oriented plan elements: air quality, arts, commerce and industry,
community facilities, community safety, environmental protection, housing, recreation and open space,

transportation, and urban design. Plan elements relevant to the project are briefly described below.

e Air Quality Element—Promotes clean air planning through objectives and policies that ensure
compliance with air quality regulations.

21 CCSF, 1988. San Francisco General Plan. As amended through 1996.
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e Commerce and Industry Element—Guides decisions on economic growth and change in
San Francisco. The three goals of the element—continued economic vitality, social equity (with
respect to employment opportunities), and environmental quality —address citywide objectives
as well as those of San Francisco’s major economic sectors.

e Community Safety Element—Addresses potential geologic, structural, and nonstructural
hazards to CCSF-owned structures and critical infrastructure, with the goal of protecting human
life and property from such hazards.

e Environmental Protection Element—Addresses the impact of urbanization on the natural
environment by promoting the protection of plant and animal life and freshwater sources and
addressing the CCSF’s responsibility to provide a permanent clean water supply to meet present
and future needs as well as to maintain an adequate water distribution system.

e Recreation and Open Space Element—Composed of several sections, each dealing with a certain
aspect of the CCSF's recreation and open space system: (1) the Regional Open Space System,
(2) the Citywide Open Space System, (3) the shoreline, (4) the neighborhoods, and (5) downtown.

e Urban Design Element—Promotes the preservation of landmarks and structures with notable
historic, architectural, or aesthetic value and seeks to balance development with the natural
environment and visual features.

The project would remove contaminated soils at the site. This would protect public health from potential
harmful exposures to contaminated soil and would protect Lake Merced water quality from the potential
leaching of contaminants into the lake. Thus, the project would promote the protection of plant and
animal life and would support the health and safety of the post-remediation occupants and users of the
project site. The project would not obviously or substantially conflict with the environmental protection

and community safety elements of the General Plan.

Proposed site remediation would not permanently affect land uses within CCSF boundaries (also see
Section 5.2, Land Use), as project implementation would not permanently remove structures or build new
structures (minor facilities, such as fences and concrete sidewalks, would be removed before remediation
activities). Land use policies relevant to the project site are included in the Recreation and Open Space
and Urban Design elements and in the Western Shoreline Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan, as

described below.

The Recreation and Open Space element policies address the development, preservation, and maintenance
of open spaces; the preservation of sunlight in public open spaces; the elimination of non-recreational uses
in parks and the reduction of automobile traffic in and around public open spaces; the maintenance and
expansion of the urban forest; and the improvement of the western end of Golden Gate Park for public
recreation. Policies specific to the Lake Merced area are described further under Western Shoreline Area
Plan, below. The proposed soil remediation would temporarily disrupt recreational trap and skeet shooting
and clubhouse functions at the site; however, the project would not interfere with the long-term recreational

use of the site.
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The Urban Design element policies include protecting major views of the city; conserving resources that
provide a sense of nature, continuity with the past, and freedom from overcrowding; preserving notable
landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value; preserving areas that have not been
developed by man; limiting improvements in open spaces having an established sense of nature to those
that are necessary; promoting high-quality design for buildings to be constructed at prominent locations;
promoting building forms that respect and improve the integrity of open spaces and other public areas; and,
installing and maintaining landscaping in public and private areas. As noted above, project implementation
would not permanently remove structures (including potential historic buildings) or build new structures;
therefore, building design and form policies are not applicable. As discussed in Sections E.2, Aesthetics, and
E.4, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, site remediation requires removing site trees and surface

features, although it would preserve the overall architectural and aesthetic value of the area.

The project area is within the Western Shoreline Area Plan. An area plan is a more specific version of the
general plan, written for a smaller area within the jurisdiction of the CCSF. The Western Shoreline Area

Plan is discussed below.

Western Shoreline Area Plan

The Western Shoreline Area Plan, which is part of the General Plan, is the CCSF’s certified Local Coastal
Program, which implements the requirements of the California Coastal Act of 1976 for the City’s Coastal
Zone. The Western Shoreline Area Plan includes objectives and policies pertaining to land use and
development along the City’s western shoreline extending approximately 6 miles, from Fort Funston to
the Point Lobos, including the western portion of Golden Gate Park and Lake Merced. Policies and
objectives related to the Lake Merced area include preserving natural habitat, recreational facilities,
passive activities, playgrounds, and vistas of the Lake Merced area; maintaining a recreational pathway
around the lake for multiple uses; and allowing only activities that would not adversely affect the lake’s

water quality as a standby reservoir for emergency use.

The proposed soil remediation would not permanently displace recreational or open-space uses (see
Section E.10, Recreation). Proposed tree removal would alter the visual character of the site. It would open
views of the site and of Lake Merced from the adjacent lake perimeter recreational trail, sidewalks, and John
Muir Drive, as discussed in Section E.2, Aesthetics. Also, as discussed in Section E.5, Transportation and
Circulation, the project would not result in a long-term increase in automobile traffic in and around public
open spaces; bicycle routes along John Muir Drive would be accessible during construction. The project
would result in tree and vegetation removal, as discussed in Section E.13, Biological Resources; however,

effects on special-status species could be avoided. Remediation of contaminated upland soils would reduce
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the risk of adverse impacts on the lake’s water quality and potential use as a standby reservoir for

nonpotable emergency uses.

Overall, there are no apparent inconsistencies between the San Francisco General Plan (including the
Western Shoreline Area Plan) and the project. Any conflict between the project and General Plan policies
that relate to physical environmental issues are discussed in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental
Effects. As part of their determination to approve or disapprove the project, decision makers will consider
the compatibility of the project with General Plan policies that do not relate to physical environmental
issues. Any potential conflicts identified as part of that process would not alter the physical

environmental effects of the project, as analyzed in this IS/MND.

C.1.2 The Accountable Planning Initiative

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning
Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code to establish the following eight priority
policies as a preamble to the San Francisco General Plan. The priority policies are the basis for resolving
inconsistencies in the general plan and are as follows:

1. Neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for
resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced

2. Housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the
cultural and economic diversity of the neighborhoods

3. The city’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced

4. Commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden streets or neighborhood
parking

5. A diverse economic base be maintained by protecting industrial and service sectors from
displacement by commercial office development, and future opportunities for resident
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced

6. The CCSF achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in
an earthquake

7. Landmarks and historic buildings be preserved

8. Parks and open spaces and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development
The policies established as part of the Accountable Planning Initiative are part of the General Plan and
will be evaluated by the Planning Department or Planning Commission as part of a finding of consistency
before project approval. Of the eight priority policies, only the seventh and eighth (relating to historic

buildings and open space) would be relevant to the project. As described in Section E.4, Cultural and

Paleontological Resources, the project would not result in significant effects on landmarks or historic
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buildings. The site is not a historic landmark and no buildings would be altered or removed. The project
would not impede access to sunlight and vistas. Thus, there are no apparent inconsistencies between the

project and these policies.

C.1.3 San Francisco Bicycle Plan

In August 2009, the Board of Supervisors approved the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. It includes a citywide
bicycle transportation plan (comprised of a Policy Framework and a Network Improvement documents)
and implementation of specific bicycle improvements identified within the plan. The Bicycle Plan
includes objectives and identifies policy changes that would enhance bicycle access and safety in
San Francisco’s bikeability. It also describes the existing bicycle route network (a series of interconnected
streets in which bicycling is encouraged) and identifies gaps within the citywide bicycle route network
that require improvement. The 2009 Bicycle Plan updates the 1997 Bicycle Plan. The final EIR analyzing
the Bicycle Plan assessed 56 short-term and long-term bicycle improvement projects, including the bicycle
lane along John Muir Drive which has been completed. The project would not affect bicycle
improvements along John Muir Drive, and bicycle access and circulation would be maintained during

project construction.

C.1.4 San Francisco Sustainability Plan

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors endorsed the Sustainability Plan for the City of San Francisco?? in
1997, although it has not committed the CCSF to perform the actions addressed in the plan. The plan
serves as a blueprint for sustainability, with many of its individual proposals requiring further
development and public comment. The plan’s underlying goals are to maintain the physical resources
and systems that support life in San Francisco and to create a social structure that will allow such
maintenance. It is divided into 15 topic areas, some of which address specific environmental issues: air
quality, biodiversity, energy, climate change and ozone depletion, food and agriculture, hazardous
materials, human health, parks, open spaces and streetscapes, solid waste, transportation, and water and
wastewater. Other topic areas are broader in scope and cover many issues: the economy and economic
development, environmental justice, municipal expenditures, public information and education, and risk
management. Each topic area has a set of indicators that is to be used over time to determine whether

San Francisco is moving in a direction that supports sustainability for that area.

The project seeks to remediate hazardous materials in soil, thereby protecting human health and reducing
potential impacts on water quality in Lake Merced. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the

goals of the plan.

22 CCSF, 1997. The Sustainability Plan for the City of San Francisco. Department of the Environment.
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C.2 SFPUC Plans and Policies

C.2.1 SFPUC Strategic Sustainability Plan

The SFPUC’s 2011 Strategic Sustainability Plan?® provides a framework for planning, managing, and
evaluating SFPUC-wide performance. It takes into account the long-term economic, environmental, and
social impacts of the SFPUC’s business activities. This plan consists of a Durable Section, which contains
goals, objectives, and performance indicators to implement SFPUC’s vision and values. The goals and
objectives are then used to drive the Dynamic Section, which contains specific actions, targets, measures,
and budgeting. The SFPUC uses this document to evaluate its performance semiannually, to provide an
annual score card, and to help it measure progress annually. The plan contains actions to develop land
use guidance, incorporating the Environmental Stewardship Policy and other land management

principles for San Francisco properties.

C.3 Other Plans

C.3.1 Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan

In 1995, the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (SFRPD) adopted the Significant Natural
Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP) for designated significant natural areas within
San Francisco, including Lake Merced. The purpose of the management plan was to establish a
maintenance and preservation program to protect and enhance natural resource values.?* The 1995
SNRAMP staff report sets forth a program to identify significant natural areas in San Francisco, develop a
standardized procedure for inventorying these areas, and establish management policies and actions for
their protection. General policies and management actions in the staff report relevant to biological
resources at Lake Merced, include general policies to maintain/promote indigenous plant species and
control/remove invasive species, protect special-status species, enhance riparian areas, and
maintain/improve water quality of streams and ponds. The project would remediate hazardous materials
in soil, thereby enhancing the site’s natural resource value and reducing potential impacts on water

quality in Lake Merced. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the goals of the plan.?

23 SFPUC, 2011. SFPUC Strategic Sustainability Plan, March.

24 San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, 1995. Staff Report on the Significant Natural Areas Management Plan,
January 19, 1995

The SFRPD proposed an update to the SNRAMP in 2006 to guide natural resource protection, habitat restoration, trail
and access improvements, other capital projects and maintenance over the next 20 years. The proposed update to the
plan contains detailed information about the biology, geology and trails in each of the 31 Natural Areas to identify and
prioritize monitoring, restoration and management actions in those areas. A Draft Environmental Impact Report on the
2006 SNRAMP was issued in 2011, but has yet to be certified, so the 2006 SNRAMP has not yet been finalized and
adopted, and thus is not in effect. However, these documents are mentioned because they provide relevant information
about the natural resources setting of the Lake Merced area that is relevant to this analysis.

25
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D. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following pages
present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.

Land Use Air Quality Biological Resources

Aesthetics Greenhouse Gas Emissions Geology and Soils

Population and Housing Wind and Shadow Hydrology and Water Quality

Cultural and Paleo. Resources Recreation Hazards/Hazardous Materials

Transportation and Circulation Utilities and Service Systems Mineral/Energy Resources

XXX OX O
OOoOOoooX

Noise Public Services Agricultural and Forest Resources

XOODODOOOKX

Mandatory Findings of Significance

E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

This IS examines the project to identify potential effects on the environment. For each item on the
IS checklist, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the project both individually and cumulatively.
All items on the IS checklist that have been checked “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated,”
“Less than Significant Impact,” “No Impact,” or “Not Applicable” indicate that, upon evaluation, staff
have determined that the project could not have a significant adverse environmental impact on that issue.
A full discussion is included for all items checked “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated”
and “Less than Significant Impact,” and a brief discussion is included for items checked “No Impact” or
“Not Applicable.” The items checked above have been determined to be Less than Significant with

Mitigation Incorporated.

Environmental impacts are numbered throughout this IS/MND using the section topic identifier followed
by sequentially numbered impacts. Mitigation measures are numbered to correspond to the impact
numbers; for example, Mitigation Measure M-CP-1 addresses Impact CP-1 regarding cultural and
paleontological resources. Cumulative impacts are discussed at the end of each environmental topic
impact discussion and are identified by the letter C; for example, Impact C-CP addresses cumulative

cultural and paleontological resources impacts.

Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis

Two approaches to a cumulative impact analysis are provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1):
(1) the analysis can be based on a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects
producing closely related impacts that could combine with those of a project, and (2) a summary of

projections contained in a general plan or related planning document can be used to determine
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cumulative impacts. The following factors were used to determine an appropriate list of individual

projects to be considered in this cumulative analysis:

e Similar Environmental Impacts— A relevant project contributes to effects on resources that are
also affected by the project. A relevant future project is defined as one that is “reasonably
foreseeable,” such as a project for which an application has been filed with the approving agency
or whose funding has been approved.

e Geographic Scope and Location—A relevant project is one within the geographic area where
effects could combine. The geographic scope varies on a resource-by-resource basis. For example,
the geographic scope for evaluating cumulative effects on air quality consists of the affected air
basin.

e Timing and Duration of Implementation—Effects associated with activities for a relevant
project (e.g., short-term construction or long-term operations) would likely coincide with the
related effects of the project.

Table 3 lists the plans and projects in the project vicinity considered in the cumulative impact analysis,
based on the above-referenced factors. Cumulative projects which could have construction schedules that

overlap with the construction of the project are listed in bold.
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS IN THE PACIFIC ROD AND GUN CLUB PROJECT VICINITY

TABLE 3

Potential Cumulative Impact

Approximate
Distance to

CEQA Status and
Estimated Construction

LD. No. | Lead Agency Project Name Project Description Topics Project Site Schedule®
1 San Francisco Significant Natural | Fragments of unique plant and animal habitats within San Temporary: Construction- Next to the project | Status of environmental
Planning Resource Areas Francisco and Pacifica, known as Significant Natural Resource related impacts on land use, | site to the review: Draft
Department Management Plan | Areas, have been preserved within parks that are managed by population and housing; northwest, Environmental Impact
(SNRAMP) - the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD). cultural resources; traffic; northeast, and Report (EIR) published in
Proposed Update Management priorities have been set for these areas based on noise; air quality; utilities; southeast August 2011
levels of sensitivity, species presence, and habitat complexity. biological resources; soil Construction schedule:
The Lake Merced Natural Area covers approximately 395 of the | erosion; hydrology; and To be determined, 2014 or
lake’s 614 acres and generally encompasses the lake, the hazards later
bordering freshwater marsh wetland, and the upland vegetation. Long-term: Impacts on
Activities prescribed specifically to Lake Merced are as follows: | jasthetics and biological
¢ Reintroducing sensitive species resources
e Removing trees, in conformance with forestry statements
¢ Implementing erosion-control measures as problems arise,
including closing informal and social trails
e Preventing invasive tree establishment
¢ Prohibiting planting nonnative species
2 Daly City (SFPUC | Vista Grande The project would improve existing facilities and construct new | Temporary: Construction- Nearest Status of environmental
is a responsible Drainage Basin facilities to screen stormwater, route flows to the Vista Grande related impacts on land use, | component review: Notice of
agency) Improvement Canal and to Lake Merced, route a portion of low flows through | population and housing; approximately 0.1 | Preparation (NOP)
Project a constructed wetlands treatment system, control the water cultural resources; traffic; mile south published February 2013

surface elevation in Lake Merced, and reduce the potential for
localized flooding within the Vista Grande watershed.

The project would consist of the following:

e Improving the Vista Grande watershed collection system to
improve the quality of stormwater runoff

e Partially replacing the Vista Grande Canal to incorporate a
gross solid screening device, a treatment wetland, and
diversion and discharge structures to route some stormwater

(and authorized nonstormwater) flows from the Vista Grande
Canal to South Lake Merced

e Replacing the Vista Grande Tunnel to expand its capacity

¢ Replacing the outfall structure at Fort Funston

noise; air quality; utilities;
biological resources; soil
erosion; hydrology; and
hazards

Long Term: Impacts on
aesthetics and biological
resources

Construction schedule:
Approximately 2016
through 2018
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS IN THE PACIFIC ROD AND GUN CLUB PROJECT VICINITY

TABLE 3 (Continued)

Approximate CEQA Status and
Potential Cumulative Impact | Distance to Estimated Construction
I.D. No. | Lead Agency Project Name Project Description Topics Project Site Schedule®

3 National Park Fort Funston Site Proposed site improvements at Fort Funston, including Temporary: Construction- Approximately Status of environmental

Service Improvements construction of restrooms and a maintenance facility, and other | related impacts on population | 0.25 mile west review: Preparation of
minor site enhancements. Onsite sewage system does not have and housing; cultural Draft Environmental
adequate capacity to treat the estimated increase in wastewater resources; traffic; noise; air Assessment (EA) in
from sinks and toilets in new restroom. Widening and quality; utilities; and progress; project was on
straightening the entrance road, lengthening the turn lane from | biological resources hold from 2003 until 2008
Highway 35 into the site, repaving and restriping the parking Construction schedule:
area, and upgrading picnic facilities are also planned. Unknown

4 National Parks Golden Gate The plan creates the vision and framework to guide Temporary: Construction- Nearest Status of environmental
Service National management of the park for the next 20 years, including land use | related impacts on population | component review: Draft Plan/

Recreation Area policies. Plan activities at Ocean Beach and Fort Funston would | and housing; cultural approximately 0.25 | Environmental Impact
General be near the project site. The environmentally preferred resources; traffic; noise; air mile west Statement (EIS) published
Management Plan | alternative plans the activities below for Ocean Beach and Fort quality; utilities; and in September 2011; Final
Funston. biological resources Plan/EIS published April
Ocean Beach— Address coastal erosion by relocating vulnerable 2014
facilities and restoring natural coastal processes; improve Construction schedule:
amenities along the Ocean Beach corridor; and improve trail The Plan will be
connections to other natural areas nearby, including Lake implemented over
Merced. 20 years following
Fort Funston— Construct new visitor facilities; extend native completion of planning.
habitat along the perimeter and northern beach around the site; More detailed study and
and expand operational facilities at the southeastern corner of implementation planning
the site, near Skyline Boulevard. will be required.

5 San Francisco San Francisco The San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project would diversify | Temporary: Construction- Nearest Status of environmental
Planning Groundwater San Francisco’s water supply sources by building or converting | related impacts on cultural component review: EIR certified
Department Supply Project up to six deep-water wells and associated treatment facilities resources;; noise; utilities; approximately 0.5 | December 2013.

around San Francisco. Groundwater pumped from these wells biological resources; mile east Construction schedule:
would be blended with Hetch Hetchy water at the Sunset and hydrology; and hazards Lake Merced Well
Sutro reservoirs and then distributed throughout the city using Facility construction
existing infrastructure. The project includes construction and scheduled January 2015
operation of a well facility at the Lake Merced Pump Station, to through April 2016

the east of the project site, and five additional well facilities and

distribution pipelines to the north of the project site.
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS IN THE PACIFIC ROD AND GUN CLUB PROJECT VICINITY

TABLE 3 (Continued)

Potential Cumulative Impact

Approximate
Distance to

CEQA Status and
Estimated Construction

I.D. No. | Lead Agency Project Name Project Description Topics Project Site Schedule®
6 San Francisco San Francisco Construction of a recycled water treatment facility and Temporary: Construction- Nearest Status of environmental
Planning Westside Recycled | underground storage and construction of new or upgrades to related impacts on population | component review: NOP published
Department Water Project existing distribution facilities (pipelines and pumping facilities). | and housing; cultural approximately in 2010; revised NOP
Facility construction and upgrades that would occur in the resources; traffic; noise; air 0.75 mile anticipated to be
vicinity of the project site are the construction of the recycled quality; utilities; and northwest published in 2014
water treatment facility within the Oceanside Water Pollution biological resources Construction schedule:
Control Plant (WPCP) and the construction of a transmission January 2016 through
pipeline along Skyline Boulevard, from the Oceanside WPCP to October 2018
Sloat Boulevard
7 San Francisco 3711 19th Avenue | The Parkmerced Project is a long-term mixed-use development Temporary: Construction- Project located 0.7 | Status of environmental
Planning (Parkmerced) program to comprehensively replan and redesign the site. The related impacts on population | mile east of the review: EIR certified
Department project consists of the following;: and housing; cultural project site February 2011

o Increase residential density

e Provide a neighborhood core with new commercial and retail
services

¢ Modify transit facilities, including rerouting the MUNI Metro
M Oceanview line from its current alignment along
19th Avenue

o Install renewable energy sources, such as wind turbines and
photovoltaic cells

¢ Improve utilities and open space within the development site,
including a new prekindergarten to 5th grade school and day
care facility, a fitness center, new open space uses, an
approximately two-acre organic farm, and community gardens

Over approximately 20 years, 1,538 apartments would be
demolished in phases and fully replaced and an additional 5,679
net new units would be added to the project site, for a total of
about 8,900 units.

In addition to renewable resources being installed, stormwater
runoff from buildings and streets would be captured and filtered
through a series of bioswales, ponds, and other natural filtration
systems. The filtered stormwater would then either percolate into
the groundwater that feeds the North Westside Groundwater
Basin and Lake Merced or it would be released directly into Lake
Merced.

resources; traffic; noise; air
quality; utilities; and
biological resources

Construction schedule:
Phased construction
from present through
2030
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS IN THE PACIFIC ROD AND GUN CLUB PROJECT VICINITY

TABLE 3 (Continued)

Approximate CEQA Status and
Potential Cumulative Impact | Distance to Estimated Construction
I.D. No. | Lead Agency Project Name Project Description Topics Project Site Schedule®

8 San Francisco San Francisco State | The San Francisco State University Campus Master Plan Temporary: Construction- Project located Status of environmental
Planning University Campus | (SFSUCMP) proposes physical changes and improvements to the | related impacts on population | approximately 1 review: Final EIR
Department Master Plan campus to address increased enrollment. Some buildings and and housing; cultural mile northeast of | published August 2007;

facilities would be upgraded and expanded, while others would resources; traffic; noise; air the project site Recreation Wellness
be demolished and replaced. Some new buildings and facilities quality; utilities; and Center Final MND
would be constructed. In total, these proposed physical biological resources published January 2013
improvements would result in the net addition of approximately Construction schedule:
972,400 square feet and approximately 660 dwelling units to the Unknown but could
campus. On November 14, 2007, the California State University begin at any time;
Board of Trustees certified the final EIR and approved the 2007- Recreation Wellness
2020 SFSUCMP. Implementation of the 2007-2020 SESUCMP is Center construction
underway. The renovation and expansion of the library was planned for 2014-2016
completed in March 2012 and Lot 20 Seismic Repairs and Access

Modifications were completed in March 2012.

