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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Fragments of unique plant and animal habitats within San Francisco and Pacifica, known as Significant
Natural Resource Areas (Natural Areas), have been preserved within parks that are managed by the San
Francisco Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD). In the late 1990s, the SFRPD developed a Natural
Areas Program to protect and manage these Natural Areas for the natural and human values they
provide. The Natural Areas Program mission is to preserve, restore, and enhance the remnant Natural
Areas and to promote environmental stewardship of these areas. On January 19, 1995, the San Francisco
Recreation and Park Commission approved the first Significant Natural Resource Areas Management
Plan (SNRAMP).

Over the course of several years, the SFRPD developed a new SNRAMP, with the final draft plan
published in February 2006 and based on the 1995 plan. This SNRAMP contains detailed information on
the biology, geology, and trails within 31 Natural Areas, 30 of which are in San Francisco and one (Sharp
Park) is in Pacifica. The SNRAMP is intended to guide natural resource protection, habitat restoration,
trail and access improvements, other capital projects, and maintenance activities over the next 20 years.
A detailed project description can be found in the Initial Study attached to this Notice of Preparation.
FINDING

This project may have a significant effect on the environment and an Environmental Impact Report is
required. This determination is based upon the criteria of the State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15063
(Initial Study), 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), and 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance),
and for the reasons documented in the Environmental Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is

attached.
PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS

Pursuant to the State of California Public Resources Code Section 21083.9 and California Environmental
Quality Act Guidelines Section 15206, two public scoping meeting will be held to receive oral comments
concerning the scope of the EIR. These meetings will be held on Tuesday, May 12, from 6:30 pm to 9:30

pm at County Fair Building Auditorium in Golden Gate Park (9th Avenue and Lincoln Way) and

www.sfplanning.org

415.558.6377
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INITIAL STUDY
(Case No. 2005.0912E—Natural Areas Management Plan)
A.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A.1

INTRODUCTION
While San Francisco is by and large a densely developed urban area, fragments of unique
plant and animal habitats within San Francisco and Pacifica, known as Significant
Natural Resource Areas (Natural Areas), have been preserved within the parks that are
managed by the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD). In the late
1990s, the SFRPD developed a Natural Areas Program to protect and manage these
Natural Areas for the natural and human values they provide. The Natural Areas
Program mission is to preserve, restore, and enhance the remnant Natural Areas and to
promote environmental stewardship of these areas. On January 19, 1995, the San
Francisco Recreation and Park Commission approved the first Significant Natural
Resource Areas Management Plan.
Over the course of several years, the SFRPD developed a new Significant Natural
Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP, SFRPD 2006), with the final draft plan
published in February 2006 and based on the 1995 plan. This SNRAMP contains detailed
information on the biology, geology, and trails within 31 Natural Areas, 30 of which are
in San Francisco and one (Sharp Park) is in Pacifica. The SNRAMP is intended to guide
natural resource protection, habitat restoration, trail and access improvements, other
capital projects, and maintenance activities over the next 20 years. The proposed project
is the SFRPD’s implementation of the SNRAMP.
The Major Environmental Analysis Division of the San Francisco Planning Department
has prepared this Initial Study in accordance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000‐21177) and the Guidelines
for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000‐15387). It evaluates environmental impacts
associated with the project, identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce these
impacts to a less than significant level, and includes improvement measures to further
reduce impacts identified as less than significant.
This Initial Study provides a preliminary evaluation of the proposed project. Potentially
significant environmental impacts of the proposed project will be addressed in detail in
an Environmental Impact Report to be prepared for this project.

A.2

PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND GOALS
The objectives of the SNRAMP are as follows:
•

Case No. 2005.1912E

To present the inventory of biological resources in Natural Areas, which will
inform planning, restoration, and management activities;
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•

To develop a geographic information system database containing baseline
information for each of the Natural Areas;

•

To identify issues and impacts adversely affecting ecosystem functions and
biological diversity;

•

To identify and prioritize restoration and management actions designed to
promote the functioning of San Francisco’s native ecosystem, including the
maintenance of native biodiversity;

•

To identify and prioritize monitoring activities of natural resources to support an
adaptive management1 approach;

•

To provide guidelines for passive recreational2 uses compatible with the San
Francisco’s natural resources; and

•

To provide guidelines for educational, research, and stewardship programs.

Summarized below are the goals of the SNRAMP.
Conservation and Restoration Goals
• To identify existing natural resources;
•

To maintain viable populations of all special status species;3

•

To maintain and enhance native plant and animal communities;

•

To maintain and enhance local biodiversity;

•

To reestablish native community diversity, structure, and ecosystem function
where degraded;

•

To improve natural area connectivity; and

•

To decrease the extent of invasive exotic species cover.

Education Goals
• To provide services that will enable all age groups to better understand the
values of the Natural Areas, including ecosystem functions and socioeconomic
values;
•

To provide opportunities for service learning to students in the San Francisco
Unified School District; and

1Adaptive

management—a flexible, learning‐based approach to managing complex ecosystems.
recreation—recreational activities that occur in a natural setting and that require minimal site development
or facilities. Under passive recreation, the importance of the environment or setting for the activities is greater
than in developed or active recreation settings.
3Special status species—species that are accorded special status because of their recognized rarity or vulnerability to
habitat loss or population decline. Some of these species receive specific protection in federal or state endangered
species legislation. Others have been designated sensitive species or species of special concern on the basis of
adopted policies of federal, state, or local resource agencies. These species are referred to collectively as special
status species.
2Passive
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•

To provide diverse outdoor classroom opportunities.

Research Goals
• To provide a research framework and research opportunities to schools and
universities that will lead to an enhanced understanding of the natural systems
and an informed adaptive management approach;
•

To contribute to the scientific understanding of local natural systems; and

•

To contribute to the field of restoration ecology and other applied sciences.

Stewardship Goals
• To develop and support opportunities for public stewardship of Natural Areas;
•

To foster neighborhood stewardship and volunteer groups; and

•

To provide diverse opportunities for participation by stewardship groups.

Recreation Goals
• To provide opportunities for passive recreational uses (e.g., hiking, nature
observation) that are compatible with conservation and restoration goals and
•

To improve and develop a recreational trail system that provides the greatest
amount of accessibility while protecting natural resources.

Monitoring Goals
To establish a long‐term monitoring program to:
•

Identify the species on which monitoring should focus;

•

Detect increases and declines in abundance, distribution, or health of special
status species;

•

Detect significant changes in acreage of native communities, wildlife habitats,
and invasive species;

•

Detect significant increases and declines in native species richness;

•

Assess success of restoration activities in achieving conservation and restoration
goals; and

•

Provide an adaptive management framework for evaluating changes (e.g.,
conceptual model).

Design and Aesthetic Goals
• Where possible, to develop aesthetically pleasing landscapes that are consistent
with surrounding landscapes and that create natural transitions, especially
where adjacent parklands and traditionally landscaped areas abut Natural Areas;
•

To maintain and develop viewpoints and viewsheds4 to enhance park
experiences; and

4Viewshed—the

landscape that can be directly seen under favorable atmospheric conditions, from a viewpoint or
along a transportation corridor.
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•

Where possible, to design and maintain landscapes to discourage the
accumulation of trash and illegal encampments.

Safety Goal
• To design and maintain landscapes that promote public safety.

A.3

PROJECT LOCATION
The 31 Natural Areas are scattered mostly throughout the central and southern portions
of San Francisco and constitute approximately four percent of the total city area; one
Natural Area is in Pacifica. The areas range in size from less than one acre to almost 400
acres and include such popular locations as Twin Peaks and portions of Glen Canyon
Park. Many of these areas support sensitive plant and animal species and habitats. Others
include striking geologic formations. Most are used as recreational open spaces by
residents and visitors. While mostly owned by the SFRPD, some remnant Natural Areas
are managed by other public and private entities. Some of these properties may
eventually be transferred to the SFRPD. Figure 1 is an overview map of the Natural
Areas. Detailed maps of each Natural Area depicting the designated management areas
described below can be found in Appendix A.

A.4

PROJECT OVERVIEW
The Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan, Final Draft (SFRPD 2006) is
incorporated by reference into this description of the project.
As envisioned, the SNRAMP will provide the framework for long‐term management of
the Natural Areas. One goal is to provide the resource managers with a framework that
can be used for the next 20 years. During this period, restoration actions will be taken
within the framework of an evolving urban fabric, and monitoring will determine the
success of those actions and influence future actions.
The management areas (MAs) addressed in the SNRAMP represent differing levels of
sensitivity, species presence, and habitat complexity within the 31 Natural Areas. Three
levels of MAs have been defined as MA‐1, MA‐2 and MA‐3, and the acreage of each
Natural Area is divided among these three categories. MA‐1, MA‐2, and MA‐3 areas
make up approximately 18, 39, and 43 percent of the total Natural Areas, respectively. In
general, MA‐1 represents the priority areas for conservation and management activities,
where management actions provide the greatest conservation benefit. As additional
resources become available, management activities may shift to MA‐2 or MA‐3 areas.
Individual maps of the Natural Areas showing the designated management areas are
included in Appendix A.
Portions of Natural Areas designated MA‐1 are those that:

Case No. 2005.1912E

•

Support listed species or special status species;

•

Support habitat for a significant number of sensitive species of plants or animals;

•

Contain a relatively high portion of native plants or plant richness;
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•

Contain unique remnant native vegetation (such as native grasslands or
wetlands5);

•

Contain habitats or species most likely to be impacted by human use;

•

May support vegetation assemblages of limited distribution (locally or
regionally); or

•

Contain erosion‐prone areas.

Management actions within areas designated MA‐1 may include:
•

The most focused restoration work, possibly to the degree of manipulating
individual plants and vegetation series;

•

Reintroduction of sensitive species;

•

Tree removal in conformance with forestry statements;

•

Implementation of erosion‐control measures as problems arise, including the
closure of informal and social trails;6 and

•

Prohibition of planting nonnative species.

Areas designated MA‐2 areas are comparatively more resilient to human disturbance
than MA‐1 areas, and their criteria for designation include:
•

Important habitats, such as coastal scrub, wetlands, native grasslands;

•

Remnant native vegetation of otherwise widespread plant communities, such as
coyote brush, scrub, blackberry scrub;

•

Habitats or species moderately susceptible to human impact;

•

Habitat for local native wildlife species, such as resident and migratory bird
species;

•

Native vegetation with some nonnative elements; or

•

Buffer areas for MA‐1s.

Management actions within areas designated as MA‐2 may include the following:
•

Management focused on maintaining native plant communities;

•

Reintroduction of sensitive plants;

5Wetland—a

zone periodically or continuously submerged or having high soil moisture, which has aquatic or
riparian vegetation components and is maintained by water supplies significantly in excess of those otherwise
available through local precipitation.
6Social trail—an undesignated user‐developed pathway through a Natural Area.
Case No. 2005.1912E
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•

Tree removal that is limited to a prescribed number of acres or trees in
compliance with forestry statements;

•

Implementation of erosion control measures as problems arise, including closing
informal and social trails; and

•

Prohibition on planting nonnative species.

The remaining lands within the Natural Areas are those designated as MA‐3, which are
the least sensitive. Specific criteria for areas to be designated MA‐3 include:
•

Absence (current or historic) of sensitive plants or animals but where there are
some native plants and habitat for wildlife species;

•

Predominance of nonnative vegetation that serves as a buffer for MA‐1 and MA‐
2 from surrounding developed recreational and other land uses; or

•

Unusual geological features.

Management actions within areas designated as MA‐3 include:
•

Activities to promote the health and diversity of urban forests7 and the wildlife
habitat they provide;

•

Prohibition on (re)introduction of sensitive species;

•

Few restrictions on recreational use (subject to the standard park rules and
codes); and

•

Implementation of erosion control measures as problems arise, including the
closure of informal and social trails.

The Natural Areas Program staff of up to ten gardeners would continue to conduct the
management actions at the Natural Areas. The Natural Areas Program also uses groups
of volunteers that range in size from 10 to 50 people. The Natural Areas Program staff is
composed of biologists and natural resource managers.
For larger projects, the Natural Areas Program staff would hire a contractor and would
oversee the contractor’s work. The Natural Areas Program staff would require a work
plan addressing erosion control, species awareness and management, and other
environmental considerations.
Implementation of the SNRAMP would prioritize activities at MA‐1 areas, then MA‐2
areas, then MA‐3 areas.
Generally, invasive trees removed in San Francisco would be replaced with native tree
species at a ratio of roughly one‐to‐one, although not necessarily at the same location. For

7Urban

forest—a significant stand of nonindigenous trees.
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Sharp Park in Pacifica, many of the trees would be replaced not with trees but with more
appropriate native vegetation; the SFRPD would coordinate with the California
Department of Fish and Game to determine the appropriate types of replacement
vegetation. Tree removal is discussed in detail in Appendix F of the SNRAMP. For
accounting purposes, the SNRAMP defines a tree as any plant having a dominant
vertical trunk that is over 15 feet tall; tree species less than 15 feet tall are considered
seedlings or saplings in the SNRAMP. Natural Areas Program staff would remove any
tree that has a diameter at breast height8 (dbh) of six inches or less; Natural Areas
Program staff would coordinate with the SFRPD arborist, who would evaluate the
removal of larger trees. Tree work would generally be limited to the nonbreeding season
for bird species. Where tree work is required during the breeding season, trees would be
disturbed initially before breeding to discourage nesting; alternately, surveys would be
conducted before tree removal to determine the presence of breeding birds. Typically,
trees would be removed limb‐by‐limb, rather than felling an entire tree. Tree removal
would leave the tree stump and root ball intact; stumps would be ground to below grade
where necessary to avoid tripping hazards. The SFRPD’s tree posting policy requires that
all trees over six inches dbh and designated for removal be posted at least 30 days before
removal. The public is invited to comment about the proposed removal, and the SFRPD
may or may not modify its plans based on public input.
Implementing the SNRAMP would involve removing both individual trees and small
clusters of trees that could at a maximum range from 0.25 and 0.5 acre to create openings,
leaving the surrounding forest intact. Vegetation removal in MA‐1 areas would be
focused on individual plants within roughly half‐acre plots.
Trails typically would be created in previously inaccessible areas, as opposed to
improving social trails. For tree removal and other activities conducted at the edges of
Natural Areas, sidewalks and roads may have to be closed temporarily.
Wherever possible, Natural Areas Program staff would avoid undeveloped areas that are
not planned for restoration or other management actions.

A.4.1

Management Approach

The primary management concerns relate to restoring and enhancing the remaining
natural communities that have been adversely impacted by human activities. Human‐
generated impacts on natural areas include loss of native habitat, fragmentation of the
natural landscape, introduction of nonnative plants and animals, and increased pressures
from human use.
Specific management issues include:
•

Loss of special status or unusual native species or habitats;

8Diameter

at breast height—a standard means of tree measurement, with the diameter of the trunk measured at
breast height, defined as 4.5 feet above the forest floor on the uphill side of the tree.
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•

Loss of diversity and components of a healthy ecosystem;

•

Effect of nonnative invasive species on the local native flora and fauna;

•

Erosion of natural areas from inappropriately located or constructed trails and
access roads;

•

Effect of human uses (recreation, poor trail location or too many trails, and a
general increase in use) that conflict with conservation values; and

•

Effects of feral animals and domestic pets on native flora and fauna.

Toward achieving the plan’s goals, the restoration methods and practices below would
be used.
Adaptive Management
The strategy for managing Natural Areas is based on adaptive management, which is a
flexible learning‐based approach to managing complex ecosystems. Adaptive
management recognizes that some uncertainty exists about the nature of ecosystems and
the organisms and processes that define them. Adaptive management, as applied to
natural systems, involves a continuous cycle of systematically monitoring biodiversity
and other ecosystem goals, and reassessing the plans, strategies and goals, methods, and
questions that underlie the management approach. Land managers then use this
information to evaluate successes and failures of management actions and to refine
techniques and approaches. In this approach, adaptive management is executed in three
phases. First, site‐specific issues and recommendations are developed. Second, a plan
based on these recommendations and on priorities assigned by the Natural Areas
Program is implemented. Third, a monitoring program is implemented to evaluate the
plan’s site‐specific success and, based on the information gathered, the implementation
strategies, priorities, and methods are modified, as necessary.