Recreation Wellness Center. Funded through a student fee, the

proposed Recreation Wellness Center is a significant addition to

San Francisco State University, revitalizing the northern edge of

campus and providing a major new student activity center. The

campus master plan located the project on North State Drive;

however, given the continued useful life of the Library Annex

buildings on that site, the Recreation Wellness Center project has

been relocated to the former Sutro Library/Lot 25 site on Winston

Drive.

The program for the 112,000-square-foot facility includes a two-

court gym, a one-court multi-activity gym (for basketball,

volleyball, badminton, soccer, and hockey), a climbing wall,

weight and fitness space, and an elevated jogging track.

9 San Francisco 2800 Sloat Development of 3 new five-story buildings on Sloat Boulevard at | Temporary: Construction- Project located Status of environmental
Planning Boulevard 46th Avenue. The project would require demolition of existing related impacts on population | approximately review: Final MND
Department buildings. The new buildings would total 55 dwelling units, 48 and housing; cultural 1.5 miles north of | approved; Performance

parking spaces in an underground parking garage, 26,000 sf of resources; traffic; noise; air project site period extended for 3
ground floor retail, and 34 covered spaces for commercial use. quality; utilities; and years to February 2015.
biological resources Construction schedule:
Unknown
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS IN THE PACIFIC ROD AND GUN CLUB PROJECT VICINITY

TABLE 3 (Continued)

Approximate CEQA Status and
Potential Cumulative Impact | Distance to Estimated Construction
LD. No. | Lead Agency Project Name Project Description Topics Project Site Schedule®

10 San Francisco Regional The project facilities would include up to 16 new groundwater Temporary: Construction- Nearest Status of environmental
Planning Groundwater production well facilities within the South Westside related impacts on population | component review: Draft EIR
Department Storage and Groundwater Basin. Each groundwater well facility site would and housing; cultural approximately 1.5 | published April 2013

Recovery Project contain a groundwater production well, pump station, resources; traffic; noise; air miles southeast Construction schedule:
underground distribution piping, utility connections, and quality; utilities; and June 2014 through May
disinfection unit. Well facilities would be connected to Daly City, | biological resources 2016
San Bruno, California Water Service Company, or SFPUC
distribution systems. In addition, upgrades to the Westlake
pump station in Daly City are planned as part of the project.

11 San Francisco 800 Brotherhood The construction of up to 182 dwelling units on an Temporary: Construction- Approximately Construction schedule:
Planning Way approximately 7.7 acre undeveloped site located on the north related impacts on population | 1 mile east Under construction; first
Department side of Brotherhood Way. The project would involve and housing; cultural phase expected to last at

subdividing the site into about 121 lots and constructing 60 resources; traffic; noise; air least through spring 2015
single-family homes and 61 2-unit dwellings, and includes quality; utilities; and

additional on- and off-street parking, tree removal, and a new biological resources

traffic light on Brotherhood Way.

Projects in bold could have construction schedules that overlap with project construction.

a8 Construction schedules were estimated based on information obtained in project-related documents, such as initial studies and EIRs; city, county, and regional agency websites; and communication with representatives from local
jurisdictions. As with all proposed development projects, estimated construction schedules are subject to revisions and delays and therefore could vary from the times indicated.

TBD = To be determined

SOURCES: San Francisco Planning Department, 2011. Draft Environmental Impact Report: Significant Natural Resources Areas Management Plan, Volume 1. August.; City of Daly City, 2013. Notice of Preparation/Notice of Intent to Prepare a
Joint EIR/EIS for the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project, February 28.; National Park Service, 2013. Fort Funston Site Improvements. http://parkplanning.nps.gov/projectHome.cfm?parkld=303&projectld=15201.
Accessed October 31, 2013.; National Park Service, 2011. Golden Gate National Recreation Area Muir Woods National Monument Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement, Volume 2. August.; San Francisco
Planning Department, 2013. San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume 1. December.; San Francisco Planning Department, 2010. Revised Notice of Preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report: San Francisco Westside Recycled Water Project. September 8.; San Francisco Planning Department, 2010. Parkmerced Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, Volume 1. May 12.; San Francisco State University,
2013. Mitigated Negative Declaration: Recreation Wellness Center San Francisco State University. January.; San Francisco Planning Department, 2012. Executive Summary Modification of Conditions: 2800 Sloat Boulevard. February 2.;
San Francisco Planning Department, 2013. Regional Groundwater Storage and Recovery Project: Draft Environmental Impact Report, Vol. 1. April 10; San Francisco Planning Department, 2012. Letter of Determination: 800
Brotherhood Way. October 26.
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E.1 Land Use and Land Use Planning

Less than
Potentially Significant with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

1. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING—
Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?

O O O X O
b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or U ] X ] U
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

c¢) Have a substantial impact upon the existing character of |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:|
the vicinity?

Impact LU-1: The project would not physically divide an established community. (No Impact)

The project consists solely of construction activities within the project site. It would not include
construction of new structures. Following soil remediation, the site would be restored to approximately
current grade. Further, the project would not result in a change in access between adjacent land uses.
Therefore, the project would not physically divide an established community and there would be no

impact.

Impact LU-2: The project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of
an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. (Less than Significant)

Land use impacts are considered significant if the project would conflict with any plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating and environmental effect. Environmental
plans are those that directly address environmental issues and/or contain targets or standards that must

be met in order to preserve or improve characteristics of San Francisco’s physical environment.

As described in Section C, Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, the project would not obviously
or substantially conflict with applicable plans, policies, and regulations. Further, the project would
comply with RWQCB Order R2-2013-0023 and all applicable environmental regulations. Therefore, the
project would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to conflicts with existing plans, policies, and

regulations.
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Impact LU-3: The project would not have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the
vicinity. (No Impact)

Impacts on existing land use character in the project vicinity could result if the project were to result in a
long-term change in land use that would be incompatible or conflict with established land uses. The
analysis of the project’s effects on existing land use character includes consideration of the character of
the proposed project relative to the existing land use context. An adverse effect could occur if a new use
were placed next to an incompatible existing use, such that the basic function of either the existing use or
the new use would be substantially impaired. For example, if a residential use were located next to a

factory with toxic air emissions, either or both uses would be unable to function as intended.

The project would occur within lands zoned for public uses and owned by CCSF. The project does not
propose any new permanent development or new or changed uses for the site; the project consists solely
of the remediation of contaminated soils. Because the project would not change the existing land use, it
would not introduce incompatible uses that would conflict with established land uses, and it would

therefore have no impact upon the existing character of the vicinity.

Impact C-LU: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the vicinity would not result in significant cumulative land use impacts. (No Impact)

The geographic scope for potential cumulative land use impacts encompasses the areas along the shores
of Lake Merced, which generally include open space and recreational areas, as well as the residential
development across John Muir Drive to the south of the project site. The other cumulative projects within
this geographic scope include the proposed update to the Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan (SNRAMP), the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Project, and the San Francisco
Groundwater Supply Project. As discussed above, construction of the project could have a less-than-
significant effect regarding conflicts with applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations. Similarly,
the identified cumulative projects would also be required to comply with applicable land use plans,
policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of minimizing an environmental effect. Accordingly, no
significant cumulative impact related to conflicts with applicable plans, policies and regulations would
result from the cumulative scenario to which the proposed project and other cumulative projects would

contribute (no impact).
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E.2 Aesthetics

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
2. AESTHETICS —Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] X ] Ol Ol
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but D & D |:| |:|
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and other
features of the built or natural environment which
contribute to a scenic public setting?
¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or |:| & |:|
quality of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which |:| |:| |:|

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area or which would substantially impact other people
or properties?

Impact AE-1: The project could have a long-term adverse effect on a scenic vista, scenic resources, or
the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Designated Scenic Resources

The section below describes designated scenic resources located in the vicinity of the project site. There
are no state designated scenic highways in San Francisco.? State Routes 1 and 35 are identified as eligible

for designation as scenic highways, but the project would not be visible from these highways.

Locally Designated Roads. In 1938, San Francisco’s Downtown Association created the 49-Mile Scenic
Drive to highlight the city’s beauty and to promote it as a tourist destination.?” This scenic roadway
encircles Lake Merced. Streets that comprise the 49-Mile Scenic Drive are recognized for their aesthetic

value.

San Francisco General Plan. The urban design element of the San Francisco General Plan rates city
streets as excellent, good, or average for the quality of their views. In the project area, John Muir Drive is
rated as having excellent-quality street views. Lake Merced Boulevard is rated as having average-quality
street views, with the exception of a small segment north of Brotherhood Way, where open views of Lake

Merced are available; this segment is designated as having excellent-quality street views.

26 California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Map of Officially Designated Scenic Highways for the San Francisco

County, September 7, 2011. Available online at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/scenic_highways/index.htm.
Accessed December 12, 2013.

San Francisco Convention and Visitors Bureau, Official Visitors Website, San Francisco 49-mile Scenic Drive. Available online at
http://www.sanfrancisco.travel/maps/49-Mile-Scenic-drive html?c=y&product=&showMain=. Accessed December 12, 2013.

27

Case No. 2013.1220E 34 Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project



The urban design element also identifies streets that are important to the “perception” of the city. John
Muir Drive and Lake Merced Boulevard are identified as “Streets that Extend[s] the Effect of Public Open
Space.” The urban design element also identifies Lake Merced as an area where it is important to

preserve the existing landscape.

Western Shoreline Area Plan. The Western Shoreline Area Plan, an area plan within the General Plan, is
the CCSF’s certified Local Coastal Program under the California Coastal Act of 1976. Policies related to
the Lake Merced area include preserving recreational facilities, passive activities, playgrounds, and vistas

of the Lake Merced area.

Visual Character and Quality of the Project Site and Surroundings

The visual study area for the project is the area from which the project site would come into view.
Because the proposed project area is located beyond and adjacent to a heavily vegetated open space
setting, trees and shrubs quickly restrict or block views of the project site as viewers move past the site;
consequently, these elements limit the visual study area. Ten photos are included in this section to
document the existing visual conditions of the project site and adjacent areas. Figure 5 provides an
overview of photo locations; Figures 6a through 6c depict views of the project site and surrounding

locations.

The visual study area includes the project site, Lake Merced, and associated open and recreational spaces
in the vicinity of the project site. Lake Merced and adjacent areas are closely bounded by the major
thoroughfares of Lake Merced Boulevard, John Muir Drive, and Skyline Boulevard. Aside from golf
courses, the Lake Merced area is not highly manicured or landscaped, but it does not have an untouched

natural setting due to the scattered presence of structures, utilities, and roads.

The project site, located along John Muir Drive, is in a particularly developed portion of the Lake Merced
area. Nevertheless, the Lake Merced area is largely undeveloped, with trees, water, and vegetation
providing visual variety and a respite from San Francisco’s urban setting. Because many of the
surrounding roadways and neighborhoods are elevated relative to Lake Merced, the lake and the
bordering open space are also important visual resources, offering aesthetically pleasing views for

motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians.

Figures 6a through 6¢ depict views of the project site and surrounding locations. Photos 1 through 4
provide views of the project site and Lake Merced beyond from the pedestrian path along John Muir
Drive; they depict views of the easternmost portion of the project area. This area includes a large amount

of tree cover that mostly screens PRGC structures and two of the shooting ranges from public views.
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Screening vegetation is less continuous west of the site entrance, but does screen large portions of the
westernmost end of the site. Photos 5 through 8 show stretches of trees and shrubs, both within the
project site and along John Muir Drive, that screen the site, and also show some areas that lack screening

vegetation.

Photo 9 was taken from the Lake Merced boathouse docks, and Photo 10 was taken from the Lake Merced
Boulevard pedestrian path, near the Lake Merced Pump Station. They show the project site as a
developed and less vegetated area, compared to adjacent Lake Merced areas. They also show the
Lakewood apartment complex in the immediate background and the well-developed tree cover beyond.
From within the project site, views of Lake Merced and Harding Park are available from most areas of the

site.

The project site is characterized by buildings, towers, shooting ranges, and parking areas and roads
associated with the PRGC facilities. As described above, most of the boundary along John Muir Drive
includes mature trees and shrubs. Vegetation along the site’s lake side is low in profile or at a lower
elevation than the site. This provides open long-range views of the site from the lake and from areas to
the northeast and east. PRGC facility components, where visible from public areas, are perceptibly

uncharacteristic of the surrounding area.

Public views of the project site from John Muir Drive, the adjacent pedestrian paths, and the bicycle lanes
adjacent to John Muir Drive are intermittent and limited by the trees and shrubs that line the site. As
noted above, long-range views of the site from the lake and public areas to the northeast and east are
available to boaters, runners, bicyclists, and pedestrians. The 49-Mile Scenic Drive encircles the lake, and
it can be reasonably assumed that users of the pedestrian path in particular expect a high-quality
environment, given that the streets that comprise the 49-Mile Scenic Drive are recognized for their
aesthetic value, as described above. In addition, John Muir Drive is rated as having excellent-quality
street views, and as a street that extends the effect of public open space. Thus, these pedestrian path
users, motorists, and bicyclists are considered sensitive viewers when considering the potential for
aesthetic impacts. Nevertheless, the project site currently has low viewer exposure and is currently seen

only briefly as viewers pass by (see Figures 6a through 6c).

Short-term Effects on Scenic Vistas, Scenic Resources, or the Existing Visual Character or Quality

Construction would last approximately one year and would involve the removal of surface debris,
asphalt and concrete ground surfaces, trees, and miscellaneous range facilities, such as target launching
houses, benches, and fencing. Site buildings, such as the clubhouse, rifle range building, trap house, and

shell house, would be unaffected by site remediation.
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Photo 1 - Northwest facing view from John Muir Drive Pedestrian Path Photo 2 - North facing view from John Muir Drive Pedestrian Path

Photo 3 - East facing view from John Muir Drive Pedestrian Path

Pacific Rod and Gun Club . 120468.02
Figure 6a
Public Views of Pacific Rod and Gun Club

SOURCE: ESA



Photo 4 - Southeast facing view from John Muir Drive Pedestrian Path Photo 5 - North facing view from John Muir Drive Pedestrian Path

Photo 6 - North facing view from John Muir Drive Pedestrian Path

Pacific Rod and Gun Club . 120468.02
Figure 6b
Public Views of Pacific Rod and Gun Club

SOURCE: ESA



Photo 7 - Southeast facing view from John Muir Drive Pedestrian Path Photo 8 - East facing view from John Muir Drive Bicycle Lane

Photo 9 - South facing view from Lake Merced boathouse dock area Photo 10 - West facing view from Lake Merced Boulevard Pedestrian Path
Pacific Rod and Gun Club . 120468.02

Figure 6¢
Public Views of Pacific Rod and Gun Club

SOURCE: ESA



While the PRGC facilities are currently actively used three times a week, existing trees and vegetation
screen views of the site and it is currently seen only briefly as viewers pass by. Following tree removal,
exposed soil, construction vehicles, materials, and equipment on the site on a daily basis would
temporarily increase the presence of unappealing visual features at the site. Affected viewers along John
Muir Drive would likely notice construction activities as they pass the project site; however, their viewing
period would be brief as they move past the site. Longer range views from the lake, or near the Lake
Merced boathouse, may last longer in duration; however, construction activities would not necessarily be
considerably more apparent than existing structures and activities as seen from a long range vantage
point and distance (see photos 9 and 10 of Figure 6¢), due to the intervening distance and the frequency of
foggy or hazy conditions. Also, considering its relatively short duration, construction would not have a
substantial adverse effect on scenic resources or the visual character or quality of the site and its

surroundings. Therefore, the construction impacts on aesthetic resources would be less than significant.

Long-term Effects on Scenic Vistas, Scenic Resources, or the Existing Visual Character or Quality

As described above, the urban design element of the San Francisco General Plan identifies John Muir
Drive and a small segment of Lake Merced Boulevard near Brotherhood Way as having excellent quality
street views. The design element also values them as streets that extend the effect of public open spaces.
This is primarily due to the unobstructed view of Lake Merced, which, in San Francisco’s urban context,
provides a unique and exemplary visual setting. Further, the roadways encircling Lake Merced are part
of the 49-Mile Scenic Drive. The urban design element also identifies Lake Merced as an area where it is

important to preserve the existing landscape.

While the project would not construct new facilities, it would remove trees that could increase views of
the existing facility, and the lake beyond in some instances, from John Muir Drive. As shown in Figure 3,
most of the trees in the easternmost portion of the site could be removed. As shown in the foreground of
Photos 1 through 3 and in the middle ground of Photo 4, these trees predominantly screen views of the
eastern portion of the site. While removal of the trees would provide longer range views of the lake
beyond the site, it would also increase the visual presence of PRGC structures, parking areas, and
driveways in the foreground. Because these features would be seen by pedestrians, bicyclists, and
motorists along John Muir Drive, removing the trees would reduce the quality of the short-range views
along this portion of the roadway. It would do this by introducing views of additional elements that are
lacking in natural visual resource amenities, and that are relatively unappealing and perceptibly

uncharacteristic of the of the open-space area around Lake Merced.

The SFPUC is considering retaining up to seven trees due to their proximity to existing buildings on the

site. The visual effect of tree removal in this area would be reduced if these trees were retained. However,
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the potential to retain trees near structures has not been confirmed. Thus, removing the maximum
potential number of trees in this vicinity could result in a substantial adverse effect on the scenic quality
of the area and designated scenic resources. These include views from John Muir Drive/49-Mile Scenic
Drive and of Lake Merced, and would result in a significant impact. However, this impact would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementing Mitigation Measure M-AE-3, Screening
Vegetation, which requires planting trees and shrubs at the eastern end of the site. On maturation,
replanted trees and shrubs would restore screening of the PRGC facilities at the easternmost end of the
site; therefore, impacts on scenic vistas and scenic resources would be reduced to a less-than—significant

level.

Mitigation Measure M-AE-3: Screening Vegetation.

The SFPUC shall identify the location and spacing of new plantings that would, at maturity, screen
views of the eastern portion of the site. New plants shall include native species indigenous to the
San Francisco Peninsula and/or shrubs and trees typical of the surrounding area. Plantings (by way
of species type, size, and location) shall ensure that direct views of the site east of the entrance road
are substantially obstructed from any location within a ten-year period. The SFPUC shall monitor
and photograph screening vegetation annually after completion of remediation activities. If it is
determined that success standards are not being met, SFPUC shall take immediate action to
re-plant screening vegetation to ensure compliance by the tenth-year period.

As shown on Figure 3, trees 001 through 007, located to the west of the site entrance, would be removed.
In this area, trees and shrubs along John Muir Drive would continue to screen views of the PRGC
facilities from John Muir Drive. The stand of trees at the westernmost end of the PRGC site would also be
removed (shown in the foreground of Photo 6). However, they are next to a stand of trees beyond the
project site property line, so views towards the north, away from the site (Photo 6); and views towards
the east, and into the site (Photo7) would not be affected substantially. As a result, the impact on

aesthetic resources located west of the site entrance would be less than significant.

Trees removed from around the perimeter of the site may be noticeable in long-range views from across
South Lake (Photos 9 and 10). Removing these trees also may slightly open views of the Lakewood
apartment complex to the south. However, given that the forested areas in the background would
continue to dominate views, tree removal at the project site would not substantially change the visual
quality or substantially affect Lake Merced as a scenic resource. As a result, the impact on aesthetic

resources as viewed from across South Lake would be less than significant.
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Impact AE-2: The project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. (No Impact)

There would be no substantial sources of light or glare associated with construction of the project that
would adversely affect daytime views in the area; and there would be no nighttime construction.
Following the excavation of contaminated soils and backfilling with clean fill material, the excavated
areas would be compacted and graded to return the land to conditions similar to the site’s existing
ground contours. These areas would be hydroseeded for erosion control (see Section A.4.8, Backfilling
and Site Restoration). Some of the existing paved areas would be replaced with a compacted permeable
surface. Neither of these installed materials would constitute new sources of light or glare. Further, the
project would not construct structures that could be new sources or light and glare. For these reasons, the

project would have no impact with respect to daytime or nighttime light and glare.

Impact C-AE: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the vicinity would not result in significant cumulative aesthetics impacts. (Less than
Significant)

Table 3 summarizes the present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity of the project.
The geographic scope for cumulative aesthetics impacts includes all projects that would be located within
the publicly accessible viewshed of the proposed project. The cumulative project sites do not necessarily
need to be visible simultaneously with the proposed project site from one fixed vantage point; however,
for an impact to occur the sites must be visible in the same general vicinity by a viewer. Projects that
could have a cumulative aesthetic impact in combination with the project, given their proximity, are the

proposed update to the SNRAMP and the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project.

The proposed update to the SNRAMP generally seeks to maintain or eventually improve the visual
character of the Lake Merced area, so it would not likely contribute adversely to a permanent cumulative
aesthetic impact. The Daly City Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project could remove
vegetation and install treatment wetlands at the east end of John Muir Drive, near Impound Lake. A
tunnel portal and an overflow structure located near the project site would be improved under the Vista
Grande Project; however, the area of disturbance that would be visible in the same general vicinity as the
proposed project would be small. Thus, the projects would not combine to create a significant adverse
visual environment as compared to existing conditions and, therefore, the cumulative aesthetic impact of

these projects considered together would be less than significant.
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E.3 Population and Housing

Less than
Potentially Significant with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
3. POPULATION AND HOUSING—
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either |:| |:| |z |:| |:|
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:|
or create demand for additional housing, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing?
c¢) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:|

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Impact PH-1: The project would not induce substantial population growth either directly or indirectly.
(Less than Significant)

In general, a project would be considered growth-inducing if it would substantially increase population
or new development that might not occur if the project were not implemented. The proposed project does
not include the development of residences, additional roads, or infrastructure and therefore would not
induce population growth. It is expected that the construction workforce requirements could be met
using Bay Area labor and that construction employees would commute from elsewhere in San Francisco
or the Bay Area, rather than relocate from more distant cities and towns. Although some workers might
temporarily relocate from other areas, any population increase due to this relocation would be minor
(fewer than 45 workers) and temporary (estimated at 12 months). The number of such employees would
be minute compared to the total population and the available housing stock in San Francisco and the Bay
Area; thus, it would not generate a substantial, unplanned population increase. Therefore, the project’s

growth-inducing impact would be less than significant.

Impact PH-2: The project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing. (No Impact)

The project site does not include existing housing or residential use. Therefore, the project would not

displace existing housing or people, and as a result, there would be no impact.

Impact C-PH: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in cumulative population and housing impacts. (No Impact)

The geographic scope of potential cumulative population and housing impacts encompasses San Francisco
and the nearby vicinity. Potential project-specific population and housing impacts would be temporary and

limited to the possibility of growth inducement related to the short-term relocation of construction workers.
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Project construction could overlap with that of a number of cumulative projects listed in bold in Table 3.
Construction of those projects could potentially induce growth to San Francisco or the Bay Area due to
short-term construction worker relocation. This could contribute to potential impacts on population and
housing resulting from short-term construction worker relocation. However, the number of construction
workers seeking temporary relocation for employment is not anticipated to be substantial given the
available construction workforce within commuting distance of San Francisco. Therefore, project
construction, in conjunction with the other cumulative projects in the vicinity, would not induce substantial
population growth, and there would be no significant cumulative impact on population and housing (no

impact).

E.4 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Less than
Potentially Significant with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

4. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL
RESOURCES —Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance |:| |Z| |:| D |:|
of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5,
including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article
11 of the San Francisco Planning Code?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:|
of an archeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological ] X ] ] ]
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:|

outside of formal cemeteries?

Impact CP-1. The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of
the San Francisco Planning Code. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Approach

The PRGC was established at the project site in 1934 and has been in continuous use since this time,
except for a brief hiatus during World War II. Because most of the buildings and structures on the site are
more than 50 years old, the entire site was evaluated for its potential significance as a cultural landscape.
ESA and its subconsultant, Denise Bradley Cultural Landscapes, completed architectural and historic
landscape field surveys of the project site on September 19 and October 2, 2013. The results of the field

surveys and associated research are provided in the following technical report: Pacific Rod and Gun Club
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Draft Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report.?® This report is presented as Appendix A (included on a CD in
the pocket of printed copies of the PMND).

The cultural landscape evaluation assessed the potential eligibility of the PRGC site as a historical
resource based on criteria established in the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and for listing on
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). To be eligible for the CRHR, a historical resource
must be significant at the local, state, and/or federal level under one or more of the following criteria:

e Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage

e Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past

e Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

e Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history (PRC
Section 5024.1][c]).

For a resource to be eligible for the CRHR, it must also retain enough integrity to be recognizable as a
historical resource and to convey its significance. If the site appears eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and CRHR as a cultural landscape, and retains sufficient integrity to

convey this significance, it would be considered an historical resource as defined in CEQA Section 15064.5.

This section summarizes the findings of the evaluation of the significance of the PRGC site as a cultural
landscape under the NRHP and CRHR criteria, including discussion of integrity, and evaluates project
impacts in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards (Standards) for
the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing

Historic Buildings (CEQA Section 15064.5[b]).2

Evaluation of the PRGC Site as a Historical Resource

The PRGC was identified as a cultural landscape that is eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR. A
cultural landscape is defined as a geographic area shaped by human activity which can result from a
conscious design or plan, or evolve as a byproduct or result of people’s activities. It may be associated
with a historic event, activity, or person or exhibit other cultural or aesthetic values. Of the four general

types of cultural landscapes (historic sites, designed landscapes, vernacular landscapes, and ethnographic

28 Denise Bradley, Cultural Landscapes, 2014. Pacific Rod and Gun Club, San Francisco, CA, Cultural Landscape Evaluation
Report, May 2014.

29 Weeks Kav D and Gr1mmer Anne E Secreturu of the Interior’s Standards ( Stundards) for the Treatment of Historic Properties

Interior, National Park Service, Cultural Resource Stewardship and Partnerships Heritage Preservat1on Services,
Washington, D.C. 1995.
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landscapes), the PRGC can best be described as a vernacular landscape—that is, one that has evolved
through use by the people whose activities or occupancy shaped it and one in which function played a
significant role. As described in NRHP bulletins on cultural landscapes, both the processes that helped to
form the landscape and its individual components are critical to the understanding of a cultural
landscape. The key processes to the formation of a cultural landscape include land uses and activities,
patterns of spatial organization, responses to the natural environment, and cultural traditions. The
individual components of a cultural landscape include groupings of features within a larger landscape,
circulation-related features, the various types of boundary demarcations, vegetation features, buildings
and structures, archaeological resources, and small-scale elements.?’ The description and evaluation of

the PRGC site incorporates these cultural landscape characteristics and features.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 (association with the broad patterns of history)

The PRGC appears eligible for listing on the NRHP and CRHR at the local level of significance under
Criterion A/1 for its association with the broad pattern of history related to the increased popularity of
sport hunting and with the interrelated development of skeet, during the period in which it evolved from
a type of shooting practice into a competitive sport. This occurred during the decades preceding World
War II within the context of the early 20th century wildlife conservation movement. The PRGC is
important as an example of the type of sportsmen’s gun clubs that formed in the 1920s and 1930s within
the context of the wildlife conservation movement. Additionally, the PRGC is important as the oldest
extant skeet facility in the Bay Area and as the only sportsmen’s club in the Bay Area to retain its original
pre-World War II grounds configuration, skeet field structures, and club buildings. Other clubs that
remain in operation from this pre-World War II era do not have skeet fields or have moved to new
facilities. The period of significance for the PRGC’s significance under Criterion A/1 appears to begin in
1934 when the club moved to the Lake Merced site and to end in 1941, with the United States’ entry into
World War II, which ended the club’s initial period of development. Although the activities of the club
remained unchanged after World War II, its post-war expansion period (1946-early 1960s) was more
directly linked with other contexts than to the early 20t century wildlife conservation movement, such as
the broad interest in outdoor recreation that occurred as a result of the nation’s post-World War 1II

prosperity and an increased interest in skeet that was a by-product of World War II training practices.

30 United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 1999. National Register Bulletin 30: How to Evaluate and Document
Rural Historic Landscapes. Prepared in 1989 by Linda Flint McClelland, J. Timothy Keller, ASLA, Genevieve P. Keller, and Robert
Z. Melnick, ASLA. Revised in 1999. Washington, D.C.: NPS, 1999. Accessed 20 September 2013, http://www.cr.nps.gov/nr/
publications/bulletins/nrb30/.
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NRHP/CRHR Criterion B/2 (associations with important persons)

The research conducted for this evaluation did not reveal any associations with important individuals
who made specific contributions to history; therefore, the PRGC does not appear to possess individual

significance under NRHP/CRHR Criterion B/2 for its associations with important persons.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion C/3 (design and construction)

The PRGC site does not appear to possess individual significance under NRHP/CRHR Criterion C/3 for
associations related to design or construction. The five skeet fields and three trap fields each individually
meet the standard design or construction regulations for their respective sports and retain their essential
individual features or components. However; each field is an individual common example of a skeet or
trap field that lacks significance related to design or construction. Collectively, the target shooting range
at the PRGC represents a vernacular example of the arrangement of skeet and trap fields adapted to the
geographic limits of this site (a strip of land situated between the Lake Merced and a public road), does
not appear to have been designed or built by a master designer, and lacks significance related to design
or construction. The buildings on the site (the Clubhouse, the Caretaker's House, the Rifle Range
building, the Shell House, and the Trap House) remain in their original locations and are important for
the operational and social functions of the clubs; however, they are all are common examples of

vernacular buildings and lack significance related to design or construction.

NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4 (information about history or prehistory)

NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4 commonly applies to properties that contain or are likely to contain
information bearing on an important archaeological research question. The identification of, and potential

effects on, archaeological resources is addressed in Impact CP-2, below.

Integrity. Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. The evaluation of integrity is
grounded in an understanding of a property’s physical features and how they relate to its significance.
Integrity is composed of seven components or aspects—location, design, materials, workmanship, setting,
feeling, and association. As discussed above, for a resource to be eligible for the CRHR, it must also retain

enough integrity to be recognizable as a historical resource and to convey its significance.

The PRGC cultural landscape appears to exhibit all seven aspects of integrity in relationship to its
individual significance under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 in association the development of sportsmen’s
clubs and skeet within the context of the early 20th century wildlife conservation movement. The
arrangement of the site, the four 1938 skeet fields, and the buildings of the PRGC from the 1934-1941 era
still exist and are used as they were originally intended. Since 1941, the changes at the PRGC site did not

substantially alter the facilities from that era, and were compatible with the continued use of the site as a
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sportsmen’s club and outdoor target shooting range. These changes included the expansion of the skeet
and trap fields (Fields 1, 2, 3, 8, and 9), the addition of a duck tower, the addition of a building related to
the trap operations (the Trap House), the replacement of minor equipment related to these activities, and
the addition of small utilitarian or support structures (the Barbeque Shed, the public restroom, a garage,
and storage containers). There have been only minor alterations to some of the original buildings (the
Clubhouse, the Caretaker’s House, the Rifle Range building, and the Shell House) from the 1934-1941 era,
such as changes to the windows and doors, as well as some accessibility improvements. For these

reasons, the PRGC retains a sufficient degree of integrity to convey its historical significance.

Contributing and Non-Contributing Features. The features constructed on the PRGC property during its
period of significance (1934-1941) and which relate to its significance under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1,
for its association with the broad pattern of history related to the increased popularity of sport hunting
and the development of skeet within the context of the early 20" century wildlife conservation
movement, were identified as contributing features to the PRGC cultural landscape. The primary features
from this period that contribute to the design of the PRCG cultural landscape and that remain in place
include Fields 4 to 7, the broad terrace for these fields, the Clubhouse, the Caretaker’s House, the Rifle

Range building, and the Shell House.

Those features that: (1) may have been present during the period of significance but were not associated
with the pre-World War II design or function of the site as an outdoor target shooting range/sportsmen’s
club (for example, vegetation); or (2) were added to the property after the end of its period of significance
in 1941 (although in some cases these are compatible with its pre-World War II design or function as an

outdoor target shooting range/sportsmen’s club) were identified as non-contributing features.
These contributing and non-contributing features are described in more detail below.

The contributing features for the PRGC cultural landscape related to its significance under NRHP/CRHR
Criterion A/1 for the period between 1934 and 1941 include the following:

Fields 4 to 7 (1938) and their character-defining features:

e alevel terrace

e the linear arrangement of the fields

e the semi-circular path system of the skeet field (the form and dimensions, not the concrete
materials)

e the high houses (wood frame tower structure, square in plan with a flat roof, clad in a
combination of wood siding at the top and smooth stucco siding on the bottom, door that
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provides access to the interior to allow loading and maintenance on the trap machinery, wood
steps that provide access to this entrance door, and a window on the east side that provides an
opening through which the targets are launched).3!

the low houses (wood frame tower structure, square in plan with a flat roof, clad in a
combination of wood siding at the top and smooth stucco siding on the bottom, door that
provides access to the interior to allow loading and maintenance on the trap machinery, and a
window on the west side that provides an opening through which the targets are launched).3?

the safety fences (wood boards attached to opposite sides of the wood posts so that the position
of the boards on one side alternates or is staggered with the ones on the other side)

The buildings that house the operational and social functions of the club:

The Clubhouse (1937) and its character-defining features (wood-framed, raised single story
structure with a rectangular footprint and cross gable roof, exposed eaves, and horizontal wood
siding)

The Caretaker’s House (ca. 1937) and its character-defining features (wood-framed, single story
structure with a rectangular footprint and gable roof, exposed eaves, horizontal wooden siding,
gable ends with fish scale shingles [east side] and thin vertical wooden siding [west side], and
original wood frame, double hung windows on the south, north, and west facades, and fixed
wood shutters and entry shed on north facade)

The Rifle Range building (1939) and its character-defining features (wood-framed, raised single
story structure with a rectangular footprint and gable roof, exposed eaves, horizontal wood
siding, wood frame, double hung, four-pane windows on the north, south, and west facades)

The Shell House (ca. 1939, expanded in 1949) and its character-defining features (wood-frame,
single story structure with a rectangular footprint and low pitch gable roof with exposed eaves,
textured stucco cladding, raised porch, and a large, wood frame, fixed pane picture window on
the western facade)

The non-contributing features for the PRGC cultural landscape that were constructed after the period of

significance (1934 to 1941), or do not relate directly to its historic significance, include the following;:

Trap Fields 1 to 3, their associated features, and the Trap House

Alterations to Fields 4 to 7 including the equipment shed behind station 4, the concrete paving,
the target crossing point post positioned 10 feet north of station 8, and the trap houses (aligned
with station 8) in the sloped area next to the lake

Modifications on Field 6 for the five-stand game (the five stand racks, equipment shed behind
stations 2 and 3, the equipment shed behind stations 5 and 6, the equipment shed in the sloped
area next to the lake)

Duck Tower

31 The external siding on the high house on Field 4 has been remodeled since the end of the period of significance and the
structure is now entirely clad in wood siding; however, the high house remains in its original location, retains all of its
other character-defining features, and so it continues to retain its integrity.

32 The external siding on the low house on Field 4 has been remodeled since the end of the period of significance and the
structure is now entirely clad in wood siding; however, the low house remains in its original location, retains all of its
other character-defining features, and so continues to retain its integrity.
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e TFields 8 and 9, used for skeet, and their associated features

e The two landing posts used to calibrate the Olympic Skeet target machinery for Field 7 on the
sloped area north of the field and the Rifle Range building

e The internal automobile circulations features (parking lot on the western end of the site and the
internal road on the eastern end of the site) and concrete sidewalk between Fields 4 to 7 and the
parking lot

e Small structures including the barbeque shed, the public restroom, the three-bay garage, and the
storage containers

e Vegetation features

e Small scale features including the entrance sign, the flag pole and water fountain between the
Shell House and the fields, site furnishings (benches, trash cans, picnic tables, lights, etc.),
shotgun racks, token boxes, center point posts, trap portable scorer’s stands, memorial field
markers, the rifle pattern board, the fire hose, chain-link fencing, and the interpretive sign
commemorating Rancho Merced (located adjacent to the Shell House)

As a site which appears eligible for listing on the NRHP and CRHR at the local level of significance under
Criterion A/1 as a cultural landscape, and which retains sufficient integrity to convey this significance, it
would be considered an historical resource as defined in CEQA Section 15064.5. Provided below is an
assessment of project effects, as well as mitigation measures to reduce these effects to a less-than-

significant level.

Project Effects

As described above, the PRGC site contains multiple features that contribute to its significance under
Criterion A/1 as an historical resource. Some of these contributing features would remain in place, while
others would be removed as a result of project implementation. This analysis evaluates the impact of
project implementation on these contributory features in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5(b) which define a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource

as follows:

Physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate
surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.
Material impairment is further defined as demolishing or materially altering in an adverse
manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical
significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the CRHR or a local
register of historical resources.

The four contributing buildings that house the operational and social functions of the club (Club House,
Caretaker’s House, Rifle Range Building, and Shell House) would remain onsite, and in their current
location and condition. The high/low houses, which are also contributory to the cultural landscape,
would be stored during construction. The semi-circular path system of skeet fields 4 — 7 and the safety

fences, which are contributory to the cultural landscape, would be removed from the site. Removal of
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contributory features to the cultural landscape would result in a significant impact on the historical

resource as defined above.

As noted in CEQA Section 15064.5(b)(3), a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
(Standards) for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings shall be considered as mitigated to a less-than-significant level. Of the four
treatment options offered by the Standards, the one that would apply to the proposed project would be
Rehabilitation, which is defined as “the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property
through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features which convey its
historical, cultural, or architectural values,” generally referred to as the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for

Rehabilitation.

The Standards for Rehabilitation require that the historic character of a property be retained and
preserved, and that the removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial
relationships that characterize a property be avoided. Repair is emphasized over replacement.
Replacement of historic features is allowable under the Standards, however, the new features should
match the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials. The Standards recognize situations
where replacement in-kind is not technically, economically, or environmentally feasible. In such

situations, compatible substitute materials that have similar characteristics can be considered.

Project components that would comply, or partially comply, with the Standards include retention of the
four contributory buildings on the project site, and the temporary relocation of the high/low houses,
because they would retain and preserve some of the distinctive features that contribute to the cultural
significance of the cultural landscape. However, there is no provision in the project description to relocate
the high/low houses back to the skeet fields, or to protect the contributory buildings during construction
from accidental damage or deterioration. If the high/low houses were not returned to their original
locations, these distinctive features that contribute to the significance of the cultural landscape would be
altered, which would contribute to causing a substantial adverse change to the historical resource as

defined under CEQA Section 15064.5(b).

Project components that would not comply with the Standards include the permanent removal of the
semi-circular station paths and wood safety fences at skeet fields 4 — 7, because they would remove or
alter the distinctive features that contribute to the significance of the cultural landscape. This action

would materially impair in an adverse manner these physical features of the historical resource.

Because portions of the project would not comply, or would only partially comply with the Standards, the

project could have a significant impact on an historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5. However, this
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impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-
CP-1a, Record and Reconstruct the Semi-Circular Station Paths at Skeet Fields 4 — 7, Mitigation Measure
M-CP-1b, Record, Protect, and Return (or Replace in-Kind) the High/Low Houses and Wood Fences at
Skeet Fields 4-7, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c, Protect the Four Contributory Buildings During
Construction. These measures would ensure that the features which contribute to the historic landscape of
the PRGC are retained, protected and/or reconstructed in a similar size, design, location, and materials as

existing, in keeping with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

In addition, as discussed in Impact NO-2, in Section E.6, Noise, vibration from construction equipment used
during excavation and backfilling could result in cosmetic or other damage to the four contributory
buildings if large vibratory compactors or large earthmoving equipment were operated within 15 feet or
26 feet, respectively, of the buildings. Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a, Preconstruction Surveys and
Repair, and M-NO-2b, Construction Equipment Restrictions Near Buildings, require that site buildings be
inspected before and following site remediation to identify any damage caused by project activities and to
repair such damage, and to restrict the use of large construction equipment near the Clubhouse, Caretaker’s
House, Rifle Range Building, Shell House. With implementation of these measures, the potential for

vibration impact on contributory buildings would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a: Record and Reconstruct the Semi-Circular Station Paths at Skeet
Fields 4-7.

The SFPUC or its contractor shall implement the following to comply with the Secretary of Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation:

e Prior to commencement of site remediation, the SFPUC shall record the original size,
configuration, and locations of the semi-circular station paths at skeet fields 4 — 7 through the use
of digital photography and mapping. The original dimensions and locations of the station paths
shall be mapped on a site plan to aid the later reconstruction of these features.

e Following site remediation, the SFPUC shall reconstruct the semi-circular station paths which
define skeet fields 4 — 7 in the same size, configuration, and location as the original station paths,
including the level terrace and linear arrangement of the fields. As the existing concrete materials
post-date the period of significance and are not character-defining, concrete may be substituted
for other compatible materials (e.g. crushed rock, gravel, or wood boardwalks outlining the path
configurations).

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b: Record, Protect, and Return (or Replace in-Kind) the High/Low
Houses and Wood Fences at Skeet Fields 4 - 7.

The SFPUC or its contractor shall implement the following measures to comply with the Standards
for Rehabilitation:

e Prior to commencement of site remediation, the SFPUC shall record and document the existing
structural condition and location of the wood frame high/low houses at skeet fields 4 — 7 (total of
8 structures) and the wood fences which separate these fields (total of 4 fences). This shall be

Case No. 2013.1220E 54 Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project



accomplished through; 1) digital photography of all such features, 2) mapping their original
locations and configuration on a site plan, and 3) numbering and cataloging each structure. These
features shall be carefully relocated to a secure, onsite or off site location to avoid damage. If
stored onsite, they may be relocated to alternate safety zones as remediation progresses. The most
appropriate temporary relocation sites shall be determined by the SFPUC prior to
commencement of work.

e During site remediation activities, the SFPUC shall protect these features from accidental damage
during earth moving by storing these elements within a locked, chain-link fence enclosure and
posting “Keep Out” or “No Trespassing” signs.

¢ Following site remediation, the SFPUC shall return these features to their original positions at the
reconstructed skeet fields 4 — 7. Based on the pre-construction recording and depending on their
structural condition, any damaged components should be repaired in keeping with the Secretary
of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. If they were previously damaged beyond repair, they
are in poor structural condition, or if it is infeasible to return them to their original location due to
their condition or other factors, they may be replaced in-kind in a similar size, design, location,
and materials as existing, in keeping with the Standards.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c: Protect the Four Contributory Buildings During Construction.

The SFPUC or its contractor shall implement the following measures to comply with the Standards
for Rehabilitation:

e During site remediation activities, the four contributory buildings (Clubhouse, Caretaker’s
House, Rifle Range Building, and the Shell House), shall be adequately protected from accidental
damage due to construction activities and vandalism. These structures shall be surrounded by
protective fencing and shall be secured from entry by boarding up all windows and doors, and
posting “Keep Out” or “No Trespassing” signs on each building. Following site remediation,
these buildings shall be returned to their original appearance by removing all temporary
construction fencing, window and door protection, and signage.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a: Preconstruction Surveys and Repair (see Section E.6, Noise, for
description)

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b: Construction Equipment Restrictions Near Buildings (see Section
E.6, Noise, for description)

Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, §15064.5. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Lake Merced was occupied at least seasonally during the prehistoric period. Several prehistoric sites (CA-
SFR-25, CA-SFR-106, CA-SFR-181; an isolated discovery of a worked obsidian tool near CA-SFR-101H; and

the Lake Merced prehistoric midden3?) are documented within the project vicinity. Lake Merced has an

33 A midden is any large refuse heap, mound, or concentration of cultural debris associated with human occupation. The
term includes such materials as discarded artifacts, food remains, shells, bones, charcoal and ashes. Middens are
valuable sources of archeological data.

Case No. 2013.1220E 55 Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project



abundance of freshwater biotic resources essential to and valued by Holocene epoch indigenous peoples.
Because of this, researchers expect there to have been seasonal encampments focused on food and materials
procurement in the area. They know the Lake Merced area had even more productive ecosystems during
the thousands of years before the sand barrier blocked the former bay-estuary and formed the lake. Older
prehistoric sites may lie buried or submerged under alluvial, sand dune, and marine deposits. No recent
subsurface archeological field investigation has occurred in the Lake Merced area. Nearly all of the
documented sites** are known merely from walk-over surveys or happenstance discoveries. Even in these

cases, the recording archeologists made little effort to characterize the deposits.®

A sizeable prehistoric shell midden deposit, CA-SFR-181 (Ocean Beach Midden), has recently been recorded
on the bluff overlooking Ocean Beach, approximately 1 mile northwest of the project site. The prehistoric
deposit contains a range of shellfish types, predominantly mussel. Other dietary constituents included
barnacle, clam, crab, and marine mammal. Also present are charcoal, lithic debitage (discarded material
produced from the shaping of stone tools), and artifactual material, such as a possible shell bead. The sandy
bluff that is the location of the prehistoric midden deposit is gradually eroding. Erosion has removed some
unknown portion of the western part of the midden; its currently exposed portion measures 15 by
100 meters. Current knowledge of the shell midden suggests that it was not a long-term habitation site but
was a seasonal camp or marine resource processing location. The fact that the five documented prehistoric
“sites” in the Merced Valley (the Lake Merced watershed) are visible midden sites, despite the alterations
that have occurred to historic land surface and landforms since the early 1800s, suggests that there could be

a greater number of earlier prehistoric sites that are currently buried or submerged.

Nevertheless, in 1980, the firm Archeological Consultants completed an archeological field
reconnaissance survey that included the project site, as part of a larger survey of the western Lake
Merced area.®* The project site may also have been included in an archeological field reconnaissance

survey in 1976, but this has not been verified.?” Regardless, no observations of potential archeological

34 CA-SFR-25 (an isolate worked biface obsidian tool); CA-SFR-106 (shell midden deposit, mostly oyster, at ground surface
and crossed by foot and horse trails); and the Lake Merced shell midden (a shell midden deposit visible at current
grade). An additional prehistoric deposit may have been indicated in a geotechnical boring 5 feet bgs in 1977 in what
was then the San Francisco Zoo’s Wolf Woods habitat in the zoo’s northeast corner near Sloat Boulevard. However, the
consulting archeologist was not able to confirm it was of cultural origin. Recently discovered CA-SFR-181 (the Ocean
Beach Midden) may be regarded as an exception, in that some constituent analysis, parameter, and condition assessment
was made, and the site was recorded.