A.4.2

Integrated Pest Management

Integrated Pest Management (IPM) is the use of multiple treatment methods to control
undesirable weeds and other pests. While IPM has a range of meanings and is subject to
various interpretations, the Natural Areas Program defines it as the optimal integration
of management methods to control pests with the least possible hazard to people,
property, and the environment. The Natural Areas Program uses a least toxic decision
making model in its vegetation management. Although the IPM process has been
formally adopted by many public and private organizations, it continues to evolve as
management strategies are fine‐tuned and innovative new pest control methods are
found to be effective.
IPM is a multistep ecologically based approach that enables staff to make decisions about
where, when, and how resources should be best allocated to control pests. Conventional
pest control methods attempt to control the symptoms of a pest problem, but IPM is a
proactive strategy that focuses on identifying and reducing, or eliminating, the root cause
of a pest problem. IPM implements effective, long‐term management solutions through
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the use of a broad range of expertise, a combination of treatment methods, and
comprehensive monitoring and evaluation.
In accordance with Chapter 39 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, the Natural
Areas Program employs IPM as its strategy for preventing new and managing existing
pest infestations. The Natural Areas IPM program has:
•

Identified management goals, such as preserving biodiversity;

•

Identified pests and the environmental conditions that favor their spread;

•

Identified gaps in the knowledge of species biology and habitats and made
efforts to increase understanding and fill these gaps;

•

Established a monitoring program to determine pest population, size,
occurrence, and rate of change in each ecosystem;

•

Set injury levels and treatment thresholds;

•

Employed effective, least‐toxic pest control methods if feasible, using
combinations of methods as necessary; and

•

Implemented pilot programs to experiment with alternative pest control
methods.

A.4.3

General Recommendations (GR)

This section presents management recommendations common throughout the various
Natural Areas. For use while reading this Initial Study, a fold‐out list of the general
recommendations is included at the end of this document. Site‐specific recommendations
are presented in Section A.5.
Invasive Plant Control and Revegetation
• GR‐1a—reduce invasive plant populations;
•

GR‐1b—where native plant seed banks do not exist or have diminished,
appropriate native species may be used for revegetation. Plant native species to
approximate the diversity, cover, and density of adjacent habitats or of reference
sites in similar habitats;

•

GR‐1c—conduct restoration during the appropriate time of the year and at an
appropriate scale to avoid impacts on wildlife and to minimize erosion;

•

GR‐1d—in areas where it may not be feasible to reduce large infestations of
invasive vegetation immediately, conduct containment actions along the
interface between native and nonnative habitats;

•

GR‐1e—annually monitor MAs, restoration areas, and other sensitive habitats for
undesired plant species.

Sensitive Plant Species
• GR‐2a—prioritize invasive weed reduction and management in areas supporting
sensitive species or other vegetation series;
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•

GR‐2b—give sensitive species priority in revegetation and reintroduction
activities throughout Natural Areas;

•

GR‐2c—protect areas of sensitive species and vegetation series of limited
distribution from human disturbance;

•

GR‐2d—closely monitor plant populations and vegetation series of limited
distribution;

•

GR‐2e—continue to work with the scientific community to better understand key
biological factors affecting the survival and reproduction of sensitive species and
to better inform adaptive management decision making.

Native Grasslands
• GR‐3a—monitor annually, if feasible, native grasslands and control invasive
species;
•

GR‐3b—explore alternative methods of grassland management for large
grassland expanses, such as prescribed burning, livestock grazing, and use of
motorized equipment.
(Note: The SNRAMP no longer is proposing prescribed burning would not
occur. The SNRAMP will be updated to reflect this change. Should the SFRPD
determine prescribed burning to be a desirable, feasible method for managing
native grasslands, a separate environmental review would be required to
comply with CEQA, and applicable permits and other regulatory agency
approvals would be obtained.)

Breeding Bird Habitat
• GR‐4a—conduct annual breeding bird surveys, if resources are available, using
the standard point count or transect method, to develop a list of species nesting
in Natural Areas;

Case No. 2005.1912E

•

GR‐4b—conduct vegetation management activities outside the breeding season
(April 1 to September 1) if breeding birds could be affected, unless the following
specific conditions are met: projects begun before the breeding season have
already disturbed the area, or a breeding bird survey is conducted first. If active
nests (or large abandoned stick nests) of a sensitive species are discovered, a 150‐
foot‐radius avoidance buffer would be centered on the nest site(s) to prevent the
nesting birds from being disturbed by power tools. Weeds may be pulled by
hand no closer than 50 feet from the nest;

•

GR‐4c—if surveys indicate that parasitism by brown‐headed cowbirds is a
significant problem, consult with the California Department of Fish and Game
and the US Fish and Wildlife Service to determine proper protocols to minimize
the negative effects of this species on breeding birds;
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•

GR‐4d—use material from brush and tree trimming to increase nesting or escape
habitat9 for ground‐dwelling birds and to mitigate any loss of habitat from other
vegetation clearing;

•

GR‐4e—create corridors of shrubs between landscaped areas and Natural Areas
to provide cover and transitional habitat for birds and other wildlife.

Avian Foraging Habitat
• GR‐5a—prevent invasive shrubs and trees from colonizing grasslands.
Avian Cavity Nesting Habitat
• GR‐6a—leave snags and dead branches on live trees, unless they are a hazard to
public safety or contain significant harmful insect or disease infestations;
•

GR‐6b—provide nest boxes where natural cavities are absent or in limited
supply;

•

GR‐6c—provide nest boxes for wood ducks at Impound Lake (a sub‐lake of Lake
Merced), Sharp Park, and Pine Lake.

Predators
• GR‐7a—implement the feral cat control policy from the Quail Recovery Plan
approved by the San Francisco Commission on the Environment;
•

GR‐7b—develop outreach materials to educate neighbors and users of Natural
Areas about feral cats;

•

GR‐7c—undertake control of non‐cat predators only where they are concentrated
in such a manner that they are having a substantial effect on native wildlife
populations.

Dog Use
• GR‐8a—retain the boundaries and locations of eight Dog Play Areas (DPAs) in
Natural Areas (Corona Heights, Pine Lake Park, Golden Gate Park Southeast,
McLaren Park Crocker Amazon, McLaren Park Geneva, Golden Gate Park
Northeast, Buena Vista Park, and Lake Merced) and modify two DPAs (Shelley
Drive Loop at McLaren Park and Bernal Hill) to protect sensitive habitat areas;
•

GR‐8b—match on‐leash and off‐leash dog use with the sensitivity of the habitat
when considering new DPAs within or next to Natural Areas;
(Note: An underlying assumption of this Initial Study is that there would be no
new DPAs because there is a moratorium on them until system‐wide DPA
planning is completed. This moratorium was announced at the October 10, 2006,
meeting of the San Francisco Dog Advisory Committee. Should new DPAs be
proposed at some point, the appropriate level of CEQA analysis would be
undertaken, and applicable permits and other regulatory agency approvals
would be obtained.)

9Escape

habitat—natural or man‐made features that allow animals to avoid predators or other threats.

Case No. 2005.1912E

12

Natural Areas Management Plan
April 2009

•

GR‐8c—restrict dogs from three sensitive habitat areas (a portion of Gray Fox
Creek at McLaren Park, habitat used by the San Francisco garter snake or
California red‐legged frog at Sharp Park, and the water at Pine Lake).

Small Mammal Habitat
• GR‐9a—preserve during vegetation management activities any brush, logs,
rocks, and other natural elements that function as habitat for small mammals and
place them at appropriate locations within the Natural Areas.
Invertebrate Habitat
• GR‐10a—as invasive plants are removed, install native plants or seeds that are
beneficial to local insects;
•

GR‐10b—in MA‐3 grasslands, maintain some invasive plant species that are host
plants for local butterflies and other native insects.

Trails and Views
• GR‐11a—maintain and improve primary designated trails;
•

GR‐11b—encourage users to stay on the trails in all Natural Areas;

•

GR‐11c—routinely monitor Natural Areas for new social trails and close or
reroute any trails that impact sensitive species or sensitive habitat or that
contribute to erosion;

•

GR‐11d—maintain viewsheds to maintain and enhance public recreation;

•

GR‐11e—consider adding amenities, such as overlooks and seating areas, when
evaluating overall trail use.

Erosion Control
• GR‐12a—revegetate steep slopes that have very thin vegetation to promote
general soil stability;
•

GR‐12b—reduce erosion risk during the transition between removing invasive
species and growth of native species that replace them, including gradual
implementation of restoration efforts.

Safety
• GR‐13a—discourage establishment of vegetation with high fire hazard ratings,
such as French broom and eucalyptus stands, next to homes and other structures;
•

GR‐13b—maintain clear passageways by removing encroaching vegetation and
maintaining sight lines to increase safety on trails.

Education
• GR‐14a—continue to network with local schools and research institutions to
provide environmental education resources and opportunities for school
children in San Francisco and Pacifica;
•
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GR‐14b—develop appropriate signage that explains the importance of natural
resources, ecosystem functions, management activities and goals, and public
involvement contacts;
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•

GR‐14c—develop education materials that discuss the impacts of feeding wildlife
and wild animals and the problems with releasing unwanted pets into Natural
Areas;

•

GR‐14d—conduct special outreach to adjacent property owners about the
impacts mentioned in GR‐14c.

Urban Forests
• GR‐15a—maintain urban forests within the MA‐3 areas with a basal area10 per
acre of between 200 and 600 square feet;
•

GR‐15b—maintain a stocking rate that will perpetuate the urban forest and
promote forest health;

•

GR‐15c—to promote forest health, focus tree removal on dead or dying trees,
trees with disease or insect infestations, storm‐damaged or hazardous trees, and
trees that are suppressed because of overcrowding;

•

GR‐15d—do not plant sensitive species in MA‐3 urban forests;

•

GR‐15e—remove invasive Cape, English, and Algerian ivy and Himalayan
blackberry to promote and maintain urban forest health in MA‐3 areas;

•

GR‐15f—consult the SFRPD arborist when tree removals or plantings are
proposed in MA‐3 urban forests;

•

GR‐15g—plant trees and shrubs in the urban forests that promote species
diversity and improve wildlife habitat; and

•

GR‐15h—use San Francisco‐approved insecticides to treat cut stumps.

A.4.4

Best Management Practices

The SNRAMP identifies best management practices (BMPs) for erosion control,
pathogen11 control, and West Nile virus.
Erosion Control
The erosion control BMPs applicable and appropriate to managing the Natural Areas
include the following:
•

Straw mulch—this method can be applied quickly in areas where long‐term
erosion protection is not required;

•

Rolled erosion control products—these materials are supplied in rolls and are
used to protect exposed soil areas from water and wind erosion;

•

Wood mulch—this material is typically broadcast by hand onto exposed soil to
prevent wind and water erosion;

10Basal

area—a measure, typically in square feet per acre, of the area covered by trees within a given urban forest.
Basal area is used as an index of tree production.
11Pathogen—a disease‐causing agent, especially a living microorganism such as a bacterium or fungus.
Case No. 2005.1912E
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•

Silt fences—this method involves staking a permeable geotextile fabric along the
contours of a slope. The bottom of the silt fence is typically trenched into the soil,
allowing the fence to intercept and reduce the velocity of sediment‐laden sheet
flow;

•

Fiber rolls—these roll materials are shaped into tubes that can be placed along
the contour of a slope to intercept sediment‐laden sheet flow and can also be
placed around storm drain inlets; and

•

Straw bales—these can be applied in much the same way as the fiber rolls, but
they are taller and sturdier.

Pathogen Control
The SNRAMP identified the following BMPs to control the spread of pathogens from one
area to another. For work conducted in a known site of sudden oak death infestation,
tools should be cleaned and disinfected after use on infected trees and should be
sanitized before use on healthy trees. Generally, to prevent the spread of aquatic
pathogens, dirt and debris should be removed from equipment, and the equipment
should be disinfected.
West Nile Virus
To control the spread of this mosquito‐borne disease, the following BMPs are
recommended:
•

Educate staff about the most effective ways to avoid being bitten by mosquitoes;

•

Remove small water features that contain standing water or treat those features
with BT (Bacillus thuringiensis israelensis), a biological control agent for mosquito
larvae, if the features are to remain and Public Health Services identifies a
potential health hazard; and

•

Encourage staff to drain any standing water that is caused by stored equipment
or by temporary depressions.

A.4.5

Monitoring Plan

Monitoring activities will be designed within the conceptual framework to address the
following questions:
•

What is the population status of selected special status species? Where are these
populations located? What are the growth trends for each of these populations
and for the species as a whole within the Natural Areas?

•

How successful are restoration and enhancement projects in terms of project
goals? What are the best ways to measure success criteria? How do selected
management activities, including restoration and conservation projects, affect the
diversity and abundance of native species in relation to the diversity and
abundance of invasive species within the project areas?

The following standardized protocols have been developed to address those questions:
Case No. 2005.1912E
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Monitoring Populations of Special Status Species
• Monitoring special status plant species

•

o

Locate populations,

o

Map populations,

o

Estimate population/cover, and

o

Assess population/cover change.

Monitoring Special Status Wildlife Species
o

Locate populations and

o

Assess population change.

Measuring the Success of Restoration and Conservation Programs
• Qualitative methods for assessing project success

•

•

o

Timing of photo‐monitoring and

o

Location of photo‐monitoring.

Quantitative Methods for Assessing Project Success
o

Map project area,

o

Randomize samples,

o

Conduct point intercept sampling, and

o

Record and analyze.

Tracking changes in avian and butterfly diversity and abundance
o

Qualitative methods for avian species monitoring,

o

Quantitative methods for avian species monitoring,

o

Qualitative methods for monitoring butterfly species, and

o

Quantitative methods for monitoring butterfly species.

A monitoring program can be successful only if it is applied uniformly and consistently.
Once a monitoring effort has begun, the methods for collecting data must continue in the
manner that they were initially implemented, or the data will not be comparable over
time and between sites. The protocols associated with this monitoring plan should not be
altered in any significant way.

A.5

NATURAL AREAS
The Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan, Final Draft (SFRPD 2006) is
incorporated by reference into this description of the proposed project. The information
presented below for each of the Natural Areas is grouped into sections on general
description, management areas, and recommended management actions. The system‐
wide recommendations that apply to the entire Natural Area are presented first, followed
by site‐specific recommendations, including an alphabetical code unique to each Natural
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Area. As presented in the SNRAMP, a number of the Natural Areas have been grouped
in this section; as a result, the 31 Natural Areas are addressed in 26 subsections below.
Table 1 is an overview of the management activities proposed for each of the Natural
Areas. Figure 1 is an overview of the Natural Areas, and individual maps of the Natural
Areas are included in Appendix A.

A.5.1

Balboa (BA)

General Description
The 1.8‐acre Balboa Natural Area, also referred to as Parcel 4, is at the corner of Balboa
Street and the Great Highway in western San Francisco. The National Park Service (NPS)
maintains the Balboa Natural Area for the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF)
under the terms of a Cooperative Management Agreement approved in 2007. It is in the
southern corner of the Sutro Heights Park and is across the Great Highway from Ocean
Beach and the Pacific Ocean. This all‐sand area has one of the few foredune communities
in San Francisco. An elevated boardwalk provides public access and keeps people out of
the sensitive sand dune vegetation. The SFRPD and the NPS jointly administer the
Balboa Natural Area for the CCSF. This Natural Area is public land that the CCSF has
dedicated for recreation and sewer system operations. It is next to NPS lands
administered by the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA).
Management Areas
The 1.1‐acre MA‐1 area of the Balboa Natural Area includes restored dune scrub habitat
and sensitive species. The 0.7‐acre MA‐2 area is a sandy substrate area with potential for
expansion of the dune community. There is no MA‐3 area at the Balboa Natural Area.
Recommended Management Actions
At Balboa, GR‐1, GR‐2, GR‐4, GR‐7, GR‐9, and GR‐11 through GR‐14 would be
implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the Balboa Natural Area:
•

BA‐1a—contain and reduce herbaceous12 invasive plants and prevent invasive
tree species from becoming established;

•

BA‐1b—revegetate using appropriate native plants in those areas where invasive
plants have been removed;

•

BA‐1c—augment existing populations of sensitive plant species; and

•

BA‐1d—reintroduce rare plants.