CA-SFR-106 was noted as a shell midden deposit composed chiefly of oyster shell remains extending over an area
measuring 115 meters by 45 meters and having a depth of 40 to 70 centimeters bgs; the Environmental Planning
Prehistoric GIS Archeo project noted, based on interviews and walk-over, that the shell midden deposit was in a sandy
clay matrix.

Shoup, Laurence H., and Suzanne Baker, 1981. Cultural Resource Overview: Lake Merced Transport, San Francisco
Clean Water Management Program. January 1981.

Dean, Randall, 2013. Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review Checklist, Pacific Rod and Gun Club
Remediation Program, Case No: 2012.1220E, October 2013.
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deposits were made within the project site by the 1980 study, but the area was partially covered by
pavement, gravel, and some structures. In 2012, AMEC completed intensive sampling for hazardous
materials in soils of the project site.?® Although not an archeological assessment by purpose or method,
the study represents a good sampling of the soil profiles. AMEC completed 60 borings to the depth of
anticipated excavation/removal of the 10-acre project site. Borings were advanced to depths ranging from
3 to 5 ft below ground surface in continuous cores using a direct-push drill rig with a Geoprobe dual-tube
soil sampling system. No shell midden deposits or other indication of prehistoric occupation were

described in the soil boring logs.

Based on the assessment described above, there is generally a low potential for uncovering archeological
resources during project implementation. However, it is possible that previously unrecorded and buried (or
otherwise obscured) archeological deposits could be discovered during project ground disturbing activities.
Excavating, grading, and moving heavy construction vehicles and equipment could expose and have
impacts on unknown archeological resources, which would be a significant impact. However, this impact
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2,
Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources. This requires that archeological resources be avoided

and, if accidentally discovered, that they be treated appropriately.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources.

The following measures shall be implemented should construction activities result in the accidental
discovery of a cultural resource:

The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the
proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall distribute the
Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to
any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, etc. firms); or
utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils
disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the
“ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew,
supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review
Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor,
subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received
copies of the Alert Sheet.

Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing
activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately
notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of
the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken.

38 AMEC, 2012. Supplemental Investigation and Health Risk Assessment Report, Pacific Rod and Gun Club, San Francisco,
California. Prepared for City and County of San Francisco, California, April 2012.
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If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the
project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified archeological consultant, based on
standards developed by the Planning Department archeologist. The archeological consultant
shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient
integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological
resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological
resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any,
is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional
measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.

Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archeological
monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring
program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the
Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require
that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the archeological
resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report
(FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological
resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the
archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at
risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final
report.

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by
the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archeological Site
Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall
receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning
division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one
unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the FARR along with copies of any
formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the
National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of
high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content,
format, and distribution than that presented above.

Impact CP-3: The project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Paleontological resources along the San Francisco Peninsula consist of the fossilized remains of plants and
animals. These include vertebrates (animals with backbones) and invertebrates (animals without backbones,
such as starfish, clams, ammonites, and marine coral), and fossils of microscopic plants and animals
(microfossils). The age and abundance of fossilized remains depend on the location, topographic setting,
and particular geologic formation in which the fossils are found. Fossil discoveries not only provide a
historical record of past plant and animal life but can assist geologists in dating rock formations. Fossil
discoveries can expand our understanding of the geologic periods and the geographic range of existing and

extinct flora or fauna.
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The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) has established guidelines for identifying, assessing, and
mitigating adverse impacts on nonrenewable paleontological resources.?’ Most practicing paleontologists
in the United States adhere closely to the SVP’s assessment, mitigation, and monitoring guidelines, which
were approved through a consensus of professional paleontologists. Many federal, state, county, and city
agencies have either formally or informally adopted the SVP’s standard guidelines for mitigating adverse

construction-related impacts on paleontological resources.

The SVP has helped define the value of paleontological resources. In particular, it indicates that geologic
units of high paleontological potential are those from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate or
significant suites of plant fossils have been recovered; that is, those that are represented in institutional
collections. Sensitivity is determined based on two criteria: (1) the potential for yielding abundant or
significant vertebrate fossils or a few significant fossils, large or small, that are vertebrate, invertebrate,
plant, or trace fossils, and (2) the importance of recovered evidence for new and significant taxonomic,
phylogenetic, paleoecologic, taphonic, biochronological, or stratigraphic data. Rock units that contain
potentially datable organic remains older than late Holocene are also classified as having high potential.
These units include deposits from animal nests or middens and units that may contain new vertebrate

deposits, traces, or trackways.

Geologic units of low paleontological potential are those that are not known to have produced a
substantial body of significant paleontological material. As such, the sensitivity of an area with respect to
paleontological resources hinges on its geologic setting and whether significant fossils have been

discovered in the area or in similar geologic units.

On the Peninsula and in San Francisco, most fossils are generally found along the Pacific Coast in marine
units, such as the Purisima Formation, Monterey Formation, Butano Formation, Colma Formation, and
Merced Formation. They are also found within the outcropping marine units in the Santa Cruz
Mountains. Fossils found along the coast include vertebrates (e.g., extinct camels, horses, and sea
mammals) and invertebrates (e.g., clams and corals). Fossil localities diminish along the eastern flank of
the Santa Cruz Mountains, likely due to the presence of chaotically mixed and severely fractured

Franciscan Complex bedrock and geologically younger alluvial deposits in the upland foothills.*°

39 Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP), Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to

Paleontological Resources. http://vertpaleo.org/PDFS/24/2482305{-38{8-4c1b-934c-1022d264e621.pdf, accessed on November 9,
2013.

Fossils are rarely found in the Franciscan Complex bedrock of the Coast Range Province; any fossil remains originally
present in the rock would not likely remain because the Franciscan Complex in this area is a chaotically mixed and
fragmented mass of rock in a sheared matrix.
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As discussed in Section E.14, Geology and Soils, the project site is located on the southwest shore of Lake
Merced, next to the lake edge. Geologic units at the site include artificial fill closest to the lake edge and
the Pleistocene-aged Colma Formation in the remainder of the project site.*! The RAP further states that
there is a mixture of range-related debris and sand at the ground surface, ranging in depths of 0.75 foot to
2.75 feet bgs.#? The debris includes spent shotgun shells shot, and clay target fragments. Beneath this
layer, the upper 1.5 to 3.5 feet of geologic materials generally consist of poorly graded sand to silty sand.

A search of the fossil collections database at the University of California Museum of Paleontology did not
identify any vertebrate fossil localities within the Colma Formation in San Francisco.*> However, vertebrate
fossils, including parts of mammoths and bison, have been found in the Colma Formation in San Francisco,
near the base of Telegraph Hill.** In addition, a mammoth tooth was discovered in the Colma Formation
during excavation for the Transbay Transit Center in downtown San Francisco in 2012.45 Because fossil
remains of vertebrates have been found in the Colma Formation in two San Francisco locations, the Colma
Formation is deemed to have a high potential to include paleontological resources for purposes of this

analysis.

As proposed by the project, soil would be removed from depths of approximately 0.5 foot to 7 feet.
Excavation of the artificial fill, which is present to depths of 0.75 foot to 2.75 feet, would not contain
paleontological resources because it was not naturally deposited. However, the excavation would extend
approximately 4 feet into the underlying Colma Formation in most portions of the 10-acre site. While
there have been no fossil localities identified in the immediate project vicinity, as discussed above, the
Colma Formation is considered to have a high paleontological sensitivity. Consequently, given the
sensitivity of the formation and the large excavation area that could extend into the formation, the
potential to encounter and adversely impact paleontological resources in the project site could result in a
significant impact. This impact would be reduced to less-than-significant level with implementation of
Mitigation Measure M-CP-3, Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources. This requires the
remediation contractor to stop all ground disturbances within 50 feet if a paleontological resource is
encountered during excavation and to implement actions to investigate the discovery and recover the

fossil remains by a qualified professional, as appropriate, before ground disturbing activities can resume.

41 Bonilla, M. G., Preliminary Geologic Map of the San Francisco South 7.5 Quadrangle and Part of the Hunters Point 7.5’

Quadrangle, San Francisco Bay Area, California.

AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc., 2013. Remedial Action Plan, Pacific Rod and Gun Club, San Francisco,
California. July.

University of California Museum of Paleontology, collections database http://www.ucmp.berkeley.edu/science/
collections.php, November 9, 2013.

Rodda, Peter U. and Nina Baghai, Late Pleistocene Vertebrates from Downtown San Francisco, California, Journal of
Paleontology, Vol. 67, No.6 November 1993, pp. 1058-1063, http://www jstor.org/discover/10.2307/1306122?uid=
3739560&uid=2129&uid=2&uid=70&uid=4&uid=3739256&sid=21101675124861

Transbay Transit Center, Archaeology http://transbaycenter.org/project/archaeology, December 2, 2013.
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Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources.

The following measures shall be implemented should construction result in the accidental discovery
of paleontological resources:

To reduce the potential for the proposed project to result in a significant impact on
paleontological resources, the SFPUC shall arrange for a paleontological training by a qualified
paleontologist regarding the potential for such resources to exist in the project site and how to
identify such resources. The training could consist of a recorded presentation that could be
reused for new personnel. The training shall also include a review of penalties for looting and
disturbance of these resources. An alert sheet shall be prepared by the qualified paleontologist
and shall include the following:

1. A discussion of the potential to encounter paleontological resources;

2. Instructions for reporting observed looting of a paleontological resource; and instructions
that if a paleontological deposit is encountered within a project area, all soil-disturbing
activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease within 50 feet and the ERO shall be
notified immediately; and,

3. Who to contact in the event of an unanticipated discovery.

If potential fossils are discovered by construction crews, all earthwork or other types of ground
disturbance within 50 feet of the find shall stop immediately until the qualified professional
paleontologist can assess the nature and importance of the find. Based on the scientific value or
uniqueness of the find, the paleontologist may record the find and allow work to continue, or
recommend salvage and recovery of the fossil. The paleontologist may also propose
modifications to the stop-work radius based on the nature of the find, site geology, and the
activities occurring on the site. If treatment and salvage is required, recommendations shall be
consistent with SVP 1995 guidelines and currently accepted scientific practice, and shall be
subject to review and approval by the ERO or designee. If required, treatment for fossil remains
may include preparation and recovery of fossil materials so that they can be housed in an
appropriate museum or university collection, and may also include preparation of a report for
publication describing the finds. The SFPUC shall be responsible for ensuring that treatment is
implemented and reported to the San Francisco Planning Department. If no report is required,
the SFPUC shall nonetheless ensure that information on the nature, location, and depth of all
finds is readily available to the scientific community through university curation or other
appropriate means.

Impact CP-4: The project could disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

The project is subject to the provisions of California Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5, with respect
to the discovery of human remains. The PRC, Section 5097.98, regulates the treatment and disposition of

human remains encountered during project grading and construction.

Although no known human burials have been identified within the project site or general vicinity, the

possibility of encountering human remains cannot be entirely discounted. Earthmoving associated with
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project construction could directly affect previously undiscovered human remains. Therefore, the potential
impact regarding disturbance to human remains could be significant. However, this impact would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-4, Accidental
Discovery of Human Remains. This requires avoidance measures or the appropriate treatment of human

remains if any are accidentally discovered during project implementation.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-4: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains.

The following measures shall be implemented should construction activities result in the accidental
discovery of human remains and associated cultural materials:

The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered
during any soil-disturbing activities shall comply with applicable state laws. This shall include
immediate notification of the coroner of the county within which the project is located and, in
the event of the coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American,
notification of the California Native American Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a
most likely descendant (MLD) (PRC Section 5097.98). The archeological consultant, SFPUC, and
MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment, with
appropriate dignity, of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5[d]). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate
excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. The PRC allows 24 hours to
reach agreement on these matters. If the MLD and the other parties do not agree on the reburial
method, the SFPUC shall follow Section 5097.98(b) of the PRC, which states that “the
landowner or his or her authorized representative shall reinter the human remains and items
associated with Native American burials with appropriate dignity on the property in a location
not subject to further subsurface disturbance.”

Impact C-CP: Construction of the project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could result in a significant cumulative impact on cultural
resources (Less than Significant with Mitigation).

The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on archeological resources, paleontological
resources, and human remains encompasses the project area and nearby vicinities. All cumulative
projects identified in the vicinity (see Table 3) are assumed to cause some degree of ground disturbance

during construction and thus contribute to a potential cumulative impact on buried cultural resources.

Background research suggests that the potential to encounter archeological resources, paleontological
resources, or human remains would be low; however, the proposed project would have the potential to
affect unknown resources should they be present in the project area. In combination with the other
identified cumulative projects, the potential for a cumulative impact would be significant without
mitigation. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2, Accidental Discovery of Archeological
Resources, M-CP-3, Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources, and M-CP-4, Accidental
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Discovery of Human Remains, the proposed project’s contribution to the potential cumulative impact

would be less-than-cumulatively considerable with mitigation (less than significant with mitigation).

The analysis of cumulative impacts related to historical resources evaluates whether the impacts of the
proposed project, together with the impacts of cumulative development, would result in cumulatively
significant impacts on the historical resource described above, namely the contributing features of the PRGC
cultural landscape. The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on historical resources
encompasses the project site and nearby areas which could cause direct or indirect effects on this historical
resource. Nearby projects, such as the Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project and the SNRAMP,
are not anticipated to cause or contribute to impacts on the historical resource, as these projects would not
alter the physical characteristics that convey the PRGC site’s historical significance. Further, with
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a, Record and Reconstruct the Semi-Circular Station Paths
at Skeet Fields 4 — 7, Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b, Record, Protect, and Return (or Replace in-Kind) the
High/Low Houses and Wood Fences at Skeet Fields 4-7, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c, Protect the of
Four Contributory Buildings During Construction, the less-than-significant impact of the proposed project
alone would not be sufficiently substantial to cause a significant, adverse, cumulative effect. Therefore, the
cumulative impact on historical resources would be less-than-cumulatively considerable with mitigation

(less than significant with mitigation).

E.5 Transportation and Circulation

Less than
Potentially Significant with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
E.5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION—
Would the project:
a)  Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy |:| |z |:| |:| |:|

establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

b)  Conflict with an applicable congestion management ] ] ] O X
program, including but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?

¢) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including |:| |:| |:| |Z |:|
either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight,
or a change in location, that results in substantial safety
risks?
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Less than
Potentially Significant with Less than

Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature |:| |:| |Z| D |:|
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses?
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? D D |Z| |:| D
f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs D |Z| D |:| D

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities,
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities?

The project site is located in the City and County of San Francisco, which has established level-of-service
(LOS) standards and a congestion management plan (CMP) that are intended to monitor and address
long-term traffic impacts due to future development but which do not apply to temporary impacts
associated with construction projects. There are no operations and maintenance activities included in the
project, and therefore, the project would not generate long-term traffic, and consideration of LOS impacts
on CMP roadways or local roadways during operation of the project components is not applicable.

Therefore, significance criterion 5b above is not applicable and is not discussed further.

The study area for transportation and circulation consists of a network of regional and local roadways
primarily next to or near Lake Merced, and roadways affected by project construction-related vehicles
and related activities. These roadways are John Muir Drive, Lake Merced Boulevard, SR 1 (the Great
Highway), SR 35 (Skyline Boulevard), and 1-280. Traffic counts were conducted on John Muir Drive and
Lake Merced Boulevard during a 72-hour, midweek period (Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday) in
November 2013 to identify the weekday average daily traffic (ADT) volumes along these roadways.
Based on these recent counts, the ADT along John Muir Drive is about 8,000 vehicles, and the ADT along
Lake Merced Boulevard is about 17,500 vehicles.#® The most recent data published by the Caltrans
indicates that the annual average daily traffic (AADT) on SR 1 near the project site is about 94,000
vehicles.#” In addition, recent data published by Caltrans indicates the AADT on SR 35 near the project
site is about 27,500 vehicles, and the AADT on I-280 near the project site is about 135,000. These roadways
would be used by construction workers and operators of other construction vehicles, including trucks
transporting construction equipment and materials and accessing the site for remediation (e.g., site

preparation, survey and excavation layout, soil excavation and removal, backfilling, and site restoration).

46 CHS Consulting Group, 2013. 72-Hour Machine Traffic Counts.
47 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 2012. Traffic Volumes on California State Highways. http://traffic-
counts.dot.ca.gov/index.htm. Accessed November 7, 2013.
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MUNI provides bus service near the project area. The #18 (46th Avenue) bus line operates along John
Muir Drive and Lake Merced Boulevard. It provides weekday and weekend bus transit service between
the Palace of the Legion of Honor (in Lincoln Park) and Stonestown Shopping Mall (at 19th Avenue and
Winston Drive). MUNI bus stops for the #18 (46th Avenue) line are next to and near the project site; there
is a bus stop is across the street from the driveway entrance to the project site and another approximately
600 feet west of the driveway entrance, along the east side of John Muir Drive.*8 The San Mateo County
Transit District (SamTrans) also provides bus transit service near the project site. The SamTrans Route 122
provides weekday and weekend service between the Colma BART station and the Stonestown Shopping
Mall. There are bus stops along both sides of Lake Merced Boulevard, immediately south of Brotherhood

Way, and near the surface parking lot on the east side of Lake Merced.*

In general, roadways that would be affected by construction have pedestrian facilities, including raised
concrete sidewalks, striped crosswalks, and curb ramps at intersections. Bicycle facilities are classified as
Class I (bicycle paths separated from roads), Class II (striped bicycle lanes within the paved areas of
roadways), or Class III (designated and signed bicycle routes where cyclists share the street with
vehicles). A Class I designated multi-use pathway (Citywide Bicycle Route 885) and Class III bicycle
route (Citywide Bicycle Route 85) run next to John Muir Drive and Lake Merced Boulevard.>® The two
bicycle routes share the same alignment along Lake Merced and run along Lake Merced Boulevard, John
Muir Drive, and SR 35 and back to Lake Merced Boulevard; however, Route 885 deviates from the lake at
the north end and is routed via Middlefield Drive, Gellert Drive, Clearfield Drive, Ocean Avenue, and the

pathway just west of Sunset Boulevard back to Lake Merced Boulevard.

The transportation impacts identified below allow for a general assessment of the nature and magnitude of
potential impacts from planned construction phases of the project. The final construction scheduling of
specific facilities could result in traffic impacts from sequential or concurrent (or overlapping) construction
activities. Thus, traffic generation is described for individual phases and for potential concurrent
construction activities during a particular construction phase. Because most of the transportation impacts
from construction would be specific to the project site, they would be limited to project-generated traffic on

roads used to access the project site.

48 MUNI #18 46th Avenue Bus Transit Timetable. http://transit.511.org/schedules/index.aspx?#m1=S&m?2=bus&routeid=

43915&cid=SF. Accessed November 4, 2013.

SamTrans Route 122 Bus Transit Timetable. http://www.samtrans.com/schedulesandmaps.html. Accessed November 7,

2013.

50 Citywide Bicycle Network and classifications established in the City of San Francisco Bicycle Plan (June, 26, 2009).
http://www .sfmta.com/sites/default/files/projects/San_Francisco_Bicycle_Plan_June_26_2009_002.pdf. Accessed November 4,
2013.
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As stated above, the project would not require any long-term maintenance or monitoring of the site after
remediation. No new structures would be constructed as a part of the project, and all existing buildings
would remain. Therefore, there would be no increase in vehicle trips to the site once construction is
completed. Because the project would not result in an increase in long-term trips relative to existing
conditions, impacts on traffic congestion on affected roadways post-construction are not included in the
assessment of transportation impacts. Instead, the analysis focuses solely on the effects on the

surrounding transportation and circulation network during project construction, as discussed below.

Impact TR-1: The project could conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes
of transportation, including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the
circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

As described in Section A, Project Description, the SFPUC proposes to remediate upland soil contamination
at the project site. As such, it would coordinate with, and be guided by, the goals and policies established in
the CCSF’s General Plan.®! Furthermore, the applicability of the General Plan to transportation and
circulation are embedded within its transportation element. Specifically, the transportation element contains
objectives and policies that relate to the nine aspects of the citywide transportation system: general needs,
regional transportation, congestion management, vehicle circulation, transit, pedestrian, bicycles, citywide
parking, and goods management. Specific policies that are applicable to the project are ensuring the safety
and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city (Policy 1.2); designating expeditious routes for freight trucks
and minimizing conflicts with automobile traffic (Policy 6.1); and establishing and maintaining truck routes
to enhance truck access and to clearly and visibly attract truck traffic away from residential neighborhoods
(Policy 39.1). In addition, the Transportation Element references the CCSF’s Transit First Policy. This is a set
of principles that underscore the CCSF’'s commitment that transit, bicycle, and pedestrian travel be given

priority over travel by private automobile.

The San Francisco General Plan also includes policies specific to Lake Merced, set forth in the Western
Shoreline Area Plan. These policies are to preserve a safe, attractive, and usable condition of recreation
facilities in the Lake Merced area for the enjoyment of citizens and visitors (Objective 5, Policy 5.1) and to

maintain a recreational pathway around the lake designed for multiple use (Objective 5, Policy 5.2).52

The San Francisco General Plan also embodies policies set forth in the San Francisco Bicycle Plan which

describes a program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a

51 City and County of San Francisco, General Plan, 1995. http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/general_plan/index.htm.
Accessed November 4, 2013.
52 City and County of San Francisco (CCSF), San Francisco General Plan, Transportation Element, adopted July 1995.
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transportation mode within the city.5® As presented in the Bicycle Plan, the only bicycle improvement
project planned in the project area was installing Class II bicycle lanes along John Muir Drive, between

Lake Merced Boulevard and Skyline Boulevard (Project 8-4). This bicycle project has been completed.

In addition to these local policies, the SFPUC would be required to adhere to federal regulations outlined
in Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). These address safety considerations for transporting
goods, materials, and substances and govern the transportation of hazardous materials, including the
types of materials and the marking of the transportation vehicles.> On a statewide level, any state
facilities that are used as access routes by construction workers and construction vehicles are subject to
Caltrans regulations. Caltrans requires that permits be obtained for transporting oversized loads and
certain materials and for construction-related traffic disturbance.® State highways that construction

vehicle operators are likely to use as access routes to the project site are SR 1, SR 35, and 1-280.

Because the project could increase traffic along area roadways and could disrupt traffic during
construction, the SFPUC or its contractor would be required to implement a construction management
plan as part of the SFMTA’s Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) process. The SFPUC or its
contractor would coordinate with the appropriate jurisdictional agencies through the Street Construction
Coordination Center of the SFDPW and the TASC. As required by the SFMTA Blue Book regulations, the

construction management plan would, at a minimum, include the following provisions:

e Circulation routes shall be developed to minimize impacts on local street circulation during lane
closures, as appropriate. In the event of lane closures, flaggers or signs or both shall be used to
guide vehicles through or around the construction zone. Roadside construction safety protocols
shall be implemented.

e Truck routes designated by the CCSF shall be identified. Haul routes that minimize truck traffic
on local roadways and residential streets shall be used to the extent possible.

e Sufficient staging areas shall be developed for trucks accessing construction zones so as to
minimize disruption of access to adjacent land uses, particularly at entries to the project site.

e Construction vehicle movement shall be controlled and monitored by onsite inspectors enforcing
standard construction specifications.

e Truck trips shall be scheduled outside the peak morning and evening commute hours, to the
extent possible.