12Herbaceous—having the texture, color, and other characteristics of an ordinary foliage leaf. Herbaceous vegetation

is not woody.having the texture, color, and other characteristics of an ordinary foliage leaf. Herbaceous vegetation
is not woody.
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Table 1
Summary of Natural Areas Management Plan

*

637
8,496
12,239
2,600
1,340
3,741
6,701
771
333
747
187
23,242
559
24,844
1,722
1,609
1,885
935
1,957
11,106
651
59,185
15,456
1,049
3,157
0
2,672
8,741
0
196,562
14,741
211,303

90
1,439
4,544
745
456
0
1,845
0
0
0
0
3,653
390
12,381
409
692
0
0
398
3,319
0
15,681
2,867
527
608
0
1,411
2,303
0
53,758
653
54,411

0
1,020
464
0
0
0
0
0
0
438
0
0
188
0
0
0
0
620
0
365
0
0
0
496
13
0
0
501
0
4,105
1,792
5,897

547
8,077
8,159
1,855
884
3,741
4,856
771
333
1,185
187
19,589
357
12,463
1,313
917
1,885
1,555
1,559
8,152
651
43,504
12,589
1,018
2,562
0
1,261
6,939
0
146,909
15,880
162,789

Monitor**

0
5,489
100
20
17
130
185
106
0
300
100
5,880
30
818
20
10
0
5,660
10
11,866
0
18,691
9,400
38
1,000
0
50
85
0
60,005
39,000
99,005

To Remain

To Create

0
511
0
0
3
10
15
14
0
0
0
120
0
82
5
0
0
140
0
134
0
809
1,600
2
0
0
0
3
0
3,448
15,000
18,448

To Remove

To Close/
Relocate

0
6,000
100
20
20
140
200
120
0
300
100
6,000
30
900
25
10
0
5,800
10
12,000
0
19,500
11,000
40
1,000
0
50
88
0
63,453
54,000
117,453

21.0

6.0

15.0

No

1.0
0.4

0
0

1.0
0.4

Yes
No

2.8

0

2.8

Yes

5.0

5.0

0

Yes

61.7

8.3

53.4

Yes

3.3

0

3.3

No

95.2

19.3

75.9

95.2

19.3

75.9

Existing

Existing

1.8
43.7
24.1
3.3
2.0
6.1
9.6
1.5
0.5
2.3
0.7
63.5
0.8
26.2
4.0
4.4
6.0
16.5
2.7
394.1
0.5
164.6
39.9
2.0
8.4
1.5
2.8
30.7
0.2
864.4
236.6
1,101.0

Dog Play Areas (acres)
Resulting

To Remain

0
19.7
10.7
1.6
0.3
0
4.2
1.0
0.1
1.4
0.7
22.4
0.1
0
0.7
0
0
14.7
1.6
231.5
0.2
61.4
20.1
0.8
3.6
0
0.7
3.8
0
401.3
76.5
477.8

To Remove

0.7
15.8
5.8
1.1
0.9
6.1
2.5
0.3
0.1
0.9
0
33.0
0.5
25.5
2.4
3.0
2.8
1.8
0.5
101.8
0.2
68.3
11.0
0.4
3.8
0.7
0.6
14.3
0.2
305.0
125.1
430.1

Trails (feet)

Existing

1.1
8.2
7.6
0.6
0.8
0
2.9
0.2
0.3
0
0
8.1
0.2
0.7
0.9
1.4
3.2
0
0.6
60.8
0.1
34.9
8.8
0.8
1.0
0.8
1.5
12.6
0
158.1
35.0
193.1

Invasive Trees
Total MA1

1.8
43.9
24.3
3.5
2.0
6.1
9.6
1.5
0.5
2.3
0.7
63.8
0.8
26.2
4.0
4.5
6.2
16.5
2.7
395.0
0.5
165.3
40.2
2.1
8.4
1.6
2.9
31.1
0.3
868.3
237.2
1,105.5

MA-3

MA-2

1.8
43.9
24.3
3.5
3.5
36.1
12.6
1.5
0.5
2.3
0.7
72.6
6.0
1,021.0
4.0
4.5
11.8
19.4
2.7
614.0
0.5
312.6
40.2
2.5
30.3
1.6
2.9
34.1
0.3
2,311.7
411.0
2,722.7

MA-1

Balboa Natural Area
Bayview Park
Bernal Hill
Billy Goat Hill
Brooks Park
Buena Vista Park
Corona Heights
Dorothy Erskine Park
Duncan-Castro
Edgehill Mountain
Fairmount Park
Glen Canyon Park and O’Shaughnessy Hollow***
Golden Gate Heights
Golden Gate Park Oak Woodlands
Grandview Park
Hawk Hill
India Basin Shoreline Park
Interior Greenbelt
Kite Hill
Lake Merced
Lakeview/Ashton Mini Park
McLaren Park
Mount Davidson
Palou-Phelps
Pine Lake
Rock Outcrop
Tank Hill
Twin Peaks
15th Avenue Steps
San Francisco Subtotal
Sharp Park (Pacifica)
Total

Natural Area
Acreage*

Natural Area Site

Park Acreage

Management Area (acres)

The total acreages for the management areas do not exactly match the Natural Areas acreages. The Natural Areas acreages are based on vegetation series within each Natural Area where the geographic information system data was precisely clipped to the Natural Area
boundary. Management areas were created by mapping their boundaries in the field with a GPS unit. This data was then edited by Natural Areas Program staff to match Natural Areas boundaries. This process created minor errors when the management area appeared
to line up with the Natural Area boundary but in fact was off by a small amount. The average error is about 0.1 acre and never more than 0.8 acre. As would be expected, the error is largest in the larger Natural Areas because they have relatively longer boundaries.

**The SFRPD would monitor dog use and impacts on oak woodlands at Buena Vista and Golden Gate Park Oak Woodlands and impacts on small wildflower meadows in McLaren Park. Until the Dog Play Area at Lake Merced is removed, the SFRPD would monitor that
area for impacts.
***Glen Canyon Park and O’Shaughnessy Hollow are two different Natural Areas; they are grouped together in this table, as they are in the SNRAMP.
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A.5.2

Bayview Park (VP)

General Description
Bayview Park is in southeast San Francisco and is east of Candlestick Point State Park
and Candlestick Park. Developed areas within the 43.9‐acre Natural Area are limited to
paved trails, which are also used as access roads. This is one of the more diverse Natural
Areas with vegetation that includes grasslands, scrub, tree‐dominated areas, and a large
number of sensitive plant species. The vegetation provides suitable habitat for resident
and migratory bird species, reptiles, mammals, and amphibians. The extensive
grasslands provide habitat for butterflies and other insects, including the endangered
mission blue butterfly (Icaricia icarioides missionensis). It also contains historic Works
Progress Administration features.
Management Areas
The 8.2‐acre MA‐1 area is native grassland and scrub habitats that support the highest
numbers of sensitive species. The 15.8‐acre MA‐2 area also may contain sensitive species
and habitats and may act as buffers for the more sensitive areas. The 19.7‐acre MA‐3 area
includes urban forests and invasive scrub.
Recommended Management Actions
At Bayview Park, GR‐1 through GR‐4, GR‐6, GR‐7, and GR‐9 through GR‐15 would be
implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended:

Case No. 2005.1912E

•

VP‐1a—reduce and contain herbaceous and woody invasive plants;

•

VP‐1b—remove approximately 511 of the estimated 6,000 invasive trees
(primarily blue gum eucalyptus) to enhance sensitive species habitats;

•

VP‐1c—protect and maintain existing native habitats;

•

VP‐1d—augment existing sensitive plant populations;

•

VP‐1e—reintroduce populations of sensitive plant species to help prevent
extinctions of these species in San Francisco;

•

VP‐2a—install coast live oak seedlings and other native plants in gaps and
openings in the eucalyptus forest;

•

VP‐3a—construct a small berm to create a seasonal wetland and detention basin,
if capital funds are made available;

•

VP‐4a—maintain and improve habitat for the pinion mouse;

•

VP‐5a—augment existing silver bush lupine populations;

•

VP‐6a—install signs and temporary barriers along the roadway to discourage
off‐road motorcycle riding;

•

VP‐7a—construct a pedestrian trail connecting to the historic Works Progress
Administration trail;
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•

VP‐7b—develop a new entryway on the southern side of the park;

•

VP‐8a—remove the berm on the downhill side of Key Avenue and regrade the
entire roadway so that the uphill side is higher than the downhill side, if funds
are made available;
(Note: portions of this management action have been completed. Those that
have not been undertaken will be addressed in the EIR.)

•

VP‐8b—remove material in major downslope gullies and replace it with brush
that is highly compacted;

•

VP‐8c—build a small berm south of Key Avenue at the base of the main soil slip;

•

VP‐9a—create a detailed and complete erosion control plan before beginning
work on the large gully near the summit; work would include the following:

•

A.5.3

o

Installing a minimum of two check‐dams within the upper portion of the
gully,

o

Creating soil berms and troughs between these two structures,

o

Removing soil from the upper edges of the gully to create a 1:1 slope,

o

Installing a staked brush pile or brush box immediately below the upper
edge of the gully,

o

Installing one or two staked brush bundles in the vegetated swale
leading into the gully from the direction of the radio tower,

o

Installing rice straw bales along all edges of the gully, and

o

Hand broadcasting the entire area with the appropriate native grass seed
once construction is complete and before the fall rains; and

VP‐10a—restrict access to sensitive mission blue butterfly habitat if these habitat
areas continue to be damaged.

Bernal Hill (BH)

General Description
Bernal Hill is in the Bernal Heights neighborhood in central San Francisco. A microwave
radio transmission station, not owned by the SFRPD, is in a fenced enclosure at the hill’s
summit. Other than a paved access road, the 24.3‐acre Natural Area is primarily
grassland. A designated DPA is on and above Bernal Heights Boulevard, which
circumnavigates the Natural Area.
Management Areas
The 7.6‐acre MA‐1 area includes the slopes of Bernal Hill where native grasslands and
sensitive species are found. The 5.8‐acre MA‐2 area serves as a buffer between the MA‐1
area and urban forest. The 10.7‐acre MA‐3 area is that portion of the Natural Area that
does not support sensitive species or native grasslands.
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Recommended Management Actions
At Bernal Hill, GR‐1 through GR‐4 and GR‐7 through GR‐14 would be implemented to
address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific management actions
are recommended for the Bernal Hill Natural Area:
•

BH‐1a—reduce and contain herbaceous and woody invasive plants;

•

BH‐1b—revegetate using appropriate native plants where invasive plants have
been removed;

•

BH‐1c—focus sensitive plant species management and conservation on existing
habitat areas;

•

BH‐1d—maintain the urban forest‐grassland mosaic;

•

BH‐2a—encourage people and dogs to stay on designated trails and discourage
them from climbing the steep slopes and causing erosion on the north side of the
Natural Area; and

•

BH‐3a—retain on‐ and off‐leash dog use of the entire Natural Area and limit off‐
leash activities to the relatively flat areas, reducing the off‐leash DPA from 21 to
15 acres.

A.5.4

Billy Goat Hill (BG)

General Description
The 3.5‐acre Billy Goat Hill Natural Area is in the Diamond Heights area, east of Glen
Canyon Park. The Natural Area is composed mainly of grasslands. Billy Goat Hill
provides important habitat for native plants and populations of sensitive plant species,
grassland habitat, and suitable habitat for a variety of bird species and special‐status
butterfly species.
Management Areas
The MAs have been delineated based on the presence of rich native grasslands. The 0.6‐
acre MA‐1 area supports the richest array of species, as well as more intact habitat than
the 1.1‐acre MA‐2 area, which surrounds the MA‐1 and buffers it. The MA‐2 area is itself
surrounded on three sides by the 1.6‐acre MA‐3 area, which includes tree and grassland
communities.
Recommended Management Actions
At Billy Goat Hill, GR‐1 through GR‐4, GR‐7, and GR‐9 through GR‐14 would be
implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the Billy Goat Hill Natural Area:
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•

BG‐1a—reduce and contain woody and herbaceous invasive plants;

•

BG‐1b—revegetate using appropriate native plants, enhance and diversify
existing grasslands as appropriate, augment the existing rare or uncommon
grassland plant species, slowly replace the nonnative grassland with a grassland
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dominated by native species, maintain and enhance the native scrub community,
and plant native grassland and scrub species into the appropriate areas using
diversity, cover, and density targets generated from reference sites around San
Francisco;
•

BG‐1c—maintain a periphery of tall trees and diversify areas at the grassland
interface with wildlife‐enhancing species, and design, maintain, and enhance a
grassland‐scrub‐tree mosaic; and

•

BG‐2a—create and protect a complex mosaic of grassland and scrub with a
variety of plant species that will provide shelter, food, and nesting areas for local
wildlife.

A.5.5

Brooks Park and Lakeview/Ashton Mini Park (BP)

General Description
Brooks Park and Lakeview/Ashton Mini Park (also informally known as Orizaba Rocks)
are in southwestern San Francisco in the Merced Heights and Ingleside Heights
neighborhoods. Brooks Park, which fronts on Shields Street between Victoria and Vernon
Streets, is a 3.5‐acre park, two acres of which are part of the Natural Area. The 0.5‐acre
Lakeview/Ashton Mini Park Natural Area is a rocky outcrop at the dead ends of Ashton
and Orizaba Avenues and Lakeview and Shields Streets. Both of these Natural Areas
contain grasslands.
Management Areas
The Brooks Park and Lakeview/Ashton Mini Park Natural Areas are dominated by
grasslands, and the relative quality of the grasslands define the MA‐1, MA‐2, and MA‐3
areas. The 0.9‐acre MA‐1 areas encompass two grasslands at Brooks Park and one area at
Lakeview/Ashton Mini Park. The 1.1‐acre MA‐2 areas are the grasslands surrounding the
MA‐1 areas and serve as buffers between the MA‐1 and the MA‐3 areas. The 0.5‐acre
MA‐3 areas are on the periphery in both parks and represent the least sensitive grassland
areas.
Recommended Management Actions
At Brooks Park and Lakeview/Ashton Mini Park, GR‐1 through GR‐4, GR‐7, and GR‐10
through GR‐14 would be implemented to address management issues. In addition, the
following site‐specific management actions are recommended for the Brooks Park and
Lakeview/Ashton Mini Park Natural Areas:
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•

BP‐1a—contain and reduce herbaceous and woody invasive plants;

•

BP‐1b—remove three cypress trees and prevent establishment of invasive trees in
all areas;

•

BP‐1c—revegetate with appropriate native plants using diversity, cover, and
density targets generated from reference sites within and around San Francisco;
and
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•

A.5.6

BP‐1d—consider augmenting sensitive species at Lakeview/Ashton Mini Park
and introducing sensitive species within suitable locations at Brooks Park.

Buena Vista Park (BV)

General Description
The 36.1‐acre Buena Vista Park is in central San Francisco, just north of Corona Heights,
and is bounded in part by Haight Street on the north; Buena Vista Avenue East and
Buena Vista Avenue West loop around the park and form the eastern, southern, and
western boundaries. The 6.1‐acre Buena Vista Park Natural Area is on the northern side
of the park and supports one of the most extensive coast live oak forests within San
Francisco. The remainder of the park is covered almost exclusively by mixed exotic
forest. There is a designated DPA in the northwest corner of Buena Vista Park in the oak
woodland.
Management Areas
The 6.1‐acre MA‐2 area includes coast live oak woodlands in the northern portion of the
park. There are no MA‐1 or MA‐3 areas.
Recommended Management Actions
At Buena Vista Park, GR‐1, GR‐2, GR‐4, GR‐6, GR‐7, GR‐9, GR‐11, GR‐13, and GR‐14
would be implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐
specific management actions are recommended for the Buena Vista Park Natural Area:

13Understory—the

•

BV‐1a—reduce woody and herbaceous invasive plants and understory13 plants
and prevent invasive trees from becoming established;

•

BV‐1b—remove approximately 10 eucalyptus and acacia trees out of 140 invasive
trees, revegetate areas with appropriate dune scrub and oak trees to promote
creation of a multi‐aged stand, and use diversity, cover, and density targets
generated from reference sites around San Francisco to develop planting plans;

•

BV‐1c—consider reintroducing rare or uncommon plant species;

•

BV‐2a—create complex multistoried habitat by removing invasive species in the
understory and planting species that provide food and nesting resources and
increase structural diversity by planting native vegetation that is different in
height at maturity than vegetation in the existing habitats;

•

BV‐2b—install a permanent water source within or next to the Natural Area in an
area that would not be easily accessible to off‐leash dogs or subject to
undesirable human use and ensure that artificial water sources can be drained
periodically to remove bullfrogs;

•

BV‐3a—augment winter and late‐fall fruiting shrubs; and

shrubs and plants growing beneath the main canopy of a forest or stand of trees.
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•

A.5.7

BV‐4a—consider implementing protective measures or relocating the DPA
outside of oak woodlands if necessary to protect nesting bird habitat.