53 San Francisco Bicycle Plan

http://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/projects/San_Francisco_Bicycle_Plan_June_26_2009_002.pdf.
5% 49 CFR: Transportation. Office of the Secretary of Transportation http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=
£887e38a370ccbfc57574d0c9bf0cb9c&tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title49/49tab_02.tpl. Accessed November 4, 2013.
Caltrans, 2012. California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways. Amended January 13,
2012.
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e DPedestrian and bicycle access and circulation shall be maintained during project construction
where it is safe to do so. The contractor shall be required to maintain bicycle lanes and lane
widths to accommodate bicycle traffic; alternatively, the contractor shall seek a permit from the
SFMTA to address bicycle route detours and signs for any lane closures, as appropriate. Where
construction encroaches on a bicycle lane, advance warning signs (e.g., “Bicyclists Allowed Use
of Full Lane” and “Share the Road”) shall be posted to indicate that bicycles and vehicles are
sharing the lane and to warn bicyclists and drivers of upcoming traffic hazards. If construction
encroaches on a sidewalk, safe crossings and appropriate signs shall be provided for pedestrians.

e All equipment and materials shall be stored in designated contractor staging areas on or next to
the worksite, such that traffic obstruction is minimized.

e Construction shall be coordinated with facility owners or administrators of police and fire
stations (including all fire protection agencies) and transit stations or stops. Emergency service
vehicles shall be given priority for access.

e The contractor shall be encouraged to reduce the number of construction workers’ vehicle trips
by facilitating the use of public transportation and minimizing construction worker parking
availability.

Construction Activities

Site remediation would consist of site preparation, survey and excavation layout, soil excavation and
removal, confirmation sampling, waste disposal, backfilling, and site restoration. Entrance to and exit
from the project site would be via the existing driveway. A temporary (secondary) access point to the site
may be constructed along John Muir Drive to better circulate truck traffic during construction; however,

the need for and location of secondary access has not yet been determined.

Staging areas for equipment and material stockpiling would be onsite and within appropriate
construction or exclusion zones; there would be no staging on public rights-of-way (e.g., adjacent streets
or sidewalks) or private properties. Because construction would occur in multiple areas within the site,
staging areas would be relocated as remediation progresses. Temporary fencing would be installed at

each staging area and in construction zones to maintain security at the site and prevent trespassing.

The duration of construction would vary depending on each phase; however, the total estimated
construction period is approximately 57 weeks, proposed to begin in January 2015 and to be completed in
early 2016. Construction is expected to occur primarily from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday; no nighttime or weekend construction is anticipated. Because project construction would not
occur within public roadways or travel lanes, the project would not reduce the roadway capacity on
roads that provide access to the project site. However, on-street parking spots along John Muir Drive next
the site entrances would be temporarily restricted during construction. This would be to provide
adequate access for haul trucks and to reduce any potential conflicts with the owners of parked vehicles

and other users of the roadway.
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As shown in Table 2 in Section A, Project Description, the required construction equipment would vary
during different phases of construction. Most equipment would be transported to the project site and
would remain there. However, the project would require 20-cubic-yard dump trucks, flat-bed delivery
trucks, and pickup trucks that would generate external trips to and from the project site daily. Similarly,
the project would require an average workforce ranging from 15 to 30 construction workers, depending
on the particular phase of construction. Construction activities would generally be sequential, as site
preparation would occur before any removal of debris, concrete pads, or vegetation. The site would be
restored after excavation and backfilling. Although most construction phases would occur sequentially,
excavation and backfilling would generally occur concurrently over a 48-week period (see Table 2) and

would require a higher number of construction workers and haul trucks.

As described in Section A, Project Description, the SFPUC has established standard construction
measures to be included in all construction contracts.>® Before construction, the SFPUC would provide a
10-day-advance public notice describing project construction activities, schedule information, anticipated
effects, such as temporary closure of street parking spaces, and contact information. The notice would be

distributed to adjacent properties and included on the SFPUC website, along with project information.

Construction-Related Vehicle Trips

Construction activities associated with the project would result in short-term increases in worker and
haul truck vehicle trips on area roadways. The number of construction-related vehicle trips would vary
each day, depending on the type of project component, construction phase, planned activity, and material
needs. Furthermore, because certain construction activities could occur simultaneously within each phase
of the project (e.g., excavation and backfilling), they could overlap during the same period, thereby

increasing overall traffic volumes along affected roadways.

Worker Vehicle Trips. As stated above, the anticipated construction activities would require an average
of between 15 and 30 construction workers a day at the project site. However, during concurrent
excavation and backfilling, over a 48-week period, up to 45 construction workers would be traveling to
and from the project site. Although construction worker travel mode is unknown, for this analysis it was
assumed that all workers would travel to and from the project site in their own vehicles. Based on these
estimates and assumptions, the project would generate a maximum of 56 construction worker weekday
round-trips (112 one-way vehicle trips) and an average of 20 to 40 construction worker round-trips (40 to

80 one-way vehicle trips).>”

56 SFPUC, 2007. Standard Measures to be Included in Construction Contracts and Project Implementation. February 7, 2007.
57" The total round-trip and one-way construction worker vehicle trips were multiplied by a factor of 1.25 to account for any
miscellaneous midday trips during a typical work day.
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Haul Truck Trips. The number of construction-related haul truck trips per day would vary depending on
the type of construction technique, the volume of spoils and fill, and the pace of work. As presented in
Section A, Project Description, excavation would require disposing of excess spoils, which would be
loaded into trucks and transported offsite to an approved landfill. Backfilling would also require trucks to
import clean fill to the project site. Excavated and backfill materials would be transported to and from the

project site using 20-cubic-yard haul trucks.

Approximately 50 haul trucks would be required to deliver equipment and related machinery to and
from the project site during the construction period. Some equipment transported to the site would
remain throughout the entire construction period; however, other equipment may be transported or
removed from the site during specific phases. Based on these estimates, the project could generate up to

one delivery truck trip on a given weekday.

The project would generate approximately 4,650 truck trips, 2,325 truck trips for off-hauling excavated
materials and 2,325 truck trips for importing new fill. Because excavation and backfilling would be
conducted simultaneously and spread over 48 weeks (approximately 240 days), the total number of daily

truck trips would equate to about 20 per day (40 one-way trips per day).5

Table 4, below, presents the number of construction-related vehicles generated by the project for each
construction phase and duration. As shown, the project would generate a maximum of about 76 vehicle
trips a day (152 one-way trips), including both construction workers and haul trucks, during concurrent
construction activities (for example, if soil washing or stabilization is performed, it would be conducted

concurrently with excavating and backfilling) and fewer daily vehicle trips during sequential activities.

Increased Traffic Impacts

The LOS standards established by the San Francisco Planning Department are intended for evaluating
traffic impacts from added vehicle trips during project operation; these standards are generally not
applicable to construction-related vehicle traffic. Because project construction and effects on intersection
operations would be temporary, an LOS analysis for construction is not required. Furthermore, there are no
operations and maintenance activities included in the project; therefore, it would not generate long-term

traffic.

5 For every truck load, there would be two one-way trips. For example, an off-haul truck would leave the project site
loaded with excavated material and would return the site empty (to be reloaded).
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TABLE 4
WEEKDAY CONSTRUCTION VEHICLE TRIP GENERATION

Construction Haul
Worker Trips® Truck Trips®d
Activity Duration Round-Trip One-Way Round-Trip One-Way
Sequential Activity
Site preparation 2 weeks 10-15 20-30 0 0
Utility identification and removal 1 week 10-15 20-30 0 0
Removal of debris, pads, and trees 2 weeks 15-20 3040 0 0
Site and surface restoration 4 weeks 15-20 30-40 0 0
Maximum (peak) vehicle trips per dayb - 25 50 +1 2
Concurrent Activity
Excavation and backfilling 25-30 50-60 20 40
48 weeks
Soil washing or stabilization 10-15 20-30
Maximum (peak) vehicle trips per dayb - 56 112 20 40

[~

The range of daily workers (and worker vehicle round-trips), assuming all workers would travel to and from the project site in their own vehicles.
The maximum (peak) round-trip and one-way construction worker vehicle trips were multiplied by a factor of 1.25 to account for any miscellaneous
midday trips during a typical work day.

The total number of haul trucks over the construction period for each project component assumes that the capacity of haul trucks would average
20 cubic yards of material. This is based on the estimated quantities of spoils and structural fill material presented in Section A.4.8, Project
Description.

The project would generate approximately 50 truck trips to deliver equipment throughout the construction period, which would equate to less than
one truck trip per day.

SOURCE: CHS Consulting Group 2013

The addition of construction traffic to the current roadway volumes, without increasing roadway
capacity, could increase congestion and delays for vehicles, including public transit. The impact of
construction vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways would vary by time of day, number and type
of construction-related vehicles, number of travel lanes on the affected roadways, and existing traffic
volumes on these roadways. The presence of construction trucks, with their slower speeds and larger
turning radii, could result in some vehicle delays and congestion. Impacts from construction traffic would
be most noticeable on roadways in the immediate vicinity of the project work sites. Impacts would be less
noticeable on higher-capacity regional roadways, on local roadways farther from the site (as project trips
disperse over the road network), and on regional roadways. In addition, because construction activities
would occur simultaneously within each phase of the project (e.g., excavating and backfilling), such
activities could compound traffic volumes and could worsen traffic conditions along affected roadways.
However, the current schedule for project work during each phase indicates excavation and backfilling

would occur concurrently, whereas other phases would occur sequentially.

Construction would occur primarily from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. Workers would

travel to the project site before the morning peak traffic period of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.; trips from the
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project site would occur after the evening peak traffic period of 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. Truck trips would
be spread over the course of the 11-hour work day. Traffic associated with concurrent construction
activities at the project site would represent less than one percent of existing traffic volumes on the
regional roads, SR 1, SR 35, and I-280. This is based on the estimated traffic generation for each phase of
construction (see Table 4), the current project schedule, and the reasonable assumption is that workers’
residences would be spread among Bay Area cities and worker vehicles and haul trucks would be
dispersed on different roads. Project-related traffic would be more noticeable on local roads next to the
project site; however, construction activities at the project site would represent two percent of existing
traffic volumes along John Muir Drive and less than one percent of existing traffic volumes on Lake
Merced Boulevard. Based on these findings, impacts from a temporary increase in traffic volumes on area

roadways would be less than significant.

Public Transit Impacts

The project would not create new transit trips that could affect existing transit demand or transit service
near the project site. Discussed below are the potential conflicts between project-related vehicles and transit

vehicles, along with construction-related impacts.

With respect to project construction effects on existing bus transit services, as described above, the short-
term traffic increases that would occur on local roadways during project construction would not
substantially disrupt transit service. Similarly, construction activities would not temporarily or permanently
eliminate access to nearby bus transit stops along John Muir Drive and Lake Merced Boulevard. The
temporary influx in haul trucks traveling to and from the project site may result in marginal delays for
buses; however, any disruptions to local bus service along affected streets would be temporary, affecting
only the immediate area of the project site. Furthermore, the project would not result in the re-routing of
existing transit lines. Based on these findings, impacts on public transit and its users would be less than

significant.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

The project would not create new pedestrian or bicycle trips that could affect bicycle or pedestrian
facilities in the project area, primarily Citywide Bicycle Route 85, along John Muir Drive and Lake
Merced Boulevard, and with Citywide Bicycle Route 885, the multi-use pathway that runs along Lake
Merced. Additionally, the project would not permanently impede pedestrian and bicycle access, nor would
it result in overcrowding of, or increased demand for, pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Discussed below
are the potential conflicts between project-related vehicles and pedestrians and bicyclists and the

construction-related impacts.
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In general, project construction and related traffic would temporarily increase the potential for motor
vehicle and bicycle-pedestrian conflicts; however, it would not substantially interfere with the use of
pedestrian and bicycle facilities through the project area. Project-generated truck and worker trips to and
from the project area is estimated at up to about 76 vehicles (152 one-way trips) per day. Workers would
commute before and after the morning and evening peak traffic periods, and haul truck trips would be
spread over the course of the day. It is reasonable to assume, given that workers’” residences would be

spread among Bay Area cities, that project-related trips would be dispersed on different roads.

Existing access to the PRGC results in vehicles crossing the sidewalk and bicycle lane adjacent to John
Muir Drive, particularly on Wednesday, Saturday, and Sunday, when the PRGC is open to the public.
However, construction activities would increase the use of the existing access to the site and could
temporarily and intermittently block pedestrian walkways or bicycle lanes, such as when construction
vehicles off-hauling excavated materials cross the sidewalk and bicycle lane approximately 40 times per
day at the access driveway and temporary driveway (if implemented), obstructing pedestrian and bicycle
traffic. Additionally, these activities could temporarily and intermittently block the bicycle path
immediately adjacent to the project site. However, sidewalk and bicycle route closures are not
anticipated, outside of intermittent blockages by construction vehicles. Construction safety measures for
pedestrians and alternative modes of transportation are required by regulations in the SFMTA’s
Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (Blue Book).> In addition, the contractor would be required
to maintain bicycle lanes and their widths to accommodate bicycle traffic during construction or seek a
permit from the SFMTA to address bicycle detours and provide detour signs. If the SFMTA or SFDPW
deem it necessary during the SEMTA’s TASC review, a measure could be included in the project-specific
Construction Management Plan. This measure would require posting “Share the Road” signs in advance
of construction for the safety of bicyclists traveling near construction areas. (The construction

management plan is described further below.)

While the SFMTA regulations would reduce the potential for pedestrian and bicycle conflicts, the
temporary increase in interference with pedestrian and bicycle accessibility in and around the project site
would be considered significant. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-1, Flag Control
to Maintain Bicycle and Pedestrian Access, would further reduce any potential construction-related
impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists to a less-than-significant level by providing flaggers at the site

entry/exit locations to coordinate the movement of construction vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians.

59 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SEMTA), 2013. Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets,
8th Edition, January 2012. www.sfmta.com. Accessed November 7, 2013.
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Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Implement Flag Control to Maintain Bicycle and Pedestrian Access.

The SFPUC and its contractor shall require flaggers to be present onsite during daily construction
activities. Flaggers shall be located at the entry and exit locations of the project site and shall
coordinate the movement of construction vehicles in and out of the project site. In addition, flaggers
shall maintain access to on- and off-street bicycle and pedestrian facilities and the use of flaggers shall
reduce any intermittent blockages to such facilities, and eliminate any long-term blockages to such
facilities.

Impact TR-2: The project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that results in substantial safety
risks. (No Impact)

The project site is not near an airfield; San Francisco International Airport is about nine miles to the
southeast, and Metropolitan Oakland International Airport is about 15 miles to the east. These distances are
outside of the limits of established height restrictions for development in the vicinity of airports, described
in Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations.®® The CCSF’s Police Pistol Range Heliport is
approximately 1/3-mile northwest of the project site; however, the project would not construct any new
structures or use equipment that would extend higher than existing structures on the site. Therefore, the

project would have no impact on air traffic patterns, nor would it result in any substantial safety risks.

Impact TR-3: The project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses. (Less than Significant)

The project and its related construction activities would neither change the road network nor introduce
incompatible uses. However, it could cause temporary traffic safety hazards due to (1) conflicts where
construction vehicles access a public right-of-way from the project site or (2) increased truck traffic with
their slower speeds and wider turning radii. Traffic safety hazards could also occur where delivery and

haul trucks share the roadway with other vehicles.

As described in Impact TR-1, above, the increase in daily traffic volumes resulting from construction traffic
would not be substantial, relative to the background traffic volumes on roads used to access the project site;
that is, generally, existing traffic volumes on regional roadway would increase by less than one percent, and
existing traffic volumes on adjacent roadways would increase by one to two percent. In addition, the SFPUC
would develop a construction management plan, in accordance with the SFMTA Blue Book. This plan would
include measures to reduce any potential traffic safety hazards during construction; therefore, potential

adverse traffic safety hazards on public roadways during construction would be less than significant.

60 Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Federal Regulations Part 77 (14 CFR 77). http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-
idx?c=ecfr&rgn=div5&view=text&node=14:2.0.1.2.9&idno=14. Accessed November 4, 2013.
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Impact TR-4: The project would not result in inadequate emergency access. (Less than Significant)

Construction staging areas and activities would be onsite, with no expected roadway or lane closures.
The location of construction equipment, machinery, and support areas for stockpiling materials would be
placed in zones outside of excavation; excavation and backfilling would be within other areas of the
project site. As construction and remediation progress throughout the site, staging areas would be
relocated to other zones outside of excavation. Access to the project site would be from the existing
driveway entrance, along John Muir Drive, and possibly from a temporary, secondary entrance. These
entrances would be accessible to emergency vehicles, and the project does not include any design features

that would temporarily or permanently restrict emergency vehicles from the project site.

The increase in slow-moving trucks could briefly delay access to the site. Access to nearby land uses and
cross streets for both general and emergency vehicles likewise could be briefly delayed. However, the
temporarily increased truck traffic would be small in relation to the existing traffic volumes. Also, the
SFPUC’s construction management plan would require that emergency access be maintained at all times
during construction. Because of these factors, the impacts on access, and in particular emergency access,

would be less than significant.

Impact TR-5: The project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Project construction would not directly or indirectly eliminate existing or planned alternative transportation
facilities, such as bicycle/pedestrian paths, bicycle lanes, bus routes, and sidewalks. In addition, construction
activities would not change policies or programs that support alternative transportation. Further, as
described under Impact TR-1, temporary increases in traffic volumes on area roadways would not
substantially affect traffic flow and circulation, including that of public transit vehicles. The SFPUC’s
construction management plan would maintain access to all modes of transportation along affected
roadways and adjacent to the project site. However, construction activities and the increased daily
movement of vehicles in and out of the project site could result in increased potential conflicts between
construction vehicles and pedestrians and bicyclists, and could intermittently affect access to pedestrian and
bicycle facilities in proximity to the project site. Based on these findings, project-related impacts to bicycle
and pedestrian facilities and to users of such facilities would be considered significant. Therefore, as
described under Impact TR-1, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 would reduce impacts to

bicyclists and pedestrians to a less-than-significant level.

The project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative

transportation. Given their limited scope, duration, and location within San Francisco, the construction-
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related activities associated with the proposed project would not conflict with the objectives and policies
set forth in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan®!, nor would the project
substantially affect the nine aspects of the citywide transportation system as defined in the San Francisco
General Plan: general regional transportation, congestion management, vehicle circulation, transit,
pedestrian, bicycles, citywide parking, and goods management. Furthermore, the proposed project would
not result in conflict with the San Francisco’s “Transit-First Policy”? and would not disrupt transit
service or access to such facilities during the construction period. In addition and as previously discussed,
Project 8-4 of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Class II bicycle lanes along John Muir Drive, between Lake
Merced Boulevard and Skyline Boulevard) has been completed and the proposed project would not result
in any conflict with this improvement project or any other bicycle improvement project identified in the
Bicycle Plan. As previously discussed, the SFPUC or its contractor would prepare a detailed construction
management plan, as required by the SFMTA Blue Book regulations, and such measures would not
conflict with any adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian

facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.

Impact C-TR: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in cumulative transportation and circulation impacts. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative traffic impacts includes the local and regional
roadways that would be used for project construction and for access by construction workers and
haulers. These roadways include Lake Merced Boulevard, Brotherhood Way, Junipero Serra Boulevard,

19th Avenue, SR35 and SR1.

As indicated in Table 3, project construction could occur within the same vicinity and time frame as other
planned projects. In addition to the identified project-related impacts, construction at the project site
would contribute incrementally to cumulative traffic increases resulting from concurrent construction of

cumulative projects in the same geographic area.

Roadways in the vicinity of the planned projects could experience an increase in traffic volumes due to
combined construction activities, which could substantially worsen traffic conditions. The effects of
potential detours and the additional construction-related vehicles could be accommodated within the

capacity of the roadways and intersections. Nevertheless, the increased traffic volumes, detours, and road

61 City and County of San Francisco, General Plan, 1995. http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/general_plan/index.htm.

62 Tn 1998, San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First
Policy. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian travel be given priority over travel by private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and
objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan and are addressed in Chapter 4, Plans and
Policies.
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and lane restrictions from potentially overlapping and concurrent projects could increase potential traffic
hazards for drivers, bicyclists, and pedestrians on roadways affected by the proposed project. The
combination of construction-related traffic impacts of projects in the cumulative scenario suggests the

potential for a significant cumulative traffic impact to occur during construction.

As discussed under Impact TR-1, above, the required project-specific construction management plan and
the Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (Blue Book) would require the SFPUC or its contractor to
address potential transportation disruptions. In addition, the construction management plan would require
the SFPUC to engage in ongoing coordination with the appropriate jurisdictional agencies through the
TASC. Also, the SFPUC would be required to directly address potential cumulative transportation impacts
from projects whose schedules and locations could overlap with the PRGC soil remediation project. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-1, potential impacts on bicyclists and pedestrians from
trucks and vehicles entering and exiting the site would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Thus,
with mitigation, the project’s contribution to a significant cumulative traffic impact on local and regional

roads would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant with mitigation).

E.6 Noise
Less Than
Potentially Significant Less-than-
Significant with Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
6. NOISE—Would the project:
a)  Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:|
levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?
b)  Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive |:| |Z |:| |:| |:|
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
¢)  Resultin a substantial permanent increase in ambient |:| |:| |:| |:| |z
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
d) Resultin a substantial temporary or periodic increase in |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:|

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan |:| D |:| D |z
area, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in an
area within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing or
working in the area to excessive noise levels?

f)  For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, U U ] U X
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

g) Be substantially affected by existing noise levels? ] ] ] Ol X
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The project consists solely of construction; no long-term maintenance or monitoring of the site would be
necessary. Therefore, project implementation would not result in any permanent increases in ambient
noise levels. The project site is not within an airport land use plan area, nor is it in the vicinity of a private
airstrip. The project would not be affected by existing noise levels because the PRGC’s activities would

cease during project construction. Therefore, topics 6c¢, 6e, 6f, and 6g are not applicable.

Impact NO-1: During construction, the project would not result in a temporary increase in ambient
noise levels and vibration in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project and would
not expose persons to noise levels in excess of standards in the Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the
Police Code). (Less than Significant)

Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code, revised November 25, 2008, regulates construction-related
noise. Section 2907 limits noise levels from individual pieces of equipment to 80 decibels (dBA) at
100 feet, which is equivalent to 86 dBA at 50 feet. Impact tools, such as jackhammers, are exempt from
this noise limit if they are equipped with intake and exhaust mufflers approved by the Director of Public
Works or the Director of Building Inspection. Section 2908 allows for construction work during nighttime
hours (defined by the code as 8:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.); however, construction-related noise cannot exceed
the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the nearest property line, unless a special permit is granted by the

Director of Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection.