Corona Heights (CH)

General Description
Corona Heights is in the central portion of San Francisco and is bounded roughly by Flint
Street, Roosevelt Way, and 16th Street. The Corona Heights Playground and the Randall
Museum are within the southern portion of the park. Of the park’s 12.6 acres, the Natural
Area covers approximately 9.6 acres and is composed of grasslands, with scrub and tree‐
dominated areas around its edges. A fenced DPA is next to the northwest portion of the
Natural Area.
Management Areas
The 2.9‐acre MA‐1 areas include three areas with sensitive species and habitats. The 2.5‐
acre MA‐2 areas are buffers around the MA‐1 areas. The 4.2‐acre MA‐3 areas include
urban forest and grasslands around the Natural Area perimeter.
Recommended Management Actions
At Corona Heights, GR‐1 through GR‐4, GR‐7, GR‐9 through GR‐13, and GR‐15 would be
implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the Corona Heights Natural Area:
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•

CH‐1a—contain and reduce herbaceous and woody invasive plants and prevent
invasive tree species from becoming established;

•

CH‐1b—augment existing populations of sensitive plant species through seeding
or planting;

•

CH‐1c—reintroduce populations of rare plant species to help prevent local
extinctions of these species in San Francisco;

•

CH‐1d—maintain diverse native grassland in areas where invasive plants have
been removed. Maintain and enhance oak woodlands;

•

CH‐1e—remove 15 Monterey pines;

•

CH‐2a—create complex multistoried habitat that provides food sources and
nesting, roosting, and escape habitat for a variety of species;

•

CH‐2b—increase the extent of oak woodland habitat to create habitat for wildlife,
particularly birds; and

•

CH‐3a—install signs and temporary barriers at access points to discourage
people and dogs from going off the trails into erosion‐prone areas. If signs and
temporary fencing prove ineffective, install permanent fences at the base of the
hill.
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A.5.8

Dorothy Erskine (DP)

General Description
Dorothy Erskine Park is near the southern end of Glen Canyon Park at the intersection of
Baden Street and Martha Avenue in central San Francisco. The 1.5‐acre Natural Area is
mostly forested. Most remnant plant areas and important wildlife habitat are associated
with the grassland and mixed exotic forests on the steep north‐facing slopes, which are
inaccessible due to the presence of a safety fence at the top of the slope. There is one main
trail and access route through the Natural Area.
Management Areas
The 0.2‐acre MA‐1 areas contain remnant grassland and wildflower habitats. The 0.3‐acre
MA‐2 areas include remnant scrub habitat and serve as buffers to the MA‐1 areas. The
1.0‐acre MA‐3 areas are composed of urban forests.
Recommended Management Actions
At Dorothy Erskine, GR‐1, GR‐2, GR‐4, GR‐7, GR‐9, GR‐13, and GR‐15 would be
implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the Dorothy Erskine Natural Area:
•

DP‐1a—reduce and contain herbaceous and woody invasive plants and prevent
invasive trees from becoming established;

•

DP‐1b—remove approximately 14 of the estimated 120 eucalyptus trees;

•

DP‐1c—revegetate with appropriate native plants those areas where invasive
plants have been removed to maintain and enhance the native grassland and
scrub communities;

•

DP‐1d—reintroduce silk tassel bush to prevent the countywide extinction of this
sensitive plant species; and

•

DP‐2a—survey the site for red‐tailed hawk nests before tree removal. If an
occupied nest is found, conduct tree removal activities no closer than 500 feet
from the nest.

A.5.9

Duncan-Castro (DC)

General Description
Duncan‐Castro is in the central portion of San Francisco and is northeast of the
intersection of Castro and Duncan Streets. The 0.5‐acre Natural Area is predominantly
grassland, with an ornamental planting area along Duncan Street.
Management Areas
The 0.3‐acre MA‐1 area includes rock outcrops, red fescue prairie, and portions of the
annual grassland with sensitive plant species populations. The 0.1‐acre MA‐2 area has
less diverse grasslands and rock outcrops on the south and west sides of the Natural
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Area. The 0.1‐acre MA‐3 area includes ornamental vegetation and forest along the
eastern edge of the Natural Area.
Recommended Management Actions
At Duncan‐Castro, GR‐1 through GR‐4, GR‐7, GR‐9, GR‐10, GR‐13, and GR‐14 would be
implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the Duncan‐Castro Natural Area:
•

DC‐1a—contain and reduce herbaceous and woody invasive plants and prevent
invasive tree species from becoming established;

•

DC‐1b—maintain and diversify grasslands and maintain and enhance tree cover
in the northeast part of the Natural Area;

•

DC‐1c—enhance the native scrub community; and

•

DC‐2a—determine whether two pipelines crossing the Natural Area are still in
service or abandoned, then bury, reroute, or remove them, as appropriate.

A.5.10 Edgehill Mountain (EM)
General Description
Edgehill Mountain is northwest across Portola Drive from Mount Davidson in central
San Francisco. The 2.3‐acre, forested Natural Area is bordered by Kensington and
Edgehill Ways. The area is accessed from Shangrila Way and Knockash Hill. Edgehill
Mountain is a blue gum eucalyptus forest that supports small populations of sensitive
plants and provides habitat for sensitive bird species.
Management Areas
The 0.9‐acre MA‐2 areas are at the center of the Natural Area and include coastal scrub
and prairie grassland habitats. The 1.4‐acre MA‐3 areas include the remaining urban
forests. There are no MA‐1 areas.
Recommended Management Actions
At Edgehill Mountain, GR‐1, GR‐2, GR‐4, GR‐7, GR‐9, and GR‐11 through GR‐15 would
be implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the Edgehill Mountain Natural Area:
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•

EM‐1a—reduce and contain herbaceous and woody invasive plants and prevent
invasive trees from becoming established;

•

EM‐1b—replace dead and dying trees with native species typical of coastal bluff
scrub and oak woodland habitats;

•

EM‐1c—revegetate with appropriate native plant species in those areas where
invasive plants have been removed to maintain and enhance existing scrub and
grassland habitats;
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•

EM‐1d—augment existing sensitive plants to prevent extinction of rare or
uncommon plant species; and

•

EM‐2a—develop two new entrances and trails through the Natural Area, one
entering at Kensington Way and one entering at Edgehill Way.

A.5.11 Fairmount Park (FP)
General Description
Fairmount Park is southeast of Billy Goat Hill in central San Francisco. The 0.7‐acre
Natural Area is mostly forested and is at the intersection of Fairmount and San Miguel
Streets.
Management Areas
The 0.7‐acre MA‐3 area is an urban forest. There are no MA‐1 or MA‐2 areas.
Recommended Management Actions
At Fairmount Park, GR‐1, GR‐3, GR‐4, GR‐7, GR‐11, GR‐12, GR‐13, and GR‐15 would be
implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the Fairmount Park Natural Area:
•

FP‐1a—contain and reduce herbaceous and woody invasive plants and

•

FP‐1b—focus tree regeneration on the north and south sides, leaving fewer trees
on the east side and helping to screen existing homes from view.

A.5.12 Glen Canyon Park and O’Shaughnessy Hollow (GC/OH)
General Description
Glen Canyon Park and O’Shaughnessy Hollow are south of Twin Peaks, between the
Diamond Heights and Miraloma neighborhoods, in an area formally referred to as the
San Miguel Hills. The approximately 70‐acre Glen Canyon Park has 60 acres designated
as a Natural Area. O’Shaughnessy Hollow is a 3.8‐acre Natural Area. O’Shaughnessy
Boulevard separates the two Natural Areas, with Glen Canyon Park to the east and
O’Shaughnessy Hollow to the west. Recreation facilities in Glen Canyon Park include the
Silver Tree Day Camp, a community recreation center, ball fields, playgrounds, and
formal and informal trails. There are no developed areas within O’Shaughnessy Hollow.
Management Areas
The 8.1‐acre MA‐1 areas contain high concentrations of native plants within the
grasslands or sensitive species at Glen Canyon Park. The O’Shaughnessy Hollow MA‐1
areas include sensitive plant species habitat. The 33‐acre MA‐2 areas include the scrub‐
covered western slopes and the riparian14 corridor in Glen Canyon Park, and areas are

14Riparian—land

next to a natural watercourse such as a river or stream. Riparian areas support vegetation that
provides important wildlife habitat, as well as important fish habitat when it overhangs the bank.
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designated to provide buffers around the grassland MA‐1 areas. The O’Shaughnessy
Hollow MA‐2 areas support a mix of native‐dominated scrub and grassland habitats.
MA‐3 areas (22.4 acres) include portions of Glen Canyon Park covered with urban forest,
the invasive annual grassland in the extreme northern corner, and a corridor along the
gravel access road.
Recommended Management Actions
At Glen Canyon Park and O’Shaughnessy Hollow, GR‐1 through GR‐7, GR‐8c, GR‐9, and
GR‐11 through GR‐15 would be implemented to address management issues. In addition,
the following site‐specific management actions are recommended for the Glen Canyon
Park and O’Shaughnessy Hollow Natural Areas:

Case No. 2005.1912E

•

GC/OH‐1a—reduce woody and herbaceous invasive plants and understory
plants and prevent invasive trees from becoming established;

•

GC/OH‐1b—revegetate with appropriate native plants to approximate the
diversity, cover, and density of adjacent habitat;

•

GC/OH‐1c—augment existing rare or uncommon species to maintain these
species and enhance their chances of survival;

•

GC/OH‐1d—consider reintroduction of sensitive species;

•

GC/OH‐1e—remove approximately 120 of the estimated 6,000 invasive blue gum
eucalyptus trees in Glen Canyon Park to maintain and enhance native habitats;

•

GC/OH‐2a—thin sections of the overstory within the riparian corridor and
reduce invasive plants in the understory;

•

GC/OH‐2b—prevent willows from encroaching on open water and create new
and stable pool habitats;

•

GC/OH‐3a—to protect sensitive habitats and prevent erosion, close social trails
to the northwestern rock outcrop in Glen Canyon Park, discontinue rock
climbing, and close social trails in O’Shaughnessy Hollow;

•

GC/OH‐4a—avoid removing trees with red‐tailed hawk or great horned owl
nests and prohibit tree removal within 500 feet of occupied nests;

•

GC/OH‐4b—protect and preserve open grassland habitat through vegetation
management and control of invasive species;

•

GC/OH‐5a—remove invasive species bordering native coastal scrub;

•

GC/OH‐5b—plant native vegetation of differing heights to increase structural
diversity of coastal scrub habitats;

•

GC/OH‐5c—manage open pools as in GC/OH‐2a‐b and GC/OH‐7e and make
these pools inaccessible to the public;

•

GC/OH‐6a—consider the requirements of amphibians when creating open pools
under GC/OH‐2;
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•

GC/OH‐7a—document the presence or absence of forktail damselfly in Glen
Canyon Park;

•

GC/OH‐7b—reintroduce forktail damselfly in Glen Canyon Park if it is not
observed in the next five years;

•

GC/OH‐7c—remove and trim vegetation along the asphalt channel to create
appropriate habitat for the forktail damselfly, if it is observed or reintroduced;

•

GC/OH‐7d—remove willows along the asphalt channel to reduce shading of
water, if the forktail damselfly is observed or reintroduced;

•

GC/OH‐7e—control vegetation within the asphalt channel to create open water
and emergent vegetation, if the forktail damselfly is observed or reintroduced;

•

GC/OH‐7f—consider requirements of the forktail damselfly when creating new
pools in Islais Creek;

•

GC/OH‐8a—annually evaluate the populations of sensitive butterflies within the
park;

•

GC/OH‐8b—install larval host plants and nectar sources as part of revegetation;

•

GC/OH‐9a—monitor the dog impact on wetlands and Islais Creek channel and
consider appropriate restrictions (including fencing) to keep dogs out of the
creek channel and wetlands;

•

GC/OH‐9b—install boardwalks in wet marshy locations along the Islais Creek
loop trail to prevent damage to resources and increased sedimentation15 in the
creek;

•

GC/OH9c—trim willows along formal trails to allow ease of access, thereby
limiting the perceived need to create new trails;

•

GC/OH‐10a—fill gullies in the access road with gravel to help minimize the
input of sediment from the gravel access road, outslope the road the next time it
is graded or resurfaced to allow uniform flow of runoff from the hillside across
the road to the creek and to eliminate ponding and reduce gullying in the road,
evaluate and replace the culverts as necessary, and consider paving the access
road;

•

GC/OH‐10b—close and revegetate social trails that are next to or crossing the
creek, in accordance with GR‐11, and install bridges or stabilize stream banks
with well‐designed steps that lead to stepping‐stones to cross the creek for any
creek crossings that would remain in use;

•

GC/OH‐10c—maintain the sediment dam and consider installing new sediment
traps on the lower reach of the creek; and

15Sedimentation—the

deposition of material suspended in a stream system, whether in suspension (suspended load)
or on the bottom (bedload).
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•

GC/OH‐10d—consider a long‐term solution for the unstable and eroding bank of
Islais Creek immediately below Silver Tree Day Camp.

A.5.13 Golden Gate Heights Park, Grandview Park, Hawk Hill, and Rock Outcrop (GGRH)
General Description
The Natural Areas at Grandview Park, Rock Outcrop, Golden Gate Heights Park, and
Hawk Hill all belong to a remnant ridgetop sand dune system in the western portion of
San Francisco, in the mid‐Sunset or Sunset Heights area. Because these sites have similar
characteristics and management issues, they have been combined into this single section.
The 4‐acre Grandview Park is at 15th Avenue and Moraga Street. Just south of
Grandview Park is the 1.6‐acre Rock Outcrop, between 14th and Funston Avenues.
Continuing south, Golden Gate Heights Park, which contains a 0.8‐acre Natural Area, is
between Funston, 12th, and 14th Avenues. Of the four parks, the 4.5‐acre Hawk Hill at
the intersection of Rivera Street and Funston Avenue is the farthest south. These parks
are surrounded by dense urban development.
Management Areas
The 3.3‐acre MA‐1 areas include sensitive species, rich dune habitats, and grasslands.
Three areas on Grandview, two areas on Rock Outcrop, one area at Golden Gate Heights,
and one area at Hawk Hill have been designated as MA‐1. The 6.6‐acre MA‐2 areas
contain less‐sensitive but important habitat, and they usually surround the MA‐1 areas,
providing buffers to the more sensitive habitats within MA‐1 areas. The 0.8‐acre MA‐3
areas designated at Grandview and Golden Gate Heights contain areas of invasive tree
species.
Recommended Management Actions
At the Natural Areas at Grandview Park, Rock Outcrop, Golden Gate Heights Park, and
Hawk Hill, GR‐1 through GR‐4, GR‐7, and GR‐11 through GR‐14 would be implemented
to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific management
actions are recommended for these sites:
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•

GGRH‐1a—contain and reduce herbaceous and woody invasive plants,
removing them in such a way that avoids erosion, and then plant native species;

•

GGRH‐1b—augment existing sensitive plants to maintain these species and
enhance their chances of survival;

•

GGRH‐1c—reintroduce populations of sensitive plant species to help prevent
county‐wide extinctions of these species;

•

GGRH‐1d—prevent invasive trees from becoming established and remove trees
only at Grandview Park, where approximately five trees will be removed from
the upper slope;

•

GGRH‐1e—reduce invasive vegetation, plant native species to approximate the
diversity, cover, and density of adjacent habitat or reference plots in similar
habitats at other parks and target habitat types as follows:

30

Natural Areas Management Plan
April 2009

o

At Grandview, maintain and enhance dune scrub, a dune scrub mosaic,
and cypress tree‐scrub mosaic,

o

At Rock Outcrop, maintain and enhance the dune scrub‐rock outcrop
plant communities,

o

At Golden Gate Heights, maintain and enhance dune scrub, maintain a
diversified understory and plant forest gaps with wildlife friendly
species within the urban forest, consider removing the asphalt pad at the
entryway and installing a native plant demonstration garden, and

o

At Hawk Hill, maintain and enhance the dune scrub communities with
scattered open sand for annual plant recruitment;

•

GGRH‐1f—remove vegetation and replant with native species in small
noncontiguous patches where soil erosion could occur;

•

GGRH‐2a—limit access to the 917 linear feet of designated trails to protect
sensitive habitat and consider installing fencing at Hawk Hill if necessary;

•

GGRH‐2b—consider using the dune‐step system as a biotechnical control
measure to help control soil movement and allow for revegetation that would
better withstand foot traffic on the steep dune slopes;

•

GGRH‐3a—route users away from eroding areas and sensitive habitats to the
1,313 linear feet of designated trails and install temporary or permanent fencing
at Grandview Park if necessary;

•

GGRH‐3b—install soil retaining boxes on the downhill side of the landings to
help minimize erosion at Grandview Park; and

•

GGRH‐4a—develop a new approximately 188‐foot trail at the edge of the forest
to replace the trail that is causing erosion and close the 390‐linear‐foot social trail
through the dunes (Golden Gate Heights).

A.5.14 Golden Gate Park Oak Woodlands (OW)
General Description
The 26.2‐acre Oak Woodlands Natural Area is in the northeast corner of the 1,021‐acre
Golden Gate Park, between Fulton Street and Lincoln Way. In addition to the large oak
woodland bounded by Stanyan Street, Fulton Street, and 6th Avenue, the Natural Areas
in Golden Gate Park include Whiskey Hill, Strawberry Hill, and Lily Pond. The
individual areas that compose this Natural Area represent the few places where native
trees persist in the Natural Areas Program system. Two DPAs are within or next to the
Natural Area, one where North Willard Street intersects with Fulton Street (Golden Gate
Park Northeast DPA) and one next to Whiskey Hill (Golden Gate Park Southeast DPA).
Management Areas
The 0.7‐acre MA‐1 areas contain sensitive plant species. The 25.5‐acre MA‐2 areas are oak
woodlands. There are no MA‐3 areas.
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Recommended Management Actions
At Oak Woodlands, GR‐1, GR‐2, GR‐4, GR‐6, GR‐7, GR‐9, and GR‐11 through GR‐14
would be implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐
specific management actions are recommended for the Oak Woodlands Natural Area:
•

OW‐1a—contain and reduce herbaceous and woody invasive plants and prevent
invasive tree species from becoming established;

•

OW‐1b—reduce invasive vegetation within the oak woodlands to increase and
diversify the native understory;

•

OW‐1c—augment and reintroduce native plant species;

•

OW‐1d—remove approximately 82 of the approximately 900 invasive blue gum
eucalyptus trees;

•

OW‐2a—redesign the organic material dump site and install traffic barricades at
the edge of the slope to reduce damage to downslope oak trees;

•

OW‐3a—remove invasive understory vegetation and replace it with native
species typical of an oak woodland understory; and

•

OW‐4a—monitor use of Golden Gate Park Northeast DPA and install signs to
delineate the boundaries of both DPAs.

A.5.15 India Basin Shoreline Park (IB)
General Description
India Basin Shoreline Park is in southeast San Francisco next to Hunters Point Boulevard
at the shore of San Francisco Bay. Comprising 6.2 of the park’s 11.8 acres, the Natural
Area is the only one that borders San Francisco Bay. It contains a segment of the Bay
Trail, shoreline access for fishing and water‐dependent recreation, tidal salt marsh
wetlands, and suitable habitat for shore birds and foraging raptors.
Management Areas
The 3.2‐acre MA‐1 area consists of salt marsh wetland. The 2.8‐acre MA‐2 areas include a
buffer between restored wetlands and upland habitat, annual grasslands, scrub, and oak
habitat areas under development. There are no MA‐3 areas.
Recommended Management Actions
At India Basin Shoreline Park, GR‐1 through GR‐4, GR‐7, and GR‐13 would be
implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the India Basin Shoreline Park Natural Area:
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•

IB‐1a—monitor the salt marsh for smooth cordgrass and other invasive species
and reduce and contain infestations of upland invasive species;

•

IB‐1b—remove invasive species from wetland and upland areas and maintain
and enhance upland areas as a grassland‐coastal scrub mosaic;
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•

IB‐1c—augment populations of alkali heath and marsh gumplant by direct
seeding or planting;

•

IB‐2a—maintain and enhance existing grassland‐scrub mosaic;

•

IB‐2b—install low‐growing plants to create a partially vegetated screen between
the trail and the buffer area;

•

IB‐3a—increase vegetation density in the area of the trail to reduce erosion on the
face of the levee; and

•

IB‐4a—restrict access to sensitive salt marsh habitat if damage to these areas
occurs, including installing low trailside fencing.

A.5.16 Interior Greenbelt (IG)
General Description
Interior Greenbelt is on Mount Sutro, south of Golden Gate Park and north of Twin Peaks
in central San Francisco. Of the two parcels that make up the 16.5‐acre Natural Area, the
northern parcel (owned by the University of California San Francisco) is accessed at the
end of Edgewood Street and at the corner of Stanyan Street and Belgrave Avenue. The
southern parcel is south across Clarendon Street from the northern parcel and is accessed
at the ends of Mt. Spring and Saint Germain Streets. Both parcels are urban forests.
Management Areas
The 1.8‐acre MA‐2 areas are in the northern parcel and support sensitive plants. The 14.7‐
acre MA‐3 areas include the urban forests outside the MA‐2 areas. There are no MA‐1
areas.
Recommended Management Actions
At Interior Greenbelt, GR‐1, GR‐2, GR‐4, GR‐7, GR‐9, GR‐11 through GR‐15 would be
implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the Interior Greenbelt Natural Area:
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•

IG‐1a—reduce and contain herbaceous invasive plants and prevent invasive
trees from becoming established;

•

IG‐1b—remove approximately 140 of the estimated 5,800 blue gum eucalyptus
trees;

•

IG‐1c—revegetate using appropriate native plants in those areas where invasive
plants have been removed to maintain and enhance the existing scrub mosaic
communities;

•

IG‐1d—augment existing populations of sensitive plants;

•

IG‐1e—reintroduce rare plants to reduce the potential for local extinction of
sensitive species in San Francisco;

•

IG‐2a—develop a new trail linking existing secondary trails with trails on the
University of California property; and
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•

IG‐2b—formalize existing social trails.

A.5.17 Kite Hill (KH)
General Description
Kite Hill is a grassy knoll in the central portion of San Francisco, near the intersection of
19th and Yukon Streets. Most of the 2.7‐acre Natural Area is grassland, with an
ornamental garden north of the corner of 19th and Yukon Streets.
Management Areas
The 0.6‐acre MA‐1 area has native scrub series, rock outcrops, and annual grasslands
with high native species diversity. The 0.5‐acre MA‐2 area buffers the MA‐1 area and
includes native landscaping along the Yukon Street frontage. The 1.6‐acre MA‐3 area has
grasslands in the eastern portion of the Natural Area.
Recommended Management Actions
At Kite Hill, GR‐1 through GR‐4, GR‐7, and GR‐9 through GR‐14 would be implemented
to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific management
actions are recommended for the Kite Hill Natural Area:
•

KH‐1a—contain and reduce herbaceous and woody invasive plants and prevent
invasive tree species from becoming established;

•

KH‐1b—maintain and diversify grasslands, with the initial focus on areas where
native species are dominant;

•

KH‐1c—install showy native vegetation near the road and access points;

•

KH‐1d—reintroduce populations of rare plant species to help prevent local
extinctions of these species in San Francisco;

•

KH‐1e—maintain and enhance the grassland‐scrub oak woodland ecotone16 to
increase habitat diversity and value to wildlife; and

•

KH‐2a—revegetate a large area of exposed soil surrounding a small group of
apple trees by hand‐broadcasting the appropriate seed mixture and by applying
mulch to the area. Install signs explaining the benefits of this revegetation.

A.5.18 Lake Merced (LM)
General Description
Lake Merced is in the southwest portion of San Francisco and is roughly bordered by
John Muir Drive, Skyline Boulevard, and Lake Merced Boulevard. The San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) owns Lake Merced, and the SFRPD maintains the
recreational uses under the terms of a memorandum of understanding between the two

16Ecotone—a

transitional zone between two vegetation communities that contains the characteristic species of each
community.
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departments. Recreation at the lake includes boating, fishing, golfing, jogging, bicycling,
skeet shooting, and picnicking. Lake Merced is made up of four connected sub‐lakes:
North, East, South, and Impound. A designated DPA on the north side of East Lake is in
an area informally known as the Mesa. The Natural Area covers approximately 395 of the
lake’s 614 acres and generally encompasses the lake, the bordering freshwater marsh
wetland, and upland vegetation.
Management Areas
The 60.8‐acre MA‐1 areas include double‐crested cormorant rookeries,17 a portion of the
Mesa that supports sensitive plant species, Impound Lake and its associated wetlands,
and tule marsh around East, North, and South Lakes. The 101.8‐acre MA‐2 areas include
the water of East Lake, which supports western pond turtles, and the habitat between the
marshes and the Natural Area boundary. The 231.5‐acre MA‐3 areas include urban
forests and North and South Lakes.
Recommended Management Actions
At Lake Merced, GR‐1, GR‐2, GR‐4, GR‐6, GR‐7, GR‐9, and GR‐11 through GR‐15 would
be implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the Lake Merced Natural Area:
•

LM‐1a—contain and reduce herbaceous and woody invasive plants and plant
native species;

•

LM‐1b—remove approximately 134 of the estimated 12,000 invasive blue gum
eucalyptus trees, a little more than one percent of the total inventory, to maintain
and enhance native habitats;

•

LM‐1c—prevent the establishment of invasive tree species to maintain and
enhance coastal wetland scrub;18

•

LM‐1d—maintain and enhance sensitive habitats;

•

LM‐2a—augment existing sensitive plants to maintain these species and enhance
their chances of survival;

•

LM‐2b—reintroduce populations of rare plant species to help prevent county‐
wide extinctions of these species;

•

LM‐3a—remove trees in such a way as to avoid removing those used by raptors,
cormorants, and herons and remove no trees within 500 feet of occupied nests;

•

LM‐3b—consider closing social trails near cormorant nesting colonies or hawk
nests if trail usage appears to disrupt nesting. Install signs at rental boat launch
locations asking boaters to remain at least 30 feet from the edge of the marsh
between February 1 and August 31;

•

LM‐3c—remove invasive understory vegetation when bird nests are not active;

17Rookery—colony
18Scrub—low

or aggregation of animals of the same species.
trees or shrubs collectively.

Case No. 2005.1912E

35

Natural Areas Management Plan
April 2009

•

LM‐3d—locate and map raptor nests during inactive periods;

•

LM‐4a—maintain and enhance important bird nesting and foraging habitat to
include removal of invasive species and natural recruitment of preferred species;

•

LM‐5a—create more open grassland habitat through vegetation management
and control of invasive species;

•

LM‐5b—remove iceplant to create openings where native grasslands and
grassland/scrub mosaics could be established;

•

LM‐6a—remove invasive vegetation and enhance native scrub and grassland
species in upland sandy soils next to East Lake to allow for western pond turtle
nesting. Create piles of logs or rocks to increase and improve basking habitat;

•

LM‐6b—periodically trap and remove nonnative turtle species;

•

LM‐6c—restrict public access to the East Lake water and shoreline from April 1
to August 31 to avoid disturbing breeding turtles;

•

LM‐7a—relocate the DPA to a different area to avoid disturbing breeding birds
in the current location;
(Note: Due to the CCSF moratorium on new DPAs, the Lake Merced DPA
couldn’t be relocated to a new location, so it would only be removed.
Restoration of the site would continue, following removal of the DPA.)

•

LM‐8a—implement GR‐14;

•

LM‐8b—consider participating in the development of an environmental
education center;
(Note: Constructing and operating an environmental education center are not
proposed as part of the SNRAMP and the project. Should those activities be
proposed at some point, the appropriate level of CEQA analysis would be
undertaken, and applicable permits and other regulatory agency approvals
would be obtained.)
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•

LM‐8c—maintain existing interpretive signs at key locations;

•

LM‐9a—treat small‐scale erosion gullies with such measures as gully plugs,
brush boxes, energy dissipaters, and water bars and plant these areas with native
vegetation to prevent soil erosion;

•

LM‐9b—coordinate with the San Francisco Department of Public Works and
other agencies about programs to address large‐scale erosion gullies;

•

LM‐10a—create an educational program for golf course staff; and

•

LM‐10b—install informational and interpretive signs next to Lake Merced, along
the periphery of Harding Park Golf Course, indicating that the area is sensitive
wildlife habitat and install temporary barriers along sensitive areas during large
golf tournaments.
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A.5.19 McLaren Park (MP)
General Description
McLaren Park covers 312.6 acres near the southeast corner of San Francisco and is
bisected by Mansell Street. Sunnydale and Visitacion Avenues cross the southern half of
the park, while John F. Shelley Drive crosses the northern half. Recreational facilities
within the park include over 11 miles of trails, tennis courts, ball fields, a golf course,
picnic areas, and an amphitheater. Three designated DPAs are within the park, two
within and one next to the Natural Area. The Natural Area covers 165.3 acres and is
made up of grassland, scrub, and tree‐dominated vegetation series.
Management Areas
The 34.9‐acre MA‐1 areas include sensitive riparian habitat, grassland habitat, marsh
habitat, and an area of diverse grasslands supporting sensitive plant species. The 68.3‐
acre MA‐2 areas may also contain sensitive species19 and habitats and act as buffers
between the MA‐1 areas and the adjacent urban forest. These areas are being restored,
and trees and shrubs are being removed, and native species are being planted. The 61.4‐
acre MA‐3 areas include urban forests, grasslands, and forest‐grassland mosaics.
Recommended Management Actions
At McLaren Park, GR‐1 through GR‐4, GR‐6, GR‐7, and GR‐9 through GR‐15 would be
implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the McLaren Park Natural Area:
•

MP‐1a—reduce and contain herbaceous and woody invasive plants;

•

MP‐1b—remove approximately 809 of the estimated 19,500 invasive blue gum
eucalyptus trees to enhance sensitive species habitats;

•

MP‐1c—revegetate, using appropriate native plants in those areas where
invasive plants have been removed;

•

MP‐1d—augment existing sensitive plants to prevent the extinction of rare or
uncommon grassland plants in McLaren Park;

•

MP‐1e—reintroduce rare plant species to help prevent local extinction of
sensitive species in San Francisco;

•

MP‐2a—increase the patch size of willow and coastal scrub by removing invasive
species that border these areas and allowing natural recruitment into the newly
opened areas;

•

MP‐2b—increase the structural diversity of habitats by planting native
vegetation that is different in height from the existing plants;

•

MP‐2c—restrict foot traffic in the Gray Fox Creek area;

19Sensitive

species—species that are listed on the California Native Plant Society plant list or Inventory of Rare and
Endangered Vascular Plants.
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•

MP‐3a—remove fruiting plants only in the very early spring before nesting starts
but after wintering birds have left;

•

MP‐4a—install spring boxes or small artificial pool habitats associated with
springs and seeps to enhance amphibian habitat;

•

MP‐5a—continue to control emergent vegetation in Yosemite Marsh to prevent
cattails from completely clogging the open water areas;

•

MP‐5b—continue to allow the development of an unmowed grass buffer along
the channel between Yosemite Marsh and the recreation area;

•

MP‐5c—routinely monitor the San Francisco forktail damselfly population;

•

MP‐5d—create an environmental education program for all SFRPD personnel
that work at McLaren Park;

•

MP‐5e—to protect the existing population of the San Francisco forktail damselfly
at Yosemite Marsh, do not add any fish to the pond;

•

MP‐6a—conduct an annual evaluation of the mission blue butterfly population;

•

MP‐6b—install larval host plants and nectar sources as part of revegetation
efforts;

•

MP‐7a—install signs and temporary barriers along the roadway to protect
sensitive areas from off‐road vehicles;

•

MP‐8a—restrict access to sensitive habitat areas if damage continues;

•

MP‐9a—eliminate dog access to a portion of Gray Fox Creek and convert the area
around the creek to an on‐leash area, resulting in the loss of 8.3 acres of DPA;
and

•

MP‐9b—monitor native grassland and wildflower areas within the remaining
off‐leash area of the Shelley Loop DPA.

A.5.20 Mount Davidson (MD)
General Description
Mount Davidson is in south‐central San Francisco just south of Portola Drive and partly
next to Juanita Avenue, Dalewood Way, and Molimo Drive in the Miraloma
neighborhood. Forests dominate the landscape, covering three‐quarters of the 40.2‐acre
Natural Area. Developed facilities are minimal. Mount Davidson is a highly visible focal
point within San Francisco and supports a diverse array of habitats, plants, and animals.
Management Areas
The 8.8‐acre MA‐1 areas include two areas on the east‐facing slope where the native
Franciscan coastal scrub (huckleberry and reed grass) and grasslands are found and
another area in the understory of the eucalyptus forest where populations of Pacific reed
grass persist. The 11‐acre MA‐2 areas may also contain sensitive species, and its habitats
serve as buffers between the extensive urban forests and the MA‐1 areas. At Mount
Davidson, the 20.1‐acre MA‐3 area is composed entirely of urban forest.
Case No. 2005.1912E
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Recommended Management Actions
At Mount Davidson, GR‐1, GR‐2, GR‐4, GR‐6, GR‐7, GR‐9, and GR‐11 through GR‐15
would be implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐
specific management actions are recommended for the Mount Davidson Natural Area:
•

MD‐1a—reduce woody and herbaceous invasive plants, prevent invasive tree
species from establishing, and reduce understory plants;

•

MD‐1b—remove approximately 1,600 invasive blue gum eucalyptus trees of the
estimated 11,000 invasive trees to maintain and enhance native habitats;

•

MD‐1c—revegetate using appropriate native plants, enhance and diversify
existing grasslands and coastal scrub habitats, and plant the understory and
forest gaps, in accordance with GR‐15;

•

MD‐1d—augment existing rare or uncommon species to maintain these species
and enhance their chances of survival;

•

MD‐1e—reintroduce populations of rare plant species to help prevent county‐
wide extinctions of these species;

•

MD‐2a—remove invasive species bordering native scrub, and connect isolated
patches of shrubs with plantings and brush piles;

•

MD‐2b—plant native species of differing heights to increase structural diversity;

•

MD‐3a—remove fruiting invasive plants after breeding season and after native
replacements mature to fruiting stage; and

•

MD‐4a—consider establishing a permanent water source for birds and other
native animals and provide breeding habitat for amphibians.