Onsite Construction Activities. Proposed construction hours are primarily from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.,
within regular working hours (7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.), as defined by Article 29 of the Police Code. The
proposed construction hours would be consistent with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, and no
nighttime or weekend work is anticipated. With proposed conformance with ordinance time limits, no

conflicts would occur during project construction, and this impact would be less than significant.

The types of construction equipment that would be used by the project are listed in Table 2 in Section A,
Project Description. These are two excavators, two backhoes, a forklift, dump trucks, sediment processing
equipment, and mixing equipment. The proposed equipment types are expected to generate maximum
noise levels, ranging from about 76 dBA to 84 dBA (the maximum sound level, or Lmax) at a distance of
50 feet from the source.®® Thus, each piece of equipment would normally be anticipated to comply with the
equivalent daytime ordinance noise limit of 86 dBA at 50 feet. With this proposed conformance with the
ordinance noise limit, no conflicts would occur during project construction, and this impact would be less

than significant.

63 US Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Construction Noise Handbook, 9.0 Construction

Equipment Noise Levels and Ranges, Table 9.1, RCNM Default Noise Emission Reference Levels and Usage Factors.
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/handbook09.cfm. Accessed on August 28,
2013.
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The closest sensitive receptor is a residential development to the southwest, across John Muir Drive. This is
approximately 115 to 140 feet from the site’s fence line. At this distance, the maximum noise levels of 75 to
84 dBA (Lmax) would be reduced to 68 to 77 dBA (Lmax), when adjusted for the minimum distance of
115 feet. Most structures of typical construction with windows closed can reduce noise levels by 25 dBA,
resulting in maximum interior noise levels of 43 to 52 dBA. These are acceptable daytime interior noise

levels, so temporary noise impacts on adjacent and nearby residents are considered to be less than significant.

Offsite Truck Traffic. Construction haul and delivery trucks would access the site using designated truck
routes. This increase in truck traffic, compared to existing conditions, would contribute incrementally to
traffic noise along these streets. Truck noise levels depend on vehicle speed, load, terrain, and other factors.
The effects of construction-related truck traffic would depend on the existing level of background noise at a
particular sensitive receptor. In quiet environments, such as residential neighborhoods that are protected by
structural or topographic sound batrriers, one truck per hour would be noticeable, even though such a low
volume would not measurably increase noise levels. In such a scenario, the Leg, or noise equivalent level
(the average sound level), would be 50 dBA. In slightly noisier environments, where sensitive receptors are
not protected by structural or topographic sound barriers (Leq of 60 dBA), the threshold level is higher;
10 trucks per hour would be required to noticeably increase noise, as calculated by the Caltrans method.®* In
moderately noisy environments (Leq of 70 dBA), a noise increase would be perceptible with the addition of

100 trucks per hour.

Local truck routes are anticipated to include northbound travel on John Muir Drive, to access the truck
route on SR 35, and southbound travel on John Muir Drive to Lake Merced Boulevard, Brotherhood Way,
and 19th Avenue to access [-280. According to the city-wide noise map® prepared by the San Francisco
Department of Public Health (see Figure 7, Transportation Noise Map), existing traffic noise levels along
these streets exceed 70 dBA (Ldn [the average day and night noise level]). Based on typical Ldn/Leq (day)
relationships involving traffic noise, daytime Leqnoise levels along these streets are likely approximately
3 to 4 dBA less than the Ldan levels. With this adjustment, ambient daytime noise levels along streets
designated as proposed truck routes exceed 66 dBA (Leq), depending on distance from the street.
Therefore, increases of 40 or more trucks per hour could be perceptible (3 dBA increase). As discussed in
Section E.5, Transportation and Circulation, the project would generate a maximum of 40 one way truck
trips per day; the maximum number of truck trips would average less than four trucks per hour on

identified truck routes. Therefore, truck traffic noise impacts on city streets would be less than significant.

64 Caltrans, 1998. Technical Noise Supplement (TENS), A Technical Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.
October.

5 Noise Map, Areas Potentially Requiring Noise Insulations, San Francisco Department of Public Health, March 2009.
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/publications_reports/library_of_cartography/Noise.pdf.
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Impact NO-2: The project would not result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Groundborne noise is that which is experienced inside a building or structure from vibrations produced
outside of the building and transmitted as ground vibration between the source and receiver. Groundborne
noise can be a problem in situations where the primary airborne noise path is blocked, such as in the case of
a subway tunnel passing near homes or other noise-sensitive structures. However, the project’s noise and
vibration-generating construction activities would not involve tunneling or underground construction.
Instead, it would use techniques that generate airborne noise and surface vibration. Therefore, no impacts
are expected from construction-generated groundborne noise (no impact). Because of this, groundborne

noise is not discussed further; the discussion below relates to impacts from groundborne vibration.

For transient or intermittent vibration, this analysis applies significance thresholds of cosmetic damage to
buildings of 0.5 inch per second (in/sec) peak particle velocity (PPV); it applies 0.4 in/sec PPV for continuous
vibration, such as that from vibratory compactors.®® Typical vibration levels from various types of
construction equipment at 25 feet are listed in Table 5; some of these are similar to the equipment proposed

to be used for this project.

TABLE 5
VIBRATION LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

Peak Particle Velocity (in/sec)

Equipment At 25 Feet?
Large, truck-mounted vibratory compactor 0.210
Large bulldozer/earthmoving equipment 0.089
Loaded trucks 0.076
Small, jumping-jack vibratory compactor 0.035
Jackhammer 0.035
Small bulldozer 0.003

@ Vibration amplitudes for construction equipment assume normal propagation conditions.
SOURCE: FTA®”

0 Wilson, Thrig & Associates, Inc. [WIA], Vibration Criteria — New Irvington Tunnel Memo. Prepared for Baseline
Environmental — Jones & Stokes. December 9, 2008. “Transient” vibration is typically less than 20 second duration per
occurrence and occurs infrequently, while “intermittent” vibration is typically 20 seconds or less per occurrence and
occurs several times per hour on a regular basis. “Continuous” occurs when vibratory construction methods are
employed, such as a vibratory compactor or vibratory pile driver.

7 FTA, 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, DTA-VA-90-1003-06. May 2006. US Department of
Transportation. Available on http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf (accessed
February 1, 2012).
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As indicated in Table 5, project-related construction activities would generate vibration levels well below
the 0.5-in/sec PPV and 0.4-in/sec PPV vibration thresholds for offsite buildings. This would be true even if
two pieces of equipment (e.g., two excavators or two trucks) were both operating 25 feet from a structure.
Since all neighboring residential buildings are well over 25 feet from where construction equipment
would operate, construction-related vibration levels would be less than those listed in Table 5. Vibrations
from loaded trucks would also be less than those listed in Table 5 because adjacent residential buildings
are over 60 feet from travel lanes on John Muir Boulevard. Therefore, vibration effects on adjacent or

nearby offsite buildings or structures would be less than significant.

However, project-related construction equipment would operate immediately adjacent to onsite
buildings, which range in age from 14 to 77 years old. If the large earthmoving equipment or loaded
trucks were operated within 10 feet of these structures, or large vibratory compactors were used within
17 feet of buildings, the 0.4-in/sec PPV vibration thresholds for buildings could be exceeded; if so, this
would be a significant impact. Due to their age (75 years or older) and construction, some of the older
onsite buildings could be more easily damaged when large vibratory compactors or earth moving
equipment are operated nearby. These buildings are the Clubhouse, Caretaker’s House, Rifle Range
Building, and Shell House. A more appropriate threshold for older buildings would be 0.2 in/sec PPV,
which could be exceeded when large earthmoving equipment is operated within 15 feet or large vibratory
compactors/rollers are operated within 26 feet of the buildings. Based on the vibration levels for smaller
construction equipment listed in Table 5, small jumping-jack (handheld) vibratory compactors and
jackhammers could be operated as close as 8 feet to buildings, while small bulldozers could be operated
as close as 1.5 feet to buildings without exceeding the 0.2 in/sec PPV threshold. Nevertheless, operation of
heavy construction equipment, particularly large vibratory compactors such as those listed in Table 5, in
proximity these buildings could be a significant impact. However, implementation of Mitigation
Measures M-NO-2a, Preconstruction Surveys and Repair and M-NO-2b, Construction Equipment
Restrictions Near Buildings, which requires preconstruction surveys of structures, repair of any
vibration-related damage, and limiting vibration levels near buildings, would reduce potential adverse

effects of construction-related vibration to less than significant.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a: Preconstruction Surveys and Repair.

SFPUC shall conduct a preconstruction survey of onsite buildings to document preconstruction
building conditions. Following construction, the buildings shall be reinspected. Any new cracks or
other changes in structures shall be compared to preconstruction conditions and a determination
made as to whether project activities could have caused such damage. In the event that the project is
demonstrated to have caused the damage, SFPUC shall be responsible for having the damage
repaired to the pre-existing condition.

68 Ibid.
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Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b: Construction Equipment Restrictions Near Buildings.

To minimize vibration effects, no earthmoving equipment shall be used within 1.5 feet of the
Clubhouse, Caretaker’'s House, Rifle Range Building and Shell House; only small earthmoving
equipment shall be used between 1.5 feet and 15 feet of the these buildings. No vibratory equipment
shall be used within 8 feet of the Clubhouse, Caretaker’'s House, Rifle Range Building, and Shell
House and only small vibratory equipment (including compactors) shall be used between 8 feet and
26 feet of these buildings. Small earthmoving equipment and vibrators shall be used within 10 feet
and 17 feet, respectively, from other buildings.

Impact C-NO: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would result in less-than-significant cumulative noise impacts. (Less than Significant)

The geographic scope of potential cumulative noise impacts encompasses the project site, its immediate
vicinity, and areas next to proposed haul routes. Construction of the project could result in temporary noise
and vibration increases. Potential vibration impacts on onsite structures would be site-specific, as they
would only occur within 26 feet of the structures; therefore, no significant impact would result from the
cumulative scenario to which the project’s incremental impact could contribute. Cumulative noise increases
in the site vicinity could occur if there are concurrent construction activities in the site vicinity or if there are
cumulative truck noise increases along shared haul routes. Cumulative projects listed in bold in Table 3
could overlap, to some extent, with construction of the proposed project. Of the projects listed in Table 3, the
Fort Funston Site Improvements project is closest to the site (about 0.25 mile to the west). Construction at
these two sites could pose cumulative noise impacts on residences between them if construction of these
two projects were to occur at the same time. However, there is an intervening hill between these residences
and the Fort Funston site, and the construction schedule for the Fort Funston project has not yet been
determined. The intervening distance and topography would prevent any cumulative effects from
construction-related noise even if construction of these two projects were to coincide. The other cumulative
projects are located further away and would not contribute to a potential cumulative noise impact on

nearby residences.

However, there is the potential for these projects to generate construction-related traffic on local access
routes. If this were to occur, cumulative truck traffic and associated traffic noise increases could result on
local access roads (John Muir Boulevard, SR 35, Lake Merced Boulevard, Brotherhood Way, and
19th Avenue). Currently, there are high traffic noise levels on these regional roadways (over 66 dBA Ldn).
In such noise environments, truck traffic increases of 40 trucks per hour or more would be required to
cause a perceptible increase in the noise environment (3 dBA increase) along these routes and, with the
project contributing an average of less than 4 trucks per hour, such cumulative increases in truck traffic are
not expected to occur. Therefore, cumulative noise increases in the site vicinity or cumulative truck noise

increases along proposed haul routes from concurrent construction activities would be less than significant.
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E.7 Air Quality

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less-Than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

7. AIR QUALITY—Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable
air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially
to an existing or projected air quality violation?

¢)  Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal, state, or regional
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people?

The project consists solely of construction activities and no long-term maintenance or monitoring of the
site remediation would be necessary. In addition, the site would be returned to its existing condition and
revegetated once the proposed remediation project is completed. Therefore, there would be no long-term
operational air quality emissions, and this analysis addresses temporary construction-related air quality

impacts associated with project implementation.

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the regional agency with jurisdiction over
the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), which includes San Francisco, Alameda,
Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa Counties and portions of Sonoma and Solano
Counties. The BAAQMD is responsible for attaining and maintaining air quality in the SFBAAB within
federal and state air quality standards, as established by the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and the
California Clean Air Act (CCAA), respectively. Specifically, the BAAQMD has the responsibility to
monitor ambient air pollutant levels throughout the SFBAAB and to develop and implement strategies to
attain the applicable federal and state standards. The CAA and the CCAA require plans to be developed
for areas that do not meet air quality standards, generally. The most recent air quality plan, the 2010 Clean
Air Plan, was adopted by the BAAQMD on September 15, 2010. The 2010 Clean Air Plan updates the Bay
Area 2005 Ozone Strategy in accordance with the requirements of the CCAA to implement all feasible
measures to reduce ozone; provide a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and
greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or

implemented. The 2010 Clean Air Plan contains the following primary goals:
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e Attain air quality standards;
e Reduce population exposure and protect public health in the San Francisco Bay Area; and

e Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and protect the climate.

The 2010 Clean Air Plan represents the most current applicable air quality plan for the SFBAAB.
Consistency with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with

or obstruct implementation of air quality plans in Impact AQ-3, below.

San Francisco Clean Construction Ordinance

The San Francisco Clean Construction Ordinance (70-07) requires implementation of measures to reduce
diesel emissions generated at publicly funded construction sites and related potential health risks.
Specifically, the ordinance requires 1) the use of biodiesel fuel grade B20% or higher for off-road diesel
equipment; and 2) use of Tier 2 or similar off-road equipment on city-funded projects such as the

proposed project to reduce diesel emissions.

Criteria Air Pollutants

In accordance with the state and federal CAAs, air pollutant standards are identified for the following six
criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (NOz), sulfur
dioxide (SO2), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air pollutants because they are regulated by
developing specific public health- and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. In
general, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or state
standards and is designated as either in attainment”? or unclassified for most criteria pollutants. However,

the SFBAAB is designated as non-attainment”! for ozone and particulate matter.

By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient
in size to result in non-attainment of air quality standards by itself. Instead, a project’s individual emissions
contribute to existing cumulative air quality impacts. If a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality

impacts is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.”?

The proposed project consists solely of construction activities and no long-term maintenance or monitoring
of the site remediation would be necessary. Therefore, project implementation would not result in any long-

term air quality impacts. This analysis addresses temporary construction-related air quality impacts

69

B20 is a mixture of 20 percent biodiesel and 80 percent petroleum.
70

Attainment status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria pollutant.
Unclassified refers to regions where there is not enough data to determine the region’s attainment status for a specified
criteria air pollutant.

71 Non-attainment refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria pollutant.

72 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD),2011. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines,
May 2011, page 2-1.
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associated with project implementation. Table 6 identifies air quality significance thresholds followed by a
discussion of each threshold. Projects that would result in criteria air pollutant emissions below these
significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality

violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the SFBAAB.

TABLE 6
CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS FOR CONSTRUCTION
Pollutant Average Daily Emissions (Ibs./day)
ROG 54
NOx 54
PMio 82 (exhaust)
PM2s 54 (exhaust)

SOURCE: BAAQMD, 2009

The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants,
which may contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, are based on the state and federal
CAAs emissions limits for stationary sources established by the federal New Source Review (NSR)
program. Similarly, to ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an
air quality standard, BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air

pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions.

The air quality analysis in Impact AQ-1 focuses primarily on the emissions of ozone and particulate
matter (PMiwo and PM25)73 because the SFBAAB is designated as non-attainment for these pollutants.

These pollutants are described as follows:

Ozone Precursors. As discussed previously, the SFBAAB is currently designated as non-attainment for
ozone and particulate matter. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a
complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen
(NOx), referred to as ozone precursors. The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase in criteria air pollutants, which may contribute to an existing or projected air quality
violation, are based on the state and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits for stationary sources. To
ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality standard,
BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air pollutants above a

specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG and NOx, the offset

73 PMuo is often termed “coarse” particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or smaller.
PMa2s, termed “fine” particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter.
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emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds [Ibs.] per day).”* These levels
represent emissions by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or

result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.

Particulate Matter (PM1 and PMzs). The federal New Source Review (NSR) program was created by the
federal CAA to ensure that stationary sources of air pollution are constructed in a manner that is consistent
with attainment of federal health based ambient air quality standards. For PMio and PM2s, the emissions
limit under NSR is 15 tons per year (82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 Ibs. per day), respectively.
These emissions limits represent levels at which a source is not expected to have an impact on air quality.”
Although the regulations specified above apply to new or modified stationary sources, land use
development projects result in ROG, NOx, PMw and PM:5 emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips,
architectural coating and construction activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the
construction and operational phases of land use projects and those projects that result in emissions below
these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or
result in a considerable net increase in ozone precursors or particulate matter. Due to the temporary nature

of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction phase emissions.

Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during the construction phase of a project
(see Impact AQ-1). Studies have shown that the application of best management practices (BMPs) at
construction sites significantly control fugitive dust.”® Individual measures have been shown to reduce
fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.”” The BAAQMD has identified a number of BMPs to
control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities.”® The City’s Construction Dust Control
Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) requires a number of measures to ensure that
construction projects do not result in visible dust. The BMPs employed in compliance with the City’s
Construction Dust Control Ordinance is an effective strategy for controlling construction-related fugitive

dust.

74 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of
Significance, October 2009, page 17.

75 BAAQMD, 2009. Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of
Significance, October 2009, page 16.

76 Western Regional Air Partnership. 2006. WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook. September 7, 2006. http://www.wrapair.org/
forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf, accessed February 16, 2012.

77 BAAQMD, 2009. Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of
Significance, October 2009, page 27.

78 BAAQMD, 2011. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011.
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Local Health Risks and Hazards

In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). TACs
collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., of long-
duration) and acute (i.e., severe but of short-term) adverse effects to human health, including
carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, cancer,
and death. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity. Individual
TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a

hazard that is many times greater than another.

Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by the
BAAQMD using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control as well as
the degree of control. A health risk assessment is an analysis in which human health exposure to toxic
substances is estimated, and considered together with information regarding the toxic potency of the

substances, to provide quantitative estimates of health risks.”

Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are
more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, children’s day
care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be the most sensitive to
poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to
respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their exposure time is greater than for other
land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as sensitive receptors. Exposure assessment guidance
typically assumes that residences would be exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, 350 days per year,
for 70 years. Therefore, assessments of air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest

adverse health outcomes of all population groups.

Exposures to fine particulate matter (PMzs) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory diseases,
and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for cardiopulmonary
disease.?? In addition to PM:s, diesel particulate matter (DPM) is also of concern. The California Air

Resources Board (ARB) identified DPM as a TAC in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating

79 In general, a health risk assessment is required if the BAAQMD concludes that projected emissions of a specific air toxic

compound from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk. The applicant is then subject
to a health risk assessment for the source in question. Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long-term effects,
estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or more TACs.

80 SFDPH, 2008. Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-Urban Roadways: Guidance for
Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008.
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cancer effects in humans.?! The estimated cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than

the risk associated with any other TAC routinely measured in the region.

In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco
partnered with the BAAQMD to inventory and to assess air pollution and exposures from mobile,
stationary, and area sources within San Francisco. Areas with poor air quality, termed “Air Pollutant
Exposure Zones,” were identified based on two health-protective criteria: (1) excess cancer risk from the
contribution of emissions from all modeled sources greater than 100 per one million population, and/or

(2) cumulative PM2s concentrations greater than 10 micrograms per cubic meter (pug/m?).

Excess Cancer Risk. The above 100 per one million persons (100 excess cancer risk) criteria is based on
United State Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and
making risk management decisions at the facility and community-scale level.8? As described by the
BAAQMD, the USEPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per million to be within the “acceptable” range of
cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) rulemaking,3 the USEPA states that it “...strives to provide
maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) protecting the
greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher than approximately one
in one million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten thousand [100 in one million]
the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have if he or she were exposed to the maximum
pollutant concentrations for 70 years.” The 100 per one million excess cancer cases is also consistent with
the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine portions of the Bay Area based on BAAQMD regional

modeling 34

Fine Particulate Matter. In April 2011, the USEPA published Policy Assessment for the Particulate Matter Review
of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, “Particulate Matter Policy Assessment.” In this document,
USEPA staff conclude that the current federal annual PM:zs standard of 15 pig/m? should be revised to a level
within the range of 13 to 11 ug/m?, with evidence strongly supporting a standard within the range of 12 to
11 ug/md. Air Pollutant Exposure Zones for San Francisco are based on the health protective PM2s standard

of 11 pg/m? as supported by the USEPA’s Particulate Matter Policy Assessment, although lowered to

81 California Air Resources Board (ARB), 1998. Fact Sheet, “The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air
Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines,” October 1998.

82 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of
Significance, October 2009, page 67.

8 Ibid.

8 Ibid.
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10 ug/m? to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air pollutant concentrations using emissions

modeling programs.®>

Land use projects within these Air Pollutant Exposure Zones require special consideration to determine
whether the project’s activities would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations
or add emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality. The proposed project site is not

located within an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.

Impact AQ-1: The project’s construction activities would violate an air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Construction activities (short-term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and particulate
matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). Emissions of
ozone precursors and particulate matter are primarily a result of the combustion of fuel from on-road and
off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that involve painting, other types of
architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. The project includes excavation and hauling of up to
46,500 cubic yards of soil for the site remediation, and import and placement of a corresponding volume
of backfill materials. During the project’s approximately 57-week construction period, construction
activities would have the potential to result in fugitive dust emissions, ozone precursors, and particulate

matter, as discussed below.

Fugitive Dust

Project-related excavation, backfilling, and other construction activities may cause wind-blown dust that
could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Although there are federal standards for air
pollutants and implementation of state and regional air quality control plans, air pollutants continue to
have impacts on human health throughout the country. California has found that particulate matter
exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national standards. The current health burden of
particulate matter demands that, where possible, public agencies take feasible available actions to reduce
sources of particulate matter exposure. According to the ARB, reducing ambient particulate matter from
1998-2000 levels to natural background concentrations in San Francisco would prevent over 200

premature deaths.

Dust can be an irritant causing watering eyes or irritation to the lungs, nose, and throat. Demolition,
excavation, grading, and other construction activities can cause wind-blown dust that adds particulate

matter to the local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this

85 Gan Francisco Planning Department, 2013. Air Pollutant Exposure Zones and Proposed Article 38 Amendment
Summary Memo, September 5, 2013.
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particulate matter in general and also due to specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be

constituents of soil.

In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco
Building and Health Codes generally referred hereto as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance
(Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated during
site preparation, demolition and construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and
of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by the

Department of Building Inspection (DBI).

The Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities within
San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or
500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a
permit from DBI. The Director of DBI may waive this requirement for activities on sites less than one half-

acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust.

In compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the contractor
responsible for construction activities at the project site would be required to use the following practices to
control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in equivalent dust control that are
acceptable to the Director. Dust suppression activities may include watering all active construction areas
sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary
whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water must be used if required by Article 21,
Section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public Works Code. If not required, reclaimed water should be used
whenever possible. Contractors must provide as much water as necessary to control dust (without creating
run-off in any area of land clearing, and/or earth movement). During excavation and dirt-moving activities,
contractors must wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in
progress at the end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven
days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material,
gravel, sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or

equivalent) tarp, braced down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques.