A.5.21 Palou-Phelps (PP)
General Description
Palou‐Phelps Park covers 2.5 acres near the intersection of Palou and Phelps Streets in
southeastern San Francisco. The park has a playground area at the northern entry. The
2.1‐acre Natural Area has a vegetated slope made up primarily of grasslands.
Management Areas
The 0.8‐acre MA‐1 area is rich grassland above the playground that includes purple
needlegrass prairie. The 0.4‐acre MA‐2 area supports natural resources and serves as a
buffer for the MA‐1 area. The MA‐3 0.8‐acre area contains invasive scrub series and trees
in the eastern portion of the Natural Area.
Recommended Management Actions
At Palou‐Phelps, GR‐1 through GR‐4, GR‐7, and GR‐9 through GR‐14 would be
implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the Palou‐Phelps Natural Area:
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•

PP‐1a—reduce and contain herbaceous and woody invasive plants and prevent
invasive trees from becoming established;

•

PP‐1b—revegetate with appropriate native plants those areas where invasive
vegetation has been removed;

•

PP‐1c—reintroduce sensitive plants;

•

PP‐1d—maintain the existing mosaic of urban forest and grassland; and

•

PP‐2a—close an unsafe social trail segment leading southeast from the
playground and investigate the best possible route to reach the southern portion
of the Natural Area.

A.5.22 Pine Lake (PL)
General Description
The 8.4‐acre Pine Lake Natural Area is within the 30.3‐acre Pine Lake Park. The Natural
Area is bounded in part by Wawona Way on the north and Crestlake Drive on the west
and south sides. The eastern edge of Pine Lake abuts the Stern Grove Park Recreation
Area. Surrounded on three sides by an urban forest, Pine Lake (or Laguna Puerca), with a
water surface area of approximately 1.7 acres, is one of the few natural lakes in San
Francisco. Most of Pine Lake’s undeveloped areas are covered with nonnative blue gum
eucalyptus forest. A designated DPA exists in the meadow to the east of the Natural
Area.
Management Areas
The one‐acre MA‐1 area at Pine Lake is associated with the wetland habitat in the lake.
The 3.8‐acre MA‐2 area includes the bulk of the open water, willow habitat, and buffer
area around the MA‐1 area. The 3.6‐acre MA‐3 areas are those that are less sensitive and
not a priority for direct management; they include the urban forest on the slopes that
surround Pine Lake.
Recommended Management Actions
At Pine Lake, GR‐1, GR‐2, GR‐4, GR‐6, GR‐7, GR‐9, and GR‐11 through GR‐15 would be
implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the Pine Lake Natural Area:
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•

PL‐1a—reduce populations of invasive plants, including understory plants,
periodically remove water primrose to preserve the open water of Pine Lake,
prevent invasive trees from becoming established, and prune invasive trees to
create light windows to encourage plant growth in the understory;

•

PL‐1b—revegetate with appropriate native plants that are consistent with the
planting plans for the Pine Lake Park Improvement Project (now underway) and
with the diversity, cover, and density of reference plots in similar habitats
around San Francisco, enhance and diversify existing wetlands and willow
riparian areas, and develop and maintain a continuous riparian corridor to Pine
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Lake at the base of the slope on the south side of the Natural Area to increase
available habitat for birds;
•

PL‐2a—locate and map raptor nests during inactive periods, avoid removing
trees used by raptors, and prohibit tree removal activities within 500 feet of
occupied nests;

•

PL‐3a—remove invasive species to increase the patch size of willows and coastal
scrub and create larger habitat units by encouraging willows to form a
continuous riparian corridor to the lake;

•

PL‐3b—install native plants of different height from existing habitats to increase
structural diversity;

•

PL‐3c—install native hydrophytic vegetation that provides cover and foraging
habitat for resident and migratory waterfowl along the degraded shoreline of
Pine Lake;

•

PL‐4a—determine the presence, population, and reproduction status of western
pond turtles at Pine Lake;

•

PL‐4b—relocate any western pond turtles to the higher‐quality habitat at Lake
Merced;

•

PL‐5a—consider reintroducing Pacific chorus frogs into Pine Lake;

•

PL‐5b—consult with the California Department of Fish and Game before
introducing any species;

•

PL‐6a—reopen the concrete trail on the western end of the Natural Area if it
allows safe public access, otherwise close the concrete trail and develop a nearby
alternate route; remove old concrete and revegetate the site;

•

PL‐6b—maintain and improve 2,144 linear feet of primary trails throughout the
Natural Area and reroute or close degraded areas and social trails;

•

PL‐7a—in accordance with the Sigmund Stern Grove and Pine Lake Park
Improvement Plan, provide two dedicated access points to Pine Lake (one at the
beach at the east end and one overlooking the lake at the west end) and reduce
uncontrolled shoreline access;

•

PL‐7b—restrict dog access to the lake; and

•

PL‐7c—post signs at the lake regarding prohibitions against dog access in the
lake.

A.5.23 Sharp Park (SP)
General Description
The 411‐acre Sharp Park is in the town of Pacifica in San Mateo County. The park borders
the Pacific Ocean and is bisected by Highway 1. The Sharp Park Golf Course and Laguna
Salada are on the western side of Highway 1. An archery range and extensive canyon are
on the eastern side. Sharp Park Road cuts through the northern edge of Sharp Park, east
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of Highway 1. Sanchez Creek originates in the upper canyon of Sharp Park and
approximately bisects the park in an east‐west direction. Sharp Park is one of the largest
SFRPD parks and is surrounded by significant open spaces. Mori Point, recently acquired
by the GGNRA, borders the southwestern edge, and the Sweeney Ridge GGNRA borders
the park on the southeastern and eastern edges. The northern side of Sharp Park is
bordered by undeveloped areas within the cities of Pacifica and San Bruno.
The Natural Areas account for 237.2 acres within Sharp Park and encompass the upper
canyon areas, portions of Sanchez Creek, and the Laguna Salada wetlands and associated
vegetation. The vegetation of Sharp Park is dominated by invasive forest and a golf
course, but the park also contains significant areas of wetlands and scrub vegetation.
Management Areas
The Sharp Park management areas include the wetlands associated with Laguna Salada
and Horse Stable Pond, grassland and scrub areas, and the urban forests of the canyon.
The 35‐acre MA‐1 areas include three areas in the upper canyon and three in the Laguna
Salada area. The 125.1‐acre MA‐2 areas surround each MA‐1 in the upper canyon, may
also contain sensitive species and habitats, and provide buffers between the extensive
urban forests and the MA‐1 areas. Many of the MA‐2 areas in the upper canyon also
support diverse assemblages of scrub vegetation that provide important structural
diversity. The 76.5‐acre MA‐3 areas at Sharp Park include most of the areas that are
dominated by invasive trees but that are lacking the understory complexity found in the
MA‐2 areas.
Recommended Management Actions
At Sharp Park, GR‐1, GR‐2, GR‐4, and GR‐6 through GR‐15 would be implemented to
address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific management actions
are recommended for the Sharp Park Natural Area:
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•

SP‐1a—reduce woody and herbaceous invasive plants, prevent invasive tree
species from being established, and reduce invasive understory plants;

•

SP‐1b—remove approximately 15,000 invasive blue gum eucalyptus of the
estimated 54,000 invasive trees to maintain and enhance native habitats;

•

SP‐1c—revegetate using appropriate native plants, enhance and diversify
existing wetlands, creek grasslands, and coastal scrub habitats to approximate
the diversity, cover, and density of reference sites around San Francisco, and
plant the understory and forest gaps in accordance with GR‐15;

•

SP‐1d—augment existing rare or uncommon grassland species to maintain these
species and enhance their chances of survival;

•

SP‐1e—consider reintroducing sensitive species;

•

SP‐2a—implement a control program for feral pigs;

•

SP‐3a—preserve natural or biodegradable elements (branches, trees, and logs)
during vegetation management and remove other materials;
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•
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SP‐4a—implement improvements to protect and enhance the California red‐
legged frog and San Francisco garter snake at Laguna Salada, including the
following
o

Create shallow pools within existing wetlands,

o

Continue monitoring California red‐legged frogs and San Francisco
garter snakes,

o

Remove tires from Horse Stable Pond,

o

Install signs and barriers to keep dogs out of Horse Stable Pond,

o

Separate the small peninsulas within Laguna Salada from the mainland
by small canals, and

o

Restore Sanchez Creek by deepening the channel, expanding the creek
corridor upstream, and buffer zones to limit human disturbance;

•

SP‐4b—create low mounds, planted with willows, on the western edge of
Laguna Salada to serve as a visual barrier, to provide snake and frog basking
sites, and to provide nesting habitat for riparian birds;

•

SP‐4c—reduce draw‐down of Horse Stable Pond when California red‐legged
frog egg masses are present or maintain a stable water level during red‐legged
frog breeding season;

•

SP‐4d—remove any bullfrogs that are found in Laguna Salada;

•

SP‐4e—stop all golf course vehicles from using the service road from Moose
Lodge to Horse Stable Pond;

•

SP‐5a—work with golf course staff to minimize use of chemicals;

•

SP‐6a—coordinate with the golf course to remove aquatic vegetation within the
channel every spring and fall;

•

SP‐6b—remove and trim vegetation along the edges of the channel between
Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond to allow forktail damselfly perching
within sight of the water;

•

SP‐7a—develop a plan for safe public access for San Francisco archers to the
upper canyon and nearby GGNRA lands;

•

SP‐8a—make 33.3 acres of Arrowhead Pond, Laguna Salada, and Horse Stable
Pond off limits to dogs to prevent access to sensitive habitats; if this is not
effective, use fencing to close social trails in these areas;

•

SP‐9a—educate golf course staff about the importance of identifying California
red‐legged frogs, San Francisco garter snakes, and forktail damselflies and their
habitats;

•

SP‐9b—establish a vegetation management plan for the canal connecting Laguna
Salada and Horse Stable Pond that would allow channel maintenance without
affecting the forktail damselfly, California red‐legged frog, or San Francisco
garter snake;
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•

SP‐9c—create a buffer zone between the Laguna Salada wetlands and the golf
course fairways;

•

SP‐9d—work with golf course maintenance staff to incorporate native plants
within bank stabilization efforts along Sanchez Creek where it flows through the
golf course;

•

SP‐10a—backfill trenches with nearby loose soil, replant with appropriate native
vegetation;

•

SP‐11a—develop and implement a comprehensive plan to control the erosion in
the extensive area of eroded badlands in the isolated northern portion of the park
bounded by the loop in Sharp Park Road; and

•

SP‐12a—work with other divisions of the SFRPD as necessary to facilitate
cleanup and remediation of the former rifle range.
(Note: Because these cleanup and remediation activities are part of a separate
process lead by the SFRPD Capital Division, they are not addressed as part of
the SNRAMP in this Initial Study.)

A.5.24 Tank Hill (TK)
General Description
Tank Hill is in central San Francisco on Twin Peaks Boulevard near Golden Gate Park.
The Natural Area is a 2.9‐acre grassy knoll rich in local plant species. The property is
publicly accessible via a wooden stairway from Twin Peaks Boulevard and a retained‐
earth stairway at the end of Belgrave Street.
Management Areas
The 1.5‐acre MA‐1 areas are grassland and rock outcrops that support sensitive species.
The 0.6‐acre MA‐2 areas buffer the MA‐1 areas. The 0.7‐acre MA‐3 areas include tree‐
dominated habitats and steep slopes in the southern portion of the Natural Area.
Recommended Management Actions
At Tank Hill, GR‐1, GR‐2, GR‐4, GR‐7, and GR‐9 through GR‐14 would be implemented
to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific management
actions are recommended for the Tank Hill Natural Area:
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•

TK‐1a—contain and reduce herbaceous and woody invasive plants;

•

TK‐1b—augment populations of sensitive plant species;

•

TK‐1c—reintroduce sensitive plant species;

•

TK‐1d—revegetate areas where invasive plants have been removed with
appropriate native species;

•

TK‐1e—prevent establishment of invasive tree species; and

•

TK‐2a—following control of invasive species, install native scrub.
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A.5.25 Twin Peaks (TP)
General Description
The 31.1‐acre Twin Peaks Natural Areas are north of Mount Davidson and south of
Buena Vista Park and Corona Heights. To the north of Twin Peaks are Sutro Tower, a San
Francisco Fire Department reservoir, and a parking lot for one of the most popular vista
points in San Francisco (popularly known as Christmas Tree Point). The Fire Department
property, Christmas Tree Point, and other open space to the north contain Natural Areas,
which, when combined with SFRPD property, make a much larger and more viable
habitat area. The Natural Areas at Twin Peaks essentially encompass the entire area,
except for the roads, viewpoints, and the reservoir.
Twin Peaks has a north‐south orientation and is divided into several discontinuous
sections by Twin Peaks Boulevard, which winds along its slopes. Twin Peaks’ west‐
facing slopes receive substantial fog and strong winds, while the east‐facing slopes
receive more sun and warmth. The vegetation is primarily a mix of intergrading patches
of grassland and scrub. Twin Peaks offers spectacular views of the surrounding Bay Area
and is a world‐famous tourist attraction. Twin Peaks receives a high level of recreational
use and contains a segment of the Bay Ridge Trail.
Management Areas
Four management areas have been designated at Twin Peaks. The 12.6‐acre MA‐1a areas
include rich native grasslands and sensitive species habitat, including mission blue
butterfly habitat. Much of the 14.3‐acre MA‐2 areas are coastal scrub areas. There are two
3.8‐acre MA‐3 areas, most of which are along the boundary of the Twin Peaks Natural
Area, next to the surrounding residential neighborhoods.
Recommended Management Actions
At Twin Peaks, GR‐1, GR‐2, GR‐4, GR‐6, GR‐7, GR‐9, and GR‐11 through GR‐14 would be
implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the Twin Peaks Natural Area:
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•

TP‐1a—contain and reduce woody and herbaceous invasive plants;

•

TP‐1b—augment existing rare or uncommon plant species to help ensure the
continued presence of these species, and consider reintroducing sensitive species;

•

TP‐1c—maintain and enhance existing grassland habitats using diversity, cover,
and density targets generated from reference sites around San Francisco, plant
native grassland and scrub species, and maintain toyon, oak, and coastal scrub in
the tree‐dominated areas on the park’s edges;

•

TP‐1d—prevent invasive tree species from becoming established and remove
three pine trees out of 88 existing invasive trees;

•

TP‐2a—continue to monitor the mission blue butterfly population;

•

TP‐2b—augment host plant populations whenever possible;
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•

TP‐3a—maintain existing fences to route park users to safe and designated trails
and develop safe pedestrian access along Twin Peaks Boulevard, including
developing approximately 500 feet of new trails, if they are required;

•

TP‐3b—install signs at all formal access points to show that trails are for foot use
only, monitor the use of trails within the area, and install appropriate fencing to
prevent wheeled‐vehicle access to sensitive habitats if necessary;

•

TP‐3c—install signs at known habitat areas of the mission blue butterfly
indicating on‐trail and on‐leash access only and consider lining the trail with
fences; and

•

TP‐4a—consider restricting access to or fencing 5.9 acres of mission blue butterfly
habitat next to or surrounding the trails.

A.5.26 15th Avenue Steps (FI)
General Description
The 0.3‐acre 15th Avenue Steps Natural Area is in the Golden Gate Heights area of San
Francisco and is the extension of 15th Avenue, between Kirkham and Lawton Streets.
Access is via a set of concrete stairs bisecting the Natural Area, which supports native
oak trees and habitat for a variety of resident and migratory bird species.
Management Areas
The 0.2‐acre MA‐2 area includes coast live oak trees and California blackberry scrub on
both sides of the concrete stairs. There are no MA‐1 and MA‐3 areas.
Recommended Management Actions
At 15th Avenue Steps, GR‐1, GR‐2, GR‐4, GR‐7, GR‐9, GR‐11, and GR‐12 would be
implemented to address management issues. In addition, the following site‐specific
management actions are recommended for the 15th Avenue Steps Natural Area:
•

FI‐1a—allow for recruitment of native plants, enhance existing habitats, contain
and reduce herbaceous and woody species, remove invasive plants and replace
with appropriate dune species; and

•

FI‐1b—maintain and enhance oak woodland and coastal scrub communities.

A.5.27 Everson/Digby Lots
A portion of the Everson/Digby Lots park was recently determined to be a Natural Area.
This Natural Area was not addressed in the SNRAMP. The Environmental Impact Report
will present information on the recommended management actions for this Natural Area
and will analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with those actions.
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B.

PROJECT SETTING
CCSF covers the northern portion of the San Francisco Peninsula and encompasses an
area of 49 square miles. Small fragments of a unique ecosystem called the Franciscan
landscape, part of the larger Bay/Delta region, still exist in San Francisco. The Franciscan
landscape developed in the wildlands that once extended from San Bruno Mountain to
the Golden Gate Headlands. Its unusual combination of climatic, floristic, and geologic
features supported the development of a biologically diverse assemblage of plants and
animals, some of which were unique to the area. Most of the remnant fragments of the
Franciscan landscape are within the Natural Areas.
The proposed project occurs across 31 Natural Areas totaling approximately 1,105 acres.
Of the total Natural Areas acreage, 868 acres are in San Francisco, and 237 are in Pacifica
(Sharp Park). The Natural Areas range in size from 0.3 acres (15th Avenue Steps) to 395
acres (Lake Merced). The MA‐1 areas cover roughly 193 acres (17 percent), with 430 acres
(39 percent) for MA‐2 areas and 478 acres (43 percent) for MA‐3 areas. Within the Natural
Areas are approximately 117,453 trees and 211,303 linear feet of trails.
Descriptions of the project setting for each Natural Area can be found in Section A.5.
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C.

COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS
Applicable

Not Applicable

Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed
to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.
Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City
or Region, if applicable.
Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other
than the Planning Department or the Department of Building
Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.

This section identifies and discusses applicable regional and local land use plans
and policies relevant to the proposed project. The focus of this section is the
CCSF land use plans and policies. CCSF land use plans and policies are primarily
applicable to projects within the jurisdictional boundaries of San Francisco,
although in some cases they may apply to projects outside San Francisco. This
information is relevant to the evaluation of impacts of the proposed project with
respect to specific significance criteria under CEQA that require analysis of the
compatibility of a proposed project with certain aspects of local land use plans
and policies.
The Natural Areas are scattered throughout the central and southern portions of
the CCSF and constitute four percent of the total city area. Sharp Park is in the
city of Pacifica. Most Natural Areas are owned and managed by the SFRPD;
Balboa is owned by CCSF and is managed by the National Park Service, while
the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission owns, and SFRPD manages, Lake
Merced.
The SFRPD is guided by the San Francisco City Charter along with other city
plans and policies. These plans include the San Francisco General Plan, which sets
forth the comprehensive, long‐term land use policy for the CCSF, and the San
Francisco Sustainability Plan, which addresses the long‐term sustainability of the
City. In addition the SFRPD has created the Natural Areas Program to support
and develop a community‐based habitat restoration program. These plans and
policies, as applicable to the proposed project, as well as other relevant plans and
policies, are discussed herein.

C.1

APPLICABLE PLANS AND POLICIES
CCSF Plans and Policies
San Francisco General Plan
One of the basic goals of the San Francisco General Plan is “coordination of the
growth and development of the City with the growth and development of
adjoining cities and counties and of the San Francisco Bay Region.” The general
plan consists of ten issue‐oriented plan elements—Air Quality, Arts, Commerce
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and Industry, Community Facilities, Community Safety, Environmental
Protection, Housing, Recreation and Open Space, Transportation, and Urban
Design. The plan elements relevant to the proposed project are briefly described
below.
Air Quality Element. This element promotes the goal of clean air planning
through objectives and policies aimed at adherence to air quality regulations,
focusing development near transit services, and advocating alternatives to the
private automobile.
Environmental Protection Element. This element addresses the impact of
urbanization on the natural environment. The element promotes the protection
of plant and animal life and freshwater sources and speaks to the responsibility
of San Francisco to provide a permanent, clean water supply to meet present and
future needs and to maintain an adequate water distribution system.
Recreation and Open Space Element. This element promotes the goal of
preserving and protecting open spaces. Policy 2.13 of the General Plan requires
the City to preserve and protect the Significant Natural Resource Areas. Policy 13
includes natural resource areas and naturalistic areas as potential protection and
preservation areas. The policy identifies the following criteria used to determine
a Significant Natural Resource Area: (1) sites that are undeveloped, relatively
undisturbed remnants of San Francisco’s original landscape that either support
diverse and significant indigenous plant and wildlife habitats or contain rare
geologic formations or riparian zones; (2) sites that contain rare, threatened, or
endangered species or areas likely to support these species; and (3) areas that are
adjacent to other protected natural resource areas. The policy further stipulates
that management plans be developed for each of the Natural Areas. Specifically,
the policy describes the need to:
•

Identify Natural Areas and inventory them;

•

Identify the presence of natural resources;

•

Describe practices such as exotic plant species removal; and

•

Identify policies governing access and recreational uses to ensure that
natural resource values are not diminished by public use.

Urban Design Element. This element concerns the physical character and order
of the City and the relationship between people and their environment. It
provides a general plan, responding to issues relating to City pattern,
conservation, major new development, and neighborhood environment.
Western Area Shoreline Plan. The policies of the CCSF Local Coastal Program
were incorporated into the general plan as part of this area plan. Applicable area
plan policies include the following:
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•

•

•
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Objective 3: Enhance the recreational connection between Golden Gate
Park and the beach frontage.
o

Policy 3.1: Strengthen the visual and physical connection between
the park and beach. Emphasize the naturalistic landscape qualities of
the western end of the park for visitor use. When possible eliminate
the Richmond‐Sunset sewer treatment facilities.

o

Policy 3.2: Continue to implement a long‐term reforestation program
at the western portion of the park.

o

Policy 3.3: Develop and periodically revise a master plan for Golden
Gate Park to include specific policies for the maintenance and
improvement of recreational access in the western portion of the
park.

o

Policy 3.4: Rehabilitate the Beach Chalet for increased visitor use.

Objective 5: Preserve the recreational and natural habitat of Lake
Merced.
o

Policy 5.1: Preserve in a safe, attractive and usable condition the
recreational facilities, passive activities, playgrounds and vistas of
Lake Merced area for the enjoyment of citizens and visitors to the
city.

o

Policy 5.2: Maintain a recreational pathway around the lake
designed for multiple use.

o

Policy 5.3: Allow only those activities in Lake Merced area which
will not threaten the quality of the water as a standby reservoir for
emergency use.

o

Policy 5.4: As it becomes obsolete, replace the police pistol range on
the southerly side of South Lake with recreational facilities.

Objective 6: Maintain and enhance the recreational use of San Francisco’s
Ocean Beach shoreline.
o

Policy 6.1: Continue Ocean Beach as a natural beach area for public
recreation.

o

Policy 6.2: Improve and stabilize the sand dunes where necessary
with natural materials to control erosion.

o

Policy 6.3: Keep the natural appearance of the beach and maximize
its usefulness by maintaining the beach in a state free of litter and
debris.
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o

Policy 6.4: Maintain and improve the physical condition and
appearance of the esplanade between Lincoln Way and the Cliff
House.

o

Policy 6.5: Enhance the enjoyment of visitors to Ocean Beach by
providing convenient visitor‐oriented services, including take‐out
food facilities.

o

Policy 6.6: Extend the seawall promenade south to Sloat Boulevard as
funds become available.

Consistency Evaluation. As described above, the San Francisco General Plan
addresses such elements as air quality, community safety (including protection
from geologic and seismic hazards), and environmental protection (including
protection of water resources and biological resources and addressing recreation
and open space).
The project proposes to restore and manage the Natural Areas. Although the
project could impact natural systems, mitigation measures would minimize
potential impacts. Implementation of the project would identify natural
resources and maintain and preserve native plant and animal communities and
local biodiversity. The project would, on the whole, be consistent with the San
Francisco General Plan.
San Francisco Priority Policies

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the
Accountable Planning Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the City Planning
Code to establish eight Priority Policies. These policies, and the sections of this
Environmental Evaluation addressing the environmental issues associated with the
policies, are: (1) preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail uses;
(2) protection of neighborhood character (Question 1c, Land Use); (3) preservation
and enhancement of affordable housing (Question 3b, Population and Housing,
with regard to housing supply and displacement issues); (4) discouragement of
commuter automobiles (Questions 5a,b,f and g, Transportation and Circulation); (5)
protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development
and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership (Question 1C,
Land Use); (6) maximization of earthquake preparedness (Questions 13a-d,
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity); (7) landmark and historic building preservation
(Question 4a, Cultural Resources); and (8) protection of open space (Questions 8a
and b, Wind and Shadow, and Questions 9a and c, Recreation). Prior to issuing a
permit for any project which requires an Initial Study under CEQA, prior to issuing
a permit for any demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any
action which requires a finding of consistency with the San Francisco General Plan, the
City is required to find that the proposed project or legislation would be consistent
with the Priority Policies. As noted above, the consistency of the proposed project
with the environmental topics associated with the Priority Policies is discussed in the
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Evaluation of Environmental Effects, providing information for use in the case
report for the proposed project. The case report and approval motions for the
proposed project would contain the Planning Department’s comprehensive project
analysis and findings regarding consistency of the proposed project with the Priority
Policies. In addition to the San Francisco General Plan, some areas of the city are also
addressed in specific area plans.
Sustainability Plan for San Francisco
The Sustainability Plan for San Francisco (CCSF 1996b) was endorsed by the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors in 1997, although the Board of Supervisors has
not committed the City 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 underlying goals of the
plan 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, 10 that 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), and five
that are broader in scope and cover many issues (Economy and Economic
Development; Environmental Justice; Municipal Expenditures; Public
Information and Education; and Risk Management). Each topic area in the plan
has a set of indicators that are to be used over time to determine whether San
Francisco is moving in a sustainable direction in that particular area. The
Biodiversity section, which includes 39 specific actions, addresses the goals of
increased ecological understanding, protection, and restoration of remnant
natural ecosystems; increased habitat value in developed and naturalistic areas;
and collection, organization, and development of historic information on habitat
and biodiversity.
The Sustainability Plan for San Francisco was developed to address San Francisco’s
long‐term environmental sustainability, and it adopted many of the goals and
objectives of the 1995 Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan. As
such, the project would be consistent with the Sustainability Plan for San Francisco.
Natural Areas Program
The mission of the Natural Areas Program is two‐fold: to restore and enhance
remnant Natural Areas and to develop and support community‐based
stewardship of these areas (CCSF 2008c). Recognizing the functions and value of
these Natural Areas and the need to protect and restore them, SFRPD agreed to
support and develop a community‐based habitat restoration program, today
known as the Natural Areas Program.
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San Francisco Dog Policy
The SFRPD is the steward of wide‐ranging unique landscapes and makes
decisions on land management practices. The dog policy reflects the SFRPD
Strategic Plan, input from community stakeholder groups, San Francisco
Municipal Codes, the 1998 Dog Task Force recommendations, and the best and
most relevant efforts of established dog park designs and policies (SFRPD 2002).
The SFRPD welcomes dogs on leashes in most of its parks; dogs are allowed off‐
leash in 19 designated areas. Existing and proposed sites will need to be
evaluated in the context of this policy. Dogs are not allowed in some areas, as
noted in Section 3.1 (Location) of the policy. The policy supports continued and
increased education about how to be a responsible park user with a pet.
Laguna Salada Resource Enhancement Plan
The Draft Laguna Salada Resource Enhancement Plan was developed to enhance the
Laguna Salada wetlands (Philip Williams & Associates, et al. 1992). While
providing valuable wetland habitat for a variety of vegetation and wildlife
species, the site represents critical habitat for the San Francisco garter snake, San
Francisco forktail damselfly, California red‐legged frog, and salt marsh
yellowthroat (a bird species). The main element of the enhancement plan
involves dredging to remove accumulated sediments and to provide open water
in areas choked by emergent vegetation.
San Francisco Bay Basin (Region 2) Water Quality Control Plan
Water for recreation and habitat is associated with the Natural Areas. The San
Francisco Bay Basin (Region 2) Water Quality Control Plan contains water
quality regulations adopted by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board. It has been approved by the State Water Resources Control Board,
the Office of Administrative Law, and US Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) (San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 2007). It also
contains statewide regulations adopted by the State Water Resources Control
Board and other state agencies that refer to activities regulated by the board.
San Francisco Bay Plan
The San Francisco Bay Plan guides the protection and development of the bay
and its tributary waterways, marshes, managed wetlands, salt ponds, and
shoreline (San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 2008).
A major plan proposal is to develop waterfront parks and recreation facilities.
New shoreline parks, beaches, marinas, fishing piers, scenic drives, and hiking or
bicycling pathways should be provided in many areas. The bay and its shoreline
offer particularly important opportunities for recreational development in urban
areas where large concentrations of people live close to the water but are shut off
from it. Highest priority should be given to recreational development in these
areas as an important means of helping to immediately relieve urban tensions.
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General Land Use Plans and Policies of Other Jurisdictions
Although the SFRPD is not legally bound to the land use plans and policies of
other jurisdictions, non‐CCSF land use plans are discussed in this section to the
extent that they provide land use planning information for the jurisdictions in
which the proposed project is located. This information is relevant to evaluate
the impacts of the proposed project with respect to the specific significance
criteria under CEQA that require an analysis of the compatibility of a proposed
project with certain aspects of local land use plans and polices. These particular
significance criteria are listed below along with the location in this document
where the reader can find the impact evaluation:
•

Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other
land use plan (analyzed in Section E.16, Mineral and Energy Resources,
page 131);

•

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance (analyzed in
Section E.12, Biological Resources, page 98);

•

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan,
natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan (analyzed in Section E.12, Biological
Resources, page 98);

•

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts,
bicycle racks, etc.), or cause a substantial increase in transit demand that
cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or
alternative travel modes (analyzed in Section E.5, Transportation and
Circulation, page 74);

•

Expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies (analyzed in Section E.6, Noise, page 76);

•

For a project located within an area covered by an airport land use plan
(or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport), expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels (analyzed in Section E.6,
Noise, page 76); and

•

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act20
contract (analyzed in Section E.17, Agriculture Resources, page 132).

20Williamson Act—also known as the Land Conservation Act of 1965, provides for lowered property taxes

for lands maintained in agricultural and certain open space uses. Under a Williamson Act contract,
generally the landowner agrees to limit the use of the land to agriculture and compatible uses for a
period of at least 10 years. In return, the land is taxed at a rate based on the agricultural production of the
land, rather than its real estate market value.
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C.2

OTHER COMPLIANCE AND PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS
In addition to compliance with CEQA, the proposed project may be subject to
additional compliance and permitting requirements administered by various
federal, state, and local resource agencies. These agencies include:
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•

The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), which enforces regulations
regarding the health of wildlife and wildlife habitat, particularly in
accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA);

•

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), which regulates wetlands
and Waters of the United States under Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act;

•

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), which protects
special status species listed under the California Endangered Species Act
and regulates streambed alteration under Section 1602 of the California
Fish and Game Code;

•

The Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System general construction
activity permit (and associated stormwater pollution prevention plan)
and Water Quality Certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water
Act. The RWQCB regulates regional water bodies and wetlands,
particularly in terms of water quality, in accordance with Section 401 of
the Clean Water Act;

•

National Marine Fisheries Service, under Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act;

•

California Air Resources Board and Bay Area Air Quality Management
District;

•

California Office of Historic Preservation;

•

California Native American Heritage Commission;

•

California Coastal Commission; and

•

Bay Conservation and Development Commission.
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D.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
The proposed 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

Geology and Soils

Aesthetics

Wind and Shadow

Hydrology and Water Quality

Population and Housing

Recreation

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

Cultural and Paleo. Resources

Utilities and Service Systems

Mineral/Energy Resources

Transportation and Circulation

Public Services

Agricultural Resources

Noise

Biological Resources

Mandatory Findings of Signif.
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E.

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
Under the proposed project, the SFRPD would implement the SNRAMP for 31
diverse Natural Areas, as summarized in Section A. Impacts on the Natural
Areas from the proposed project vary, depending upon the type of activity
proposed and the Natural Area management needs. For a given significance
criterion, the project may have “Less Than Significant Impacts” in several
Natural Areas and “Less Than Significant Impacts with Mitigation Incorporated”
in other Natural Areas at the same time. For a given significance criterion, the
highest impact level applicable to any of the Natural Areas is applied to the
project as a whole for that criterion. The impact discussions for each criterion
describe the general effects that would occur across the combined Natural Areas
or to groups of Natural Areas, followed by discussion of impacts unique in
nature or magnitude to specific Natural Areas. A general assumption that is
made for the impact analysis is that increased use of the Natural Areas would
result from implementing the SNRAMP, due to improved recreation resources
and anticipated increases in the general population of San Francisco.

E.1

LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

1.

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING—
Would the project:

a)

Physically divide an established community?

b)

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or 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 the vicinity?