For projects over one-half acre, such as the proposed project, the Dust Control Ordinance also requires
that the project sponsor submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by the San Francisco Department of
Public Health. The site-specific Dust Control Plan would require the project sponsor to: submit a map to
the Director of Public Health showing all sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the site; wet down areas
of soil at least three times per day; provide an analysis of wind direction and install upwind and

downwind particulate dust monitors; record particulate monitoring results; hire an independent, third-
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party to conduct inspections and keep a record of those inspections; establish shut-down conditions
based on wind, soil migration, etc.; establish a hotline for surrounding community members who may be
potentially affected by project-related dust; limit the area subject to construction activities at any one
time; install dust curtains and windbreaks on the property lines, as necessary; limit the amount of soil in
hauling trucks to the size of the truck bed and securing with a tarpaulin; enforce a 15 mph speed limit for
vehicles entering and exiting construction areas; sweep affected streets with water sweepers at the end of
the day; install and utilize wheel washers to clean truck tires; terminate construction activities when
winds exceed 25 miles per hour; apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas; and sweep off adjacent streets to
reduce particulate emissions. The project sponsor would be required to designate an individual to

monitor compliance with these dust control requirements.

Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance
would ensure that potential dust-related air quality impacts would be maintained at less-than-significant

levels without the need for additional mitigation.

Criteria Air Pollutants

Construction activities (short-term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and particulate
matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). Emissions of
ozone precursors and particulate matter are primarily a result of the combustion of fuel from on-road and
off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that involve painting, other types of
architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. The proposed project includes excavation and hauling of up to
46,500 cubic yards of soil for the site remediation, and construction would be constructed in five phases
including demolition, site preparation, utility clearance, excavation and backfill, and site restoration.
Heavy equipment, delivery/haul trucks, and workers commuting to the construction site would all
generate exhaust emissions that would include criteria air pollutants. During the project’s approximately
57-week construction period, construction activities would have the potential to result in emissions of

ozone precursors and particulate matter, as discussed below.

The CalEEMod computer model was used to quantify emissions from construction equipment and the
EMFAC2011 computer model was used to quantify emissions from on-site truck idling as well as from haul
trips for export of excavated soil, import of clean backfill materials, and equipment delivery.8¢ Table 7
summarizes the assumed equipment fleet for each phase of construction, the number of hours each piece of

equipment would be used each day, and how many days each piece of equipment would be used.

86 Orion Environmental Associates, 2014. Pacific Rod and Gun Club- Tier 2 Cal EEMod and EMFAC2011 Modeling,
February 18, 2014.
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TABLE 7
EQUIPMENT INCLUDED IN ESTIMATION OF CONSTRUCTION-RELATED EMISSIONS

Equipment Quantity Hours Used each Day Duration of Use (days)
Demolition

Excavator | 1 ‘ 8 ‘ 10
Site Preparation

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe ‘ 2 4 10

Forklift 1 10
Utility Clearance

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe | 2 ‘ 4 ‘ 5
Excavation and Backfill

Excavator 2 8 240

Forklift 1 8 240

Dozer 2 8 240

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 2 8 240
Site Restoration

Forklift 1 8 20

Compactor 1 8 20

SOURCE: AMEC, Pacific Rod and Gun Club Construction Equipment and Workforce Estimates, November 26, 2013 and
updated on February 13, 2014.

In addition, the trucking estimates are based on using 20 cubic-yard trucks to haul the 46,500 cubic yards
of excavated soil to the Clean Harbors Buttonwillow Class I disposal facility and the Recology Class III
disposal facility in Vacaville and to import an equivalent amount of clean backfill material. For disposal,
one half of the exported soil was assumed to be transported to each disposal facility, and the mileage to
Buttonwillow includes miles driven only within the SFAAB where the project would be located. With the
inclusion of 50 truck trips for equipment delivery, an estimated average of 2,796 on-road truck miles

would be driven during the excavation and backfill phase of construction.

Table 6 identifies air quality significance thresholds for specific criteria pollutants. Projects that would
result in criteria air pollutant emissions below these significance thresholds would not violate an air
quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively

considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the SFBAAB.

The estimated unmitigated daily emissions are summarized in Table 8. The estimates for off-road
construction equipment are based on the equipment and usage rates summarized in Table 7, using an
equipment fleet that is comparable to the fleet required by the San Francisco Clean Construction
Ordinance described above, including the use of Tier 2 equipment. As shown in this table, the

unmitigated daily emissions of the criteria pollutants ROG, PMio, and PMzs from off-road construction
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equipment would be below the criteria pollutant thresholds listed in Table 6. NOx emissions would

exceed the 54 pounds/day significance criteria.

TABLE 8
UNMITIGATED AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION-RELATED CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS
(pounds/day)?

Year ROG NOx Exhaust PM1o Exhaust PM2:s

2014 Off-Road Construction Emissions? 13 301 5.9 3.5

2014 On-Site Idling Emissions? 0.05 0.49 0 0

2014 On-Road Trucking Emissions 1.07 55.95 0.77 0.71

Total Emissions — Before Mitigation 242 86.54 6.67 4.21
BAAQMD Construction Threshold 54 54 82 54
Exceeds Threshold? No Yes No No

NOTES: The construction workforce was assumed to be 15 workers per day for the demolition, site preparation, utility clearance, and site restoration
phases of the project, and 30 workers per day for the excavation and backfill phase.

@ Assumes compliance with San Francisco’s Clean Construction Ordinance
Assumes truck idling time is limited to five minutes in accordance with California state law
€ Assumes the aggregate truck fleet age determined by the California Air Resources Board.

SOURCES: Orion Environmental Associates, 2014. CalEEMod output for equipment emissions and EMFAC2011 output for truck emissions. February 18,
2014

For truck idling emissions, on-site trucks were assumed to limit their idling time to 5 minutes at one time
in accordance with the CARB Airborne Toxic Control Measure to limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor
Vehicle Idling. For on-road trucking emissions, the EMFAC2011 model used the default truck fleet age.
The total maximum daily emissions of NOx, under the proposed project would be 86.54 pounds per day.
Consequently, air quality impacts from construction-related criteria pollutant emissions would be

significant.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, Construction Emissions Minimization, would require
the SFPUC to submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Environmental Review
Officer (ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental Planning Air Quality Specialist
demonstrating a 40 percent reduction in NOx emissions. This performance standard is met by reducing
idling times to two minutes, properly maintaining vehicles, and using on-road haul trucks that are year
2010 or newer. As demonstrated in Table 9, use of an on-road truck fleet with an average age of not less
than 2010 would reduce the maximum daily emissions of NOx, to well below the threshold of 54 pounds
per day. Other methods of reducing NOx could include use of Tier 3 engines on off-road diesel
equipment which would reduce off-road NOx emissions to 17 pounds per day, and restricting truck
idling time to two minutes which would reduce idling NOx, emissions to 0.19 pounds per day, and these

measures may be used in any combination to reduce NOx emissions during construction. With
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implementation of this plan, the project’s construction-related impacts on criteria air pollutants would be

reduced to a less-than-significant level.

TABLE 9
MITIGATED AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION-RELATED CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS
(pounds/day)?
Year ROG NOx Exhaust PM1o Exhaust PM:s
2014 Off-Road Construction Emissions? 13 30.1 5.9 3.5
2014 On-Site Idling Emissions? 0.05 0.49 0 0
2014 Mitigated On-Road Trucking Emissions® 1.07 9.97 0.77 0.71
Total Emissions — After Mitigation 2.42 40.56 6.67 4.21
BAAQMD Construction Threshold 54 54 82 54
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

NOTES: Mitigated emissions assume the use of Tier 3 engines in diesel construction equipment and a 2010 average truck fleet age, as specified in
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, Construction Emissions Minimization.

@ Assumes compliance with San Francisco’s Clean Construction Ordinance.
Assumes truck idling time is limited to five minutes in accordance with California state law.
€ Assumes an average truck fleet age of 2010.

SOURCES: Orion Environmental Associates, 2014. Pacific Rod and Gun ClubCalEEMod output for equipment emissions and EMFAC2011 output for
truck emissions. February 18, 2014

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization.

A. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. The project sponsor shall reduce construction-
related NOx emissions by a minimum of 40 percent as compared to that estimated in this
environmental analysis. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the project sponsor shall
submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Environmental Review
Officer (ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental Planning Air Quality Specialist.
The requirements of this plan may be met by demonstrating project compliance with the
following:

1. Limit truck idling time to two minutes. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in multiple
languages (English, Spanish, Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction
site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit;

2. The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and tune
equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications; and

3. All on-road haul trucks (i.e., trucks used for disposal of excavated material and delivery of
clean fill) shall be year 2010 or newer.

Should the project sponsor choose to comply with this mitigation measure through any means
other than the requirements listed above, the Plan shall demonstrate an equivalent reduction in
NOx emissions (40%). The project sponsor shall submit to the ERO, prior to construction, all
applicable construction equipment information required to ensure that the project sponsor has
fully complied with this mitigation measure.
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B. Reporting. Monthly reports shall be submitted to the ERO indicating the construction phase
and off-road equipment information used during each phase including the information
required in A, above.

Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor shall submit
to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the
start and end dates and duration of each construction phase.

C. Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of construction
activities, the project sponsor must certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable
requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract specifications.

Impact AQ-2: The project’s construction activities would generate toxic air contaminants, including
diesel particulate matter, but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. (Less than Significant)

Off-road equipment (which includes construction-related equipment) is a large contributor to DPM
emissions in California, although since 2007, the ARB has found the emissions to be substantially lower
than previously expected.®” Newer and more refined emission inventories have substantially lowered the
estimates of DPM emissions from off-road equipment such that off-road equipment is now considered
the sixth largest source of DPM emissions in California.®® This reduction in emissions is due, in part, to
effects of the economic recession and refined emissions estimation methodologies. For example, revised
particulate matter (PM) emission estimates for the year 2010, which DPM is a major component of total
PM, have decreased by 83 percent from previous estimates for the SFBAAB.®° Approximately half of the
reduction can be attributed to the economic recession and approximately half can be attributed to
updated assumptions independent of the economic recession (e.g., updated methodologies used to better

assess construction emissions).”

Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off-road equipment.
Specifically, both the USEPA and California have set emissions standards for new off-road equipment
engines, ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. Tier 1 emission standards were phased in between 1996 and 2000 and
Tier 4 Interim and Final emission standards for all new engines will be phased in between 2008 and 2015. To
meet the Tier 4 emission standards, engine manufacturers will be required to produce new engines with

advanced emission-control technologies. Although the full benefits of these regulations will not be realized

87 ARB, 2010. Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the

Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, p.1 and
p- 13 (Figure 4), October 2010.

ARB, 2010. Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation
for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010.

ARB, 2012. “In-Use Off-Road Equipment, 2011 Inventory Model,” Query, http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#
inuse_or_category, accessed April 2, 2012.

ARB, 2010. Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation
for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010.
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for several more years, the USEPA estimates that by implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, NOx and
PM emissions will be reduced by more than 90 percent.”! Furthermore, California regulations limit

maximum idling times to five minutes, which further reduces public exposure to DPM emissions.??

In addition, construction activities do not lend themselves to analysis of long-term health risks because of

their temporary and variable nature. As explained in the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines:

“Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC emissions in most cases
would be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment is typically
within an influential distance that would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations. Concentrations of mobile-source diesel PM emissions are typically reduced by
70 percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet (ARB 2005). In addition, current models and
methodologies for conducting health risk assessments are associated with longer-term exposure
periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable
nature of construction activities. This results in difficulties with producing accurate estimates of
health risk.”

Therefore, project-level analyses of construction activities have a tendency to produce overestimated
assessments of long-term health risks. However, within Air Pollutant Exposure Zones, as discussed
above, additional construction activity may adversely affect populations that are already at a higher risk

for adverse long-term health risks from existing sources of air pollution.

The project site is not located within an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Although on-road heavy-
duty diesel vehicles and off-road equipment would be used during the 57-week construction duration,
emissions would be temporary and variable in nature and would not be expected to expose sensitive
receptors to substantial air pollutants. Furthermore, the proposed project would be subject to, and would
comply with, California regulations limiting idling to no more than five minutes, which would further
reduce nearby sensitive receptors exposure to temporary and variable DPM emissions. Therefore,
construction period TAC emissions would result in a less-than-significant air quality impact on sensitive

receptors.

Impact AQ-3: The project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air
Plan. (Less than Significant)

The most recently adopted air quality plan for the SFBAAB is the 2010 Clean Air Plan. The 2010 Clean Air
Plan is a road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve compliance with the

state ozone standards as expeditiously as practicable and how the region will reduce the transport of

91 United State Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 2004. “Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet,” May 2004.
92 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485.
9% BAAQMD, 2011. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 8-6.
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ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. In determining consistency with the 2010 Clean Air
Plan (CAP), this analysis considers whether the project would: (1) support the primary goals of the CAP,
(2) include applicable control measures from the CAP, and (3) avoid disrupting or hindering

implementation of control measures identified in the CAP.

To meet the primary goals, the CAP recommends specific control measures and actions. These control
measures are grouped into various categories and include stationary and area source measures, mobile
source measures, transportation control measures, land use measures, and energy and climate measures.
The CAP recognizes that to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel mode, and that a
key long-term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, and greenhouse gases
from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into vibrant urban communities where goods
and services are close at hand, and people have a range of viable transportation options. To this end, the

2010 Clean Air Plan includes 55 control measures aimed at reducing air pollution in the SFBAAB.

The measures most applicable to the project are transportation control measures and energy and climate
control measures. The project would be consistent with these control measures as discussed in Topic 8,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (below), which demonstrates that the proposed project would comply with
the applicable provisions of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. Therefore, the project would
not interfere with implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and because the project would be consistent
with the applicable air quality plan that demonstrates how the region will improve ambient air quality

and achieve the state and federal ambient air quality standards, this impact would be less than significant.

Impact AQ-4: The project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number
of people. (Less than Significant)

Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer stations,
composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing facilities,
fiberglass manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee roasting facilities.
During construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some odors. However,
construction-related odors would be temporary and would not persist upon project completion.
Observations during a site visit on September 12, 2013, indicated that the project site is not substantially
affected by sources of odors. Additionally, the proposed project does not include the construction of any
new facilities and would be returned to its existing condition upon completion of the soil remediation.
Therefore the project would not create a significant source of new odors and odor impacts would be less

than significant.
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Impact C-AQ: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
development in the project area would result in less—than-significant cumulative air quality impacts.
(Less than Significant)

As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact. Emissions
from past, present, and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a cumulative
basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient
air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse
air quality impacts.** The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which
new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants. As discussed in Impact AQ-1, the project’s construction emissions
would exceed the project-level thresholds for NOx, but, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1,
Construction Emissions Minimization, would ensure that emissions during construction of the project
would not exceed the BAAQMD threshold of 54 pounds per day for NOx. Therefore, implementation of
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 would ensure that the project would not result in a cumulatively

considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts.

Although the project would be a new temporary source of TACs, the project site is not located within an
Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. The project’s incremental temporary increase in localized TAC emissions
resulting from project construction would be minor and would not contribute substantially to cumulative
TAC emissions that could affect nearby sensitive land uses. Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts

would be considered less than significant.

E.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less than
Potentially Significant with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
8.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS —
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or |:| |:| |z |:| |:|
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or U ] X U ]

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

% BAAQMD, 2011. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 2-1.
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This section describes greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and global climate change, the existing
regulatory framework governing GHG emissions, and the potential GHG impacts from implementing the
project. The project is evaluated for compliance with San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas

Emissions, recognized by the BAAQMD as meeting the criteria of a qualified GHG reduction strategy.

Setting

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gasses (GHGs) because they capture
heat radiated from the earth, similar to the way a greenhouse traps heat. The accumulation of GHGs has
been implicated as a driving force for global climate change. Definitions of climate change vary between
and across regulatory authorities and the scientific community; however, in general it can be described as
the changing of the earth’s climate caused by natural fluctuations and anthropogenic activities (i.e., those

relating to or resulting from the influence of humans) that alter the composition of the global atmosphere.

Sources of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by emitting GHGs during
demolition, construction, and operational phases. While the presence of the primary GHGs in the
atmosphere is naturally occurring, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CHs4), and nitrous oxide (N20) are
largely emitted from human activities. The actions of humans accelerate the rate at which these
compounds occur in earth’s atmosphere. Emissions of carbon dioxide are largely by-products of fossil
fuel combustion, whereas methane results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and
landfills. Black carbon has recently emerged as a major contributor to global climate change, possibly
second only to CO2. Black carbon is produced naturally and by human activities as a result of the
incomplete combustion of fossil fuels, biofuels, and biomass.”> N20 is a byproduct of various industrial
processes and has a number of uses, including as an anesthetic and an aerosol propellant. Other GHGs
include hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride, which are generated in certain

industrial processes. GHGs are typically reported in “carbon dioxide-equivalent” measures (CO2E).%

There is international scientific consensus that human-caused increases in GHGs have contributed to and
will continue to contribute to climate change. Many impacts resulting from climate change, including
increased fires, floods, severe storms, and heat waves, are occurring already and will only become more

frequent and more costly.”” Secondary effects of climate change are likely to include a global rise in sea

% Center for Climate and Energy Solutions, 2010. What is Black Carbon? April 2010. http://www.c2es.org/docUploads/
what-is-black-carbon.pdf. Accessed May 20, 2013

Because of the differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in
“carbon dioxide-equivalents,” which present a weighted average based on each gas’s heat absorption (or “global
warming”) potential.

California Natural Resources Agency, 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy Discussion Draft, 2009, Sacramento.
Pp. 48-55.
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level; impacts on agriculture, the State’s electricity system, and native freshwater fish ecosystems;

changes in disease vectors; and changes in habitat and biodiversity.’® %

The California Air Resources Board (ARB) estimated that in 2011 California produced about 448 million
gross metric tons (MMTCO:E; about 494 million US tons) of CO2E.1%° The ARB found that transportation
is the source of 38 percent of the state’s GHG emissions, followed by industrial sources at 21 percent and
electricity generation at 19 percent (both in-state generated and imported electricity). Commercial and

residential fuel use (primarily for heating) accounted for 10 percent of GHG emissions.!!

In the Bay Area, fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector (on-road motor vehicles, off-highway
mobile sources, and aircraft) and the industrial/commercial sector were the two largest sources of GHG
emissions. Together they accounted for about 36 percent of the Bay Area’s 95.8 MMTCO:E emissions in
2007. Industrial and commercial electricity and fossil fuel consumption (including office and retail) were the
second largest contributors of GHG emissions, at about 34 percent of total emissions. Electricity generation
accounts for approximately 16 percent of the Bay Area’s GHG emissions. This is followed by residential fuel
usage (e.g., home water heaters and furnaces) at 7 percent, off-road equipment at 3 percent, and agriculture
at 12 percent. Among industrial sources, oil refining currently accounts for more than 40 percent of GHG

emissions, or approximately 15 percent of the total Bay Area GHG emissions.!??

Regulatory Setting

In 2005, in recognition of California’s vulnerability to the effects of climate change, then-Governor
Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S-3-05, which sets forth a series of target dates by which
statewide GHGs emissions would be progressively reduced: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels
(approximately 457 MMTCO:E); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (estimated at 427 MMTCO:E); and
by 2050 reduce statewide GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 MMTCO:E).

In response, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill 32 in 2006 (California Health and Safety Code
Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq., or AB 32), also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act. AB 32

requires ARB to design and implement emission limits, regulations, and other measures, such that

98 California Climate Change Portal, 2013. http://www.climatechange.ca.gov. Accessed December 12, 2013.

9 California Energy Commission, California Climate Change Center, 2013. Our Changing Climate 2012.
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2012publications/CEC-500-2012-007/CEC-500-2012-007.pdf. Accessed December 12, 2013.

100 The abbreviation for “million metric tons” is MMT; thus, million metric tons of CO2 equivalents is written as MMTCO:E.

101 California Air Resources Board, “California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2011—by Category as Defined in the
2008 Scoping Plan,”
https://web.archive.org/web/20131213193153/http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/tables/ghg_inventory_scopingpla
n_00-11_2013-08-01.pdf. Accessed November 6, 2013.

102 BAAQMD, Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Base Year 2007, February 2010 http://www.baagmd.gov/~/
media/Files/Planning %20and %20Research/Emission%20Inventory/regionalinventory2007_2_10.ashx. Accessed November 6,
2013.
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feasible and cost-effective statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 (representing a

25 percent reduction from forecast emission levels).10

Pursuant to AB 32, ARB adopted a scoping plan in December 2008, outlining measures to meet the 2020
GHG reduction limits. The scoping plan is the state’s overarching plan for addressing climate change. In
order to meet these goals, California must reduce its GHG emissions by 30 percent below projected 2020
business-as-usual emissions levels, or about 15 percent from 2008 levels.!™ The scoping plan estimates a
reduction of 174 MMTCO:E from the transportation, energy, agriculture, forestry, and high global warming
potential sectors (see Table 10, below). In the scoping plan, ARB identified an implementation timeline for
the GHG reduction strategies.!®> ARB is currently updating the 2008 scoping plan, and the 2013 update to
the scoping plan will include ARB’s climate change priorities for the next five years. Additionally, it will lay

the groundwork to reach post-2020 goals set forth in Executive Order S-3-05.

The AB 32 scoping plan recommendations are intended to curb projected business-as-usual growth in GHG
emissions and to reduce those emissions to 1990 levels. Therefore, meeting AB 32 GHG reduction goals
would result in an overall annual net decrease in GHGs, compared to current levels, even accounting for

projected increases in emissions resulting from anticipated growth.

The scoping plan also relies on the requirements of Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) to implement the carbon
emission reductions anticipated from land use decisions. SB 375 was enacted to align local land use and
transportation planning to further achieve California’s GHG reduction goals. SB 375 requires regional
transportation plans, developed by metropolitan planning organizations, to incorporate a “sustainable
communities strategy” in their regional transportation plans that would achieve GHG emission reduction
targets set by ARB. SB 375 also includes provisions for streamlined CEQA review for some infill projects,
such as transit-oriented development. SB 375 would be implemented over the next several years. Plan Bay
Area, the Bay Area Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s 2013 Regional Transportation Plan, is the

first plan subject to SB 375.

103 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). Technical Advisory- CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing
Climate Change through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review, June 19, 2008. http://opr.ca.gov/
docs/june08-ceqa.pdf. Accessed May 22, 2013.

104 ARB. California’s Climate Plan: Fact Sheet. http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/facts/scoping_plan_fs.pdf. Accessed May 22, 2013.

105 ARB. Assembly Bill 32: Global Warming Solutions Act. http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ab32/ab32.htm/. Accessed May 22, 2013.
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TABLE 10
GHG REDUCTIONS FROM THE AB 32 SCOPING PLAN SECTORS?*?

GHG Reductions
GHG Reduction Measures By Sector (MMTCO2E)
Transportation sector 62.3
Electricity and natural gas 49.7
Industry 14
Landfill methane control measure (discrete early action) 1
Forestry 5
High global warming potential GHGs 20.2
Additional reductions needed to achieve the GHG cap 34.4
Total 174
Other Recommended Measures
Government operations 1-2
Methane capture at large dairies 1
Additional GHG reduction measures:
Water 4.8
Green buildings 26
High recycling/zero waste
. Commercial recycling
e  Composting 9
. Anaerobic digestion
e  Extended producer responsibility
. Environmentally preferable purchasing
Total 41.8-42.8

2 ARB. Climate Change Scoping Plan, December 2008.
http:/lwww.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/scopingplandocument.htm. Accessed May 22, 2013.

b ARB. California’s Climate Plan: Fact Sheet. http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/facts/scoping_plan_fs.pdf.
Accessed May 22, 2013.

AB 32 further anticipates that local government actions will reduce GHG emissions. ARB has identified a
GHG reduction target of 15 percent from current levels for local governments themselves and notes that
successful implementation of the scoping plan relies on local governments’ land use planning and urban
growth decisions. This is because local governments have the primary authority to plan, zone, approve,
and permit land development to accommodate population growth and the changing needs of their
jurisdictions.!® The BAAQMD has analyzed the effectiveness of the region in meeting AB 32 goals from
the actions outlined in the scoping plan. It determined that in order for the Bay Area to meet AB 32 GHG

106 ARB. Climate Change Scoping Plan. December 2008. http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/adopted_scoping_
plan.pdf. Accessed November 6, 2013.
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reduction goals, the Bay Area would need to achieve an additional 2.3 percent reduction in GHG

emissions from the land use driven sector.10”

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) required the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to amend the state CEQA
guidelines to address the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHGs. In response, OPR
amended the CEQA guidelines to provide guidance for analyzing GHG emissions. Among other changes
to the CEQA Guidelines, the amendments added a new section to the CEQA Checklist (CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G) to address questions regarding the project’s potential to emit GHGs.

The BAAQMD is the primary agency responsible for regulating air quality in the nine-county
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The BAAQMD recommends that local agencies adopt a GHG
reduction strategy consistent with AB 32 goals. The BAAQMD also recommends that subsequent projects
be reviewed to determine the significance of their GHG emissions, based on the degree to which that
project complies with a GHG reduction strategy.!® As described below, this recommendation is

consistent with the approach to analyzing GHG emissions outlined in the CEQA guidelines.

At a local level, the CCSF has developed a number of plans and programs to reduce its contribution to
global climate change. San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals, as outlined in the 2008 Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Ordinance, are as follows:

e By 2008, determine the CCSF’s GHG emissions for 1990, which is the baseline level against which
reductions are measured

e By 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels
e By 2025, reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels

e By 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels

The CCSF’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy documents its actions to pursue cleaner energy, to
conserve energy, and to adopt alternative transportation and solid waste policies. As identified in the
strategy, the CCSF has implemented a number of mandatory requirements and incentives that have
measurably reduced GHG emissions. These include the following: increasing the energy efficiency of new
and existing buildings; installation of solar panels on building roofs; implementation of a green building
strategy; adoption of a zero waste strategy; a construction and demolition debris recovery ordinance; a solar

energy generation subsidy; incorporation of alternative fuel vehicles in the City’s transportation fleet

107 BAAQMD. California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Update, Proposed Thresholds of Significance, December

2009. http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Proposed %20Thresholds%200f%20
Significance%20Dec%207%2009.ashx. Accessed November 6, 2013.

108 BAAQMD. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2012. http://www.baagmd.gov/~/
media/Files/Planning%?20and %20Research/CEQA/BAAQMD %20CEQA %20Guidelines_Final_May%?202012.ashx?la=en.
Accessed November 6, 2013.
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(including buses); and, a mandatory recycling and composting ordinance. The strategy also identifies

42 specific regulations for new development that would reduce their GHG emissions.

The Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy concludes that the CCSF’s policies and programs have reduced
GHG emissions below 1990 levels, exceeding statewide AB 32 GHG reduction goals. As reported,
San Francisco’s communitywide 1990 GHG emissions were approximately 6.15 MMTCO2E. A recent
third-party verification of San Francisco’s 2010 communitywide and municipal emissions inventory has
confirmed that San Francisco has reduced its GHG emissions to 5.26 MMTCO?2E, representing a

14.5 percent reduction in GHG emissions below 1990 levels.10%110

Approach to Analysis

In compliance with SB 97, OPR amended the CEQA Guidelines to address the feasible mitigation of GHG
emissions or the effects of GHGs. Among other changes to the CEQA Guidelines, the amendments added
a new section to the CEQA Checklist (CEQA Guidelines Appendix G) to address questions regarding the
project’s potential to emit GHGs. The potential for a project to result in significant GHG emissions which
contribute to the cumulative effects global climate change is based on the CEQA Guidelines and CEQA
Checklist, as amended by SB 97, and is determined by an assessment of the project’s compliance with
local and state plans, policies and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the cumulative effects
of climate change. GHG emissions are analyzed in the context of their contribution to the cumulative
effects of climate change because a single land use project could not generate enough GHG emissions to
noticeably change the global average temperature. CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5
address the analysis and determination of significant impacts from a proposed project's GHG emissions.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG emissions as
part of a larger plan for the reduction of greenhouse gases and describes the required contents of such a
plan. As discussed above, San Francisco has prepared its own Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy,

demonstrating that San Francisco’s policies and programs have collectively reduced communitywide

109 ICF International. “Technical Review of the 2010 Community-wide GHG Inventory for City and County of
San Francisco.” Memorandum from ICF International to San Francisco Department of the Environment, April 10, 2012.
http://www.sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/fliers/files/icf_memo_to_sfe - 2010_community-wide_ghg_inventory_-
_4.10.2012.pdf. Accessed November 6, 2013.

10 ICF International. “Technical Review of San Francisco’s 2010 Municipal GHG Inventory.” Memorandum from ICF
International to San Francisco Department of the Environment, May 8, 2012. http://www.sfenvironment.org/sites/
default/files/fliers/files/memo_to_sfe_-_2010_municipal_ghg_inventory_-_icf_international_-_8_may_2012_-_final.pdf.
Accessed November 6, 2013.
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GHG emissions to below 1990 levels, meeting GHG reduction goals outlined in AB 32. The City is also
well on its way to meeting the long-term GHG reduction goal of reducing emissions 80 percent below
1990 levels by 2050. Chapter 1 of the City’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emission (the Greenhouse
Gas Reduction Strategy) describes how the strategy meets the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section
15183.5. The BAAQMD has reviewed San Francisco’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, concluding
that “Aggressive GHG reduction targets and comprehensive strategies like San Francisco’s help the Bay
Area move toward reaching the state’s AB 32 goals, and also serve as a model from which other

communities can learn.”111

With respect to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b), the factors to be considered in making a significance
determination include: 1) the extent to which GHG emissions would increase or decrease as a result of the
proposed project; 2) whether or not a proposed project exceeds a threshold that the lead agency
determines applies to the project; and finally 3) demonstrating compliance with plans and regulations

adopted for the purpose of reducing or mitigating GHG emissions.

The GHG analysis provided below includes a qualitative assessment of GHG emissions that would result
from a proposed project, including emissions from an increase in vehicle trips, natural gas combustion,
and/or electricity use among other things. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines and BAAQMD
recommendations for analyzing GHG emissions, the significance standard applied to GHG emissions
generated during project construction and operational phases is based on whether the project complies with
a plan for the reduction of GHG emissions. The City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy is the City’s
overarching plan documenting the policies, programs and regulations that the City implements towards
reducing municipal and communitywide GHG emissions. In particular, San Francisco implements 42
specific regulations that reduce GHG emissions which are applied to projects within the City. Projects that
comply with the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy would not result in a substantial increase in GHGs,
since the City has shown that overall communitywide GHGs have decreased and that the City has met
AB 32 GHG reduction targets. Individual project compliance with the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction
Strategy is demonstrated by completion of the Compliance Checklist for Greenhouse Gas Analysis.

In summary, the two applicable greenhouse gas reduction plans, the AB 32 Scoping Plan and the City’s
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, are intended to reduce GHG emissions below current levels. Given
that the City’s local greenhouse gas reduction targets are more aggressive than the State’s 2020 GHG

reduction targets and consistent with the long-term 2050 reduction targets, the City’s Greenhouse Gas

H1BAAQMD. Letter from J. Roggenkamp, BAAQMD, to B. Wycko, San Francisco Planning Department, October 28, 2010.
Available online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/filessMEA/GHG-Reduction_Letter.pdf. Accessed September 24,
2012.
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Reduction Strategy is consistent with the goals of AB 32. Therefore, proposed projects that are consistent
with the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy would be consistent with the goals of AB 32, would not
conflict with either plan, and would therefore not exceed San Francisco’s applicable GHG threshold of

significance. Furthermore, a locally compliant project would not result in a substantial increase in GHGs.

The following analysis of the proposed project’s impact on climate change focuses on the project’s
contribution to cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Given the analysis is in a cumulative context,

this section does not include an individual project-specific impact statement.

Impact C-GG: The project would not generate greenhouse gas emissions at levels that would result in
a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than Significant)

The most common GHGs resulting from human activity are CO, CHs, and N20.!2 The project could
temporarily contribute directly to these GHG emissions during construction as a result of emissions from
construction equipment and haul trucks delivering materials and transporting wastes offsite (natural gas
combustion). Indirect emissions would result from electricity providers; energy required to pump, treat,
and convey water; and emissions associated with landfill operations. The project would not result in an
increase in GHG emissions once construction is completed because there would be no change in site

operations or new sources of emissions.

The proposed project would be subject to and required to comply with several regulations adopted to
reduce GHG emissions as identified in the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. The regulations
that are applicable to the proposed project include the Clean Construction Ordinance, Resource Efficiency
and Green Building Ordinance, Resource Conservation Ordinance, Mandatory Recycling and
Composting Ordinance, and the Stormwater Management Ordinance and Construction Pollution
Prevention Ordinance. As discussed above and consistent with the state CEQA Guidelines and
BAAQMD recommendations for analyzing GHG emissions under CEQA, projects that are consistent with
San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions would result in a less-than-significant GHG
impact. Based on an assessment of the project's compliance with San Francisco’s Strategies to Address
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco's GHG

Reduction Strategy.!13.

112 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory—CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate
Change through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review, June 19, 2008. http://opr.ca.gov/docs/june08-
ceqa.pdf. Accessed August 8, 2013.

3 Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist. March 3, 2014. This document is on file and available for public review
as part of Case File No. 2013.1220E.
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Given that: (1) San Francisco has implemented regulations to reduce GHG emissions specific to new
construction and renovations of private developments and municipal projects; (2) San Francisco’s
sustainable policies have resulted in the measured reduction of annual GHG emissions; (3) San Francisco
has met and exceeds AB 32 GHG reduction goals for the year 2020 and is on track towards meeting long-
term GHG reduction goals; (4) current and probable future state and local GHG reduction measures will
continue to reduce a project’s contribution to climate change; and (5) San Francisco’s Strategies to Address
Greenhouse Gas Emissions meet the CEQA and BAAQMD requirements for a Greenhouse Gas Reduction
Strategy, projects that are consistent with San Francisco’s regulations would not contribute significantly
to global climate change. The proposed project would be required to comply with the requirements listed
above, and was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas
Emissions. As such, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to

GHG emissions. No mitigation measures are necessary.

E.9 Wind and Shadow

Less-than-

Potentially Significant with Less-than-

Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
9.  WIND AND SHADOW —Would the project:
a)  Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects |:| D |Z D D

public areas?

b) Create new shadow in a manner that substantially |:| D |:| D |Z

affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public
areas?

The PRGC facility/project site is a recreation facility/public area. However, the project does not include
the construction of new structures and would not otherwise create shadows. For this reason, Topic 9(b) is

not applicable to the project.

Impact WS-1: The project would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas.
(Less than Significant)

Wind speed and gustiness experienced by people at ground level are affected by the presence or absence
of objects that obstruct the free flow of the wind. In this western edge of San Francisco, predominant

winds, measured at the nearby BAAQMD meteorological station at Fort Funston, blow from the quadrant
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centered on west throughout the year.!* Southwesterly winds are the most frequent and northwesterly
winds are the strongest. Over the course of a day, the highest average wind speeds in the area typically

occur in mid-afternoon and the lowest occur in early morning.

The project site is near the ocean, and the prevailing winds blow through the topographic depression
along the Great Highway and across the widespread open areas of Lake Merced and the site. Because of
these conditions, the wind at the project site is expected to blow in approximately the same direction and

at nearly the same speed as at Fort Funston.

Public areas at the project site and adjacent pedestrian path could be affected if obstructions large enough
to alter wind are now present and would be changed as a result of the project. Presently eight small
single-story buildings and approximately 88 trees are on the project site. Winds in public areas around
the site are influenced by the presence of these obstacles, but the effect of site structures and trees on
wind speeds is nominal. Site buildings would not be removed or changed under the project. In general,
individual trees and small stands provide some buffer to wind as it blows through the tree branches and
leaves. At ground level, trees provide shelter from the wind in the immediate downwind vicinity. For
example, an individual standing next to an onsite tree may perceive a decrease in wind; however, that
wind reduction would be lost farther from the tree. Most of the site trees are on the border of the site,
along John Muir Drive, with the exception of a stand of about 30 trees at the southwestern corner of the

site; however, this stand abuts a dense stand of trees to the west.

The project would require the removal of approximately 81 trees in order to effectively remediate
contaminated soils. Tree removal is not anticipated to substantially alter winds at the project site, except
within the immediate vicinity of the trees to be removed. Therefore, the project would not alter winds in a
manner that substantially affects public areas, and the impact would be less than significant. Although
unrelated to wind effects, some screening vegetation would be replanted along John Muir Drive east of
the site entrance for aesthetics purposes in accordance with Mitigation Measure M-AE-1 (Screening

Vegetation).

Impact C-WS: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in a significant cumulative impact from alteration of wind in a manner that
substantially affects public areas. (No Impact)

Both the speed and the turbulence of the winds that reach any given place on earth are affected by the

topography and features of the lands that lie upwind. Winds moving over San Francisco encounter

114 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2013. BAAQMD Meteorological Data, Fort Funston, Site LD:
5905. http://hank.baaqmd.gov/tec/data/metdata5905.html. November 27, 2013.
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differing levels of surface roughness and take on differing wind speed profiles due to differing
topography, vegetation, and structures that slow the wind near the ground. Smooth surfaces, such as flat
open ground, or water bodies, such as the ocean, do not slow the wind nearly as much as do rough
surfaces, such as stands of trees or the mix of single-story or multistory buildings and landscaping in a
developed urban area. Although there are interactions between the atmosphere and urban development
in the vicinity of the site, the scale of local development is insufficient to cause any potential cumulative

impact. The only potential wind impacts are those that would result from an individual project.

The geographic scope of potential cumulative wind impacts on public areas is limited to public areas in the
vicinity. There are two potential cumulative projects in the vicinity of Lake Merced listed in Table 3.The
Vista Grande Drainage Basin Improvement Project (Project 2), includes construction of a water conveyance
and storage structure along John Muir Drive, near the project site, but would not include changes to surface

structures that could affect wind patterns.

Management actions for the Lake Merced area under the proposed update to the SNRAMP (Project 1)
include the removal of approximately 134 of the estimated 12,000 invasive blue gum eucalyptus trees, less
than one percent of the total inventory, to maintain and enhance native habitats.!’> The cumulative effect
of the proposed project and the proposed update to the SNRAMP could result in the removal of
approximately 200 trees in public areas in the Lake Merced vicinity. Given the large area of the Lake
Merced watershed and the localized wind effects of removing these trees, no cumulative change in the

wind conditions would result.

Because wind speed changes would occur only on those portions of the site in the vicinities of removed
trees, the project impacts would be site-specific and, therefore, could not contribute to a potential
cumulative impact from altering wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas. Accordingly,

there would be no impact.

115 San Francisco Planning Department, 2011. Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Report, August 2011.
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E.10 Recreation

Less than
Potentially Significant with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable

10. RECREATION —Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional O Il X Il Il
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be
accelerated?

b) Include recreational facilities or require the |:| |:| |:| D |Z|
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that
might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

c)  Physically degrade existing recreational resources? |:| |:| |Z |:| |:|

The project does not include new recreational facilities or new housing development which, in turn,
could require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities; therefore, Topic 10(b) is not

applicable.

Impact RE-1: The project would not increase the use of existing recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated. (Less than Significant)

A project could increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities either through population growth, which would increase the overall number of recreational
facility users, or by closure of an existing recreational facility, which would displace recreational users to
other similar parks or recreational facilities. As described in Section E.3, Population and Housing, the
project does not propose new residential development and does not necessitate the construction of new
housing, permanently displacing housing, or otherwise creating additional housing demand. Therefore,
the project is not expected to contribute to population growth, which could increase the overall number

of people using parks or recreational facilities.

Currently, the PRGC facility is open three days a week from 11:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. There are three trap
fields, six skeet fields, and a rifle range used for recreational shooting and a clubhouse/banquet hall
available for events. Site remediation would require closing the PRGC facilities during project activities. 116
During the period that the PRGC is displaced from the site as a result of project soil remediation activities,

the PRGC’s 400 members and other users of the club’s recreational trap and skeet shooting areas and

116 The existing PRGC lease for the site expires in January 2015 and it is unknown at this time whether this lease will be
renewed. Regardless, the project that is the subject of this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is limited to the
proposed soil remediation, as ordered by the RWQCB.
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clubhouse facilities would need to use alternate facilities if they wish to continue practicing this form of

recreation during the implementation of the proposed project.

Other public trap and skeet shooting facilities in the Bay Area include the Richmond Rod and Gun Club
in Richmond, the Chabot Gun Club in Castro Valley, the United Sportsmen Incorporated in Concord, the
Los Altos Rod and Gun Club in Los Gatos, the Livermore-Pleasanton Rod and Gun Club in Livermore,
and the Coyote Valley Sporting Clays in Morgan Hill. The Richmond Rod and Gun Club is nearest to the
project site, at approximately 19 miles to the northeast. Additional types of shooting ranges are also
located in the Bay Area, as are more trap and skeet facilities within a couple hours” drive in the Central

Valley. Numerous banquet facilities are available for rental in San Francisco and the Bay Area.

While the club’s 400 members and other recreational users of the PRGC facility could be displaced
temporarily to other similar facilities, recreational visits would likely be dispersed among the six
available trap and skeet shooting facilities in the Bay Area and others in the Central Valley. The potential
for substantial physical deterioration of these alternate recreational facilities from a temporary increase in
users is low. This is because each alternate facility limits the number of possible visitors by the number of
available ranges, hours, and operational requirements. Based on the availability of alternate recreational

facilities, this impact would be less than significant.

Impact RE-2: The project would not result in substantial physical degradation of existing recreational
resources. (Less than Significant)

The proposed soil remediation project is intended to remediate soil at the project site, which has been
degraded due to PRGC’s historical trap and skeet shooting. As discussed in Section A, Project Description,
elevated concentrations of lead and PAHs in site soils exceed acceptable human health risks for frequent site
users and pose a threat to water quality in Lake Merced. Based on its use and location next to the lake, open
space, and trails, the project site is a recreational resource. Lake Merced and surrounding areas provide for a
variety of boating, windsurfing, fishing, walking/jogging, picnic, and nature appreciation activities.!”
Implementation of the project would improve existing degraded site conditions with respect to hazardous
materials in soils, would protect site users from harmful exposures, and would reduce the potential for site
contaminants to adversely affect water quality in Lake Merced. Therefore, the proposed project would
improve the condition of the onsite recreational resource that currently is physically degraded due to

elevated conditions of lead and PAHs.

17 SFPUC, 2011. Lake Merced Watershed Report, January 2011.
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During project construction, range facilities would be stored off site by PRGC during construction for
potential reuse at the site or elsewhere and to avoid their damage or degradation. Site buildings, such as
the clubhouse, rifle range building, trap house, and shell house, would remain in place but would be
closed during project implementation. Following the excavation of contaminated soils and backfilling
with clean fill material, the excavated areas would be compacted and graded to return the land to
conditions similar to the existing ground contours at the site and would be hydroseeded for erosion
control (see Section A.4.8, Backfilling and Site Restoration, above). Some of the existing paved areas
would be replaced with a compacted base (permeable surface). Therefore, following remediation of the
contaminated soil, the site would again be available for use as a recreational resource.!® In sum, project
implementation would remediate soil contamination at the PRGC facility, would avoid damage or
degradation of site buildings and range facilities, and would generally restore conditions at the site. Thus,

impacts associated with degradation of recreational resources would be less than significant.

Impact C-RE: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in cumulative recreation impacts. (Less than Significant)

The geographic scope of potential recreation impacts includes the project area, immediate vicinity, and
other recreational facilities that offer the same amenities as the PRGC in the vicinity. Cumulative impacts
on the environment could occur if the development of additional recreation facilities were required as a
result of the cumulative projects identified in Table 3 or if increased use of existing facilities could result

in their degradation or deterioration due to the implementation of these identified cumulative projects.

The project and most other identified planned or proposed cumulative projects (see Table 3, above) do not
include substantial increases in housing or other aspects that would result in substantial increases in
potential recreationists using recreation resources in the project vicinity. The exceptions are the Parkmerced
Project and the San Francisco State University Campus Master Plan. Given the wide variety and quantity of
nearby public open space and recreational opportunities, the anticipated onsite population for the
Parkmerced Project would not increase the use of these public facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of existing facilities would occur or be accelerated. Further, the Parkmerced Project would
provide 68 acres of open space in a network of publically accessible neighborhood parks, athletic fields,
public plazas, greenways, and an organic farm.!? Future developments would be subject to Planning Code
open space requirements to provide public or private open space or both. For these reasons, the project, in
combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-than-

significant cumulative impact.

118 As noted in Section A.4, Project Characteristics, the existing PRGC lease for the site expires in January 2015 and it is
unknown at this time whether the lease will be renewed; this is unrelated to the proposed soil remediation project.
19 San Francisco Planning Department, 2010. Draft Environmental Impact Report Parkmerced Project : Volume I, page IIL.16.
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E.11 Utilities and Service Systems

Less-than-
Potentially Significant with Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Not Applicable

11. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS —
Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:|
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or |:| |:| |:| |:| &
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

¢)  Require or result in the construction of new storm |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z|
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supply available to serve the |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:|
project from existing entitlements and resources, or
require new or expanded water supply resources or
entitlements?

e) Resultin a determination by the wastewater O O X Il Il
treatment provider that would serve the project that
it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?

f)  Beserved by a landfill with sufficient permitted |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:|
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:|
regulations related to solid waste?

The project consists solely of temporary construction activities; there are no operations and maintenance
activities or permanent structures associated with the project. The project would not require or result in
the need for or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater, or stormwater collection and

treatment systems. Topics 11(b) and 11(c) are therefore not applicable to this project.

Impact UT-1: The project would have sufficient water supply available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, and it would not require new or expanded water supply resources
or entitlements. (No Impact)

Project construction would require a limited amount of water for dust suppression and potentially for
soil washing. The temporary use of water during construction would be negligible, relative to the
available water supply provided by the SFPUC. The project involves no operations