For informational purposes, this topic area will be discussed in the
Environmental Impact Report.
a) Because all project activities would occur within the Natural Areas, this
criterion is not applicable to the proposed project.
b) In California, land use is regulated through local plans and policies.
In San Francisco, the overall planning framework is set by the San Francisco
General Plan, which consists of ten plan elements. General plans are intended to
identify features that are unique to each region and identify policies that
preserve and reinforce unique values of the community. Each element identifies
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objectives and is supported by policy statements and explanations. In addition,
eleven neighborhoods have area plans, which recognize unique characteristics
and strengths of neighborhoods and introduce objectives and policy statements
at the neighborhood level. The concepts of the General Plan are implemented
through the zoning code and administrative review processes.
An important value of San Franciscans is represented by Objective 7 of the
Environmental Protection Element (CCSF 2004): “Assure that the land resources
in San Francisco are used in ways that both respect and preserve the natural
values of the land and serve the best interests of all of the city’s citizens.”
Another policy statement is Objective 1 of the Environmental Protection Element:
“Achieve a proper balance among the conservation, utilization, and development
of San Francisco’s natural resources.”
These principles recognize the need to balance natural resources, conservation,
and programming concerns. As such, there is recognition of the logic of
removing nonnative species to allow for growth of indigenous plant material and
preservation of the natural character of a habitat.
The Recreation and Open Space Element (CCSF 2007a) guides policies over
hiking and bicycle trails and advocates developing additional trails along San
Francisco Bay (The Bay Trail), on ridgelines, and along the coast, and linking
these trails with those in adjacent counties. It defines various classes of open
space, including city‐serving (Golden Gate Park, McLaren Park), district‐serving
(larger than 10 acres), neighborhood‐serving (less than 10 acres and more than 4
acres), and subneighborhood‐serving.
Objective 2 of that element states “Develop and maintain a diversified and
balanced citywide system of high quality public open space.” It is supported by
Policy 2.8: “Develop a recreational trail system that links city parks and public
open space, ridge lines and hilltops, the Bay and ocean, and neighborhoods, and
ties into the regional hiking trail system.” The plan identifies several city parks
where future segments of these trails should be developed.
The Bay Trail is a resource for pedestrians and bicyclists and passes through the
India Basin Natural Area. Of the San Francisco Natural Areas, trails would
increase at Edgehill Mountain and Interior Greenbelt. New trails would be
created at an additional seven San Francisco Natural Areas.
Policy 2.9, “Maintain and expand the urban forest,” acknowledges the role of
urban forests in enhancing the quality of life in San Francisco. The text clarifies
the need for replacement of mature trees, and promotes the need for a “major
reforestation effort” in the larger city parks. It calls for a systematic inventory of
the urban forest, tree replanting, and plant material diversification.

Case No. 2005.1912E

58

Natural Areas Management Plan
April 2009

Policy 2.13 is to: “Preserve and protect significant natural resource areas.” It
specifically addresses the natural resource area management plan and calls for
preservation of native plant habitats, inventorying natural areas, and protecting
natural areas “to ensure that the natural resource values are not diminished or
impacted by public use.”
Under Policy 3.5, this element calls for extending the reforestation program
within Golden Gate Park “throughout the park to ensure vigorous forest tree
growth . . .” Regarding Bayview Park, this section calls for better pedestrian
access, which is echoed in the proposed project.
Policy 4.3, “Renovate and renew the City’s parks and recreational facilities,”
acknowledges the need for ongoing assessment and renewal of the City’s open
space resources.
The Recreation and Park Commission has adopted additional policies pertaining
to certain parks, such as the master plans for Buena Vista Park, Glen Canyon
Park, Golden Gate Park, McLaren Park, and Pine Lake Park.
The Golden Gate Park Master Plan (SFRPD 1998) identifies three policies that are
relevant to the proposed removal of invasive trees. Policy A addresses
naturalistic parkland as follows: “Naturalistic parkland comprises the largest
land category in Golden Gate Park, and must be preserved to protect the pastoral
character of the park and to ensure the retention of park open space. Naturalistic
parkland is the predominant landscape of the park and gives the park its visual
character.”
Policy E focuses on forested indigenous oak preserves and calls for them to be
carefully managed to promote their preservation.
The second objective of the plan mandates protection and renewal of the park
landscape. Policy B places priority on preservation and renewal of the park’s
forestry. It calls for “Removal of hazardous, diseased and dying trees;
replacement with appropriate tree species.“ Another goal is “Maintain the
designated indigenous oak preserves for their natural and historical values as the
only remaining indigenous woodlands in the park, and preserve existing oak
trees in other areas.”
The proposed project would not conflict with any land use plans, policies, or
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect. There would be no change in land uses and no impact under the project,
which would serve the objectives of the applicable plans and policies.
c) The proposed project considers changes to vegetation and trails at 31 different
Natural Areas. At some parks, the change in tree coverage would be minimal
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(two percent of trees), while in others it would be more noticeable (20 percent of
trees). In Natural Areas, where large numbers of trees would be removed, the
removal would occur gradually and would return the vegetation to a state more
consistent with the area’s original character. Overall, areas identified for tree
removal would result in the removal of 18,448 invasive trees, representing 16
percent of the invasive trees in the parks. At all of the Natural Areas except
Sharp Park, invasive trees would be replaced with native trees (3,448 trees
replaced). At Sharp Park, 15,000 invasive trees would be removed and replaced
with native vegetation; approximately 39,000 invasive trees would remain.
Because tree removal in portions of the Natural Areas would not be great enough
to substantially alter the overall natural, unique character of the project areas, the
impacts would be less than significant.
Although land use impacts would be less than significant, the Environmental
Impact Report will include a discussion of land use and land use planning for
background purposes.
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E.2

AESTHETICS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

AESTHETICS—Would the project:
a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?

b)

Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and other features of the built or
natural environment which contribute to a scenic
public setting?

c)

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?

In this Initial Study, the Potentially Significant Impact designation is being used
solely to identify those topics that will be addressed in detail in the
Environmental Impact Report for this project and does not reflect the findings of
any preliminary impact analysis. Those topics are being included in the
Environmental Impact Report because there is not sufficient information
available at this time on the potentially affected resources or site conditions.
A visual quality analysis is somewhat subjective and considers the project in
relation to the surrounding visual character, heights and building types of
surrounding uses, its potential to obstruct public scenic views or vistas, and its
potential for light and glare. A proposed project would have an effect on the
visual landscape if it were to cause a noticeable change. The amount of change
may be characterized as temporary or permanent or as adverse or beneficial, and
it may range from minor to major. With respect to scenic resources involving
changes to vegetation, long‐term impacts would involve the permanent loss of
vegetation or the relatively long time needed for newly planted trees to reach the
size of the trees they replaced; short‐term impacts would involve the relatively
short time needed for replacement shrubs, bushes, and grasses to mature.
a) A scenic vista is a visually appealing view of the distant broad landscape. The
San Francisco General Plan does not identify protected scenic vistas in the
Recreation and Open Space Element or the Transportation Element (CCSF 2007a
and CCSF 2005b). The City of Pacifica General Plan does not identify protected
scenic vistas in the Scenic Highways Element, the Conservation Element, the
Open Space Element, or the Community Design Element (City of Pacifica 1980).
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Also, there is no designated state or county scenic highway21 near the proposed
project (California Department of Transportation 2008).
The following principles for city pattern relating to parks are found in the Urban
Design Element of the San Francisco General Plan:
•

“Where large parks occur at tops of hills, lowrise buildings surrounding
them will preserve views from the park and maintain visibility of the
park from other areas of the city. Comment: Areas around Mount
Davidson and Twin Peaks have a pattern of low development. The
hilltops are therefore citywide focal points of natural landscape,
functioning much as Telegraph Hill’s summit does in the North Beach
area.”

•

“Landscaped pathways can visually and functionally link larger open
spaces to neighborhoods. Comment: The roadside planting of Park
Presidio and Sunset Boulevard, and the landscape connections between
Mount Sutro, Twin Peaks, Laguna Honda and Glen Canyon are
examples of a system that links parks and other open spaces to one
another. Such linkages, creating strong defining features, can be
extended to other parts of the city.”

The plans note the importance to residents and visitors of general scenic vistas,
such as those involving ridgelines and beaches. Also, almost all of the Natural
Areas include trails, most of which provide general scenic views of San
Francisco.
Map 1 in the Urban Design Element in the San Francisco General Plan identifies
important vista points to be protected (CCSF 2005a). These points are throughout
the City and include, for example, Mount Davidson and Buena Vista Park.
The proposed project does not include permanent human‐made structures that
would obstruct general scenic vistas, such as those involving ridgelines or vistas
of San Francisco from Natural Area trails. The proposed project would not
permanently restrict access to important viewpoints (identified in Map 1 in the
Urban Design Element in the San Francisco General Plan) from which general
vistas are available. Invasive tree removal in San Francisco would be followed by
replacement of those trees with native species at a roughly 1:1 replacement ratio,
to ensure that views from important points are preserved. In some locations,
trees would be replaced by native scrub or grassland species.
The potential impacts on this topic will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report.
21Scenic highway—a highway from which a high quality scenic natural landscape can be seen by travelers

and with little intrusion by development.
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b) Scenic resources are the visible physical features on a landscape (e.g., land,
water, vegetation, animals, structures, and other features). The scenic resources
in the Natural Areas are described in the SNRAMP (SFRPD 2006).
The proposed project would alter scenic resources within the Natural Areas. This
would involve, for example, contouring the topography of an area differently
and removing certain invasive vegetation to enhance habitat and establish native
vegetation. The large‐scale removal of vegetation in Natural Areas, such as Sharp
Park, Mount Davidson, McLaren Park, and Bayview Park, would occur over
time. Initially, impacts on scenic resources22, such as diminished vegetation and
altered composition and structure of vegetation, would be noticeable. The
intensity of the impact would depend on the viewer and their sensitivity to
changes to scenic resources at a Natural Area.
Although scenic resources would be altered, they would be altered to restore the
natural integrity of the areas by removing and altering resources that are not
historically consistent with the local area. Revegetation and the progression of
natural processes would gradually reduce the magnitude of impacts. Generally,
trees removed would be replaced with native tree species at a roughly 1:1
replacement ratio, although not necessarily at the same location. In some
locations, trees would be replaced by native scrub or grassland species. All
removed vegetation would be replaced with native vegetation. Promoting the
natural integrity of the areas would ultimately reestablish the natural scenic
resources typical of the local Natural Area. Note that no Landmark Trees would
be removed or altered.
The potential impacts on this topic will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report.
c) The general setting of the Natural Areas is characterized as being
undeveloped, being used for various designated purposes, and being
surrounded by an urban environment. The setting of the areas is described in
greater detail in the SNRAMP (SFRPD 2006).
As described in Section A.2, the design and aesthetic goals for the Natural Areas
are as follows:

22Scenic

•

Where possible, to develop aesthetically pleasing landscapes that are
consistent with surrounding landscapes and that create natural
transitions, especially where adjacent parklands and traditionally
landscaped areas abut Natural Areas;

•

To maintain and develop viewpoints and viewsheds to enhance park
experiences; and

resource—the visible physical features on a landscape.
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•

Where possible, to design and maintain landscapes to discourage the
accumulation of trash and illegal encampments.

Policy 1.5 in the Urban Design Element in the San Francisco General Plan
emphasizes the special nature of each district through distinctive landscaping
and other features. This involves preserving landscaping and installing or
encouraging new landscaping. The proposed project would be required to
comply with the policies in the Urban Design Element.
During implementation of the proposed project, equipment, such as trucks and
bulldozers, would be visible in and around the Natural Areas. The presence of
the equipment and project activities would detract from the setting of the areas,
resulting in impacts. However, equipment and project activities would be limited
in duration and would not occur every day.
Following implementation of the proposed project’s activities, the setting of the
areas would generally resemble the current setting. One important aspect of the
general setting that would be altered by the project’s activities involves the
vegetation. Initially, impacts on the general setting’s vegetation, such as
diminished vegetation and altered composition and structure of vegetation,
would be noticeable, resulting in impacts. However, vegetation is only one
aspect of the general setting. Following implementation of the proposed project’s
activities, the setting of the areas would ultimately resemble the existing
undeveloped setting. While it would be altered, the general setting of the Natural
Areas would still resemble an undeveloped area used for various purposes and
surrounded by an urban environment.
The potential impacts on this topic will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report.
d) The proposed project does not include outdoor or indoor lighting or other
components that would create new sources of light or glare and would have no
impact.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
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E.3

POPULATION AND HOUSING
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

3.

POPULATION AND HOUSING—
Would the project:

a)

Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either 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 or create demand for additional housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing?

c)

Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

a ‐ c) The project does not propose the construction of new homes or businesses
and therefore would not result in any direct impacts related to growth
inducement. Furthermore, the project would not result in increased use of
roadways or extend new infrastructure, such as water and sewer systems, to any
undeveloped areas. No new businesses or houses would be constructed or
demolished under the proposed project. Workers for the proposed project
include up to ten Natural Areas Program gardeners and groups of volunteers of
up to 50 people. Any persons that relocate to fill vacant gardener positions
would have a negligible effect on the City’s population. Because it is assumed
that volunteers reside in the San Francisco Bay Area, the project would not
induce substantial population growth, displace substantial numbers of housing
units or residents, or create demand for additional housing. The project would
have no impacts on population and housing.
These topics will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
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E.4

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

4.

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL
RESOURCES—Would the project:

a)

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?

b)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

c)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

d)

Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

In this Initial Study, the Potentially Significant Impact designation is being used
solely to identify those topics that will be addressed in detail in the
Environmental Impact Report for this project and does not reflect the findings of
any preliminary impact analysis. Those topics are being included in the
Environmental Impact Report because there is not sufficient information
available at this time on the potentially affected resources or site conditions.
Under CEQA, cultural resources23 listed on, or determined to be eligible for
listing on, the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or a local
register are those that must be given consideration in the CEQA process. The
CRHR is in the California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 11.5. According
to this code, properties listed on or formally determined eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) are automatically eligible for
listing on the CRHR. A resource is generally considered to be historically
significant under CEQA if it meets the criteria for listing on the CRHR.
A resource is considered eligible for inclusion on the CRHR, and therefore a
historical resource under CEQA, if it is at least 45 years of age. To be eligible for
listing to the CRHR under Criteria 1, 2, or 3, a resource must contain artifact
assemblages, features, or stratigraphic relationships associated with important
events, or important persons, or be exemplary of a type, period, or method of
construction. To be eligible under Criterion 4, a resource need only show the
potential to yield important information.

23Cultural resource—a generic term that may be used to refer to architectural resources, archaeological
resources, and/or traditional cultural properties.
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CEQA requires that the effects of a project on an archeological resource shall be
taken into consideration. CEQA recognizes archeological resources as being
potential instances of a “unique archaeological resource” or of a “historical
resource”. However, it must first be determined if the archeological resource is a
historical resource, that is, if the archeological resource meets the criteria for
listing in the CRHR. An archeological resource that qualifies as a historical
resource under CEQA generally, qualifies for listing under Criterion 4 of the
CRHR. An archeological resource may qualify for listing under Criterion 4 when
it can be demonstrated that the resource has the potential to significantly
contribute to questions of scientific/historical importance. The research value of
an archeological resource can only be evaluated within the context of the
prehistoric/historical background of the site of the resource and within the
context of prior archeological research related to the property type.
Archaeological artifacts, objects, or sites that do not meet the above criteria are
not considered unique archaeological resources. Impacts on archaeological
resources that are not unique and those that do not qualify for listing on the
CRHR or a local register receive no further consideration under CEQA.
Paleontological resources24 include fossilized remains or traces of animals,
plants, and invertebrates, including their imprints, from a previous geological
period. Collecting localities and the geologic formations containing those
localities are also considered paleontological resources. They represent a limited,
nonrenewable, and impact‐sensitive scientific and educational resource.
Impacts on Native American burials are considered under PRC 15064.5(d)(1).
When an initial study identifies the existence of, or the probable likelihood of,
Native American human remains within the project, the lead agency is required
to work with the appropriate Native Americans, as identified by the California
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The CEQA lead agency may
develop an agreement with the appropriate Native Americans for treating or
disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any items
associated with Native American burials. By implementing such an agreement,
the project becomes exempt from the general prohibition on disinterring,
disturbing, or removing human remains from any location other than a
dedicated cemetery (Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5) and the
requirements of CEQA pertaining to Native American human remains.
The SFRPD’s treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated
funerary objects discovered during any soils‐disturbing activity would comply
with applicable state laws. This would include immediate notification of the
CCSF Coroner for discoveries in San Francisco County Natural Areas or the San

24Paleontological

resource—fossilized remains or traces of animals, plants, and invertebrates, including their
imprints, from a previous geological period.

Case No. 2005.1912E

67

Natural Areas Management Plan
April 2009

Mateo County Coroner for discoveries at Sharp Park. If the Coroner were to
determine that the remains are Native American, the NAHC would be notified
and would appoint a Most Likely Descendant (PRC 5097.98). The archaeologist,
SFRPD, and the Most Likely Descendant would make all reasonable efforts to
develop an agreement for the dignified treatment of human remains and
funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064.5[d]). The agreement would take
into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis,
custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains and
funerary objects. State law allows 24 hours to reach agreement on these matters.
If the Most Likely Descendants do not agree on the reburial method, the SFRPD
would follow Section 5097.98(b) of the California PRC, which states “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.”
Different CEQA areas of potential effects (C‐APEs) were used to determine the
potential impacts on historical architectural and archaeological resources that
could result from the proposed project. The C‐APE used here for archaeological
resources is considered preliminary. The C‐APE for both categories of resources
was defined for the proposed project as the surface and subsurface areas that
would be directly affected by ground disturbance and project activities and is
generally considered to be the boundary of each Natural Area. The architectural
C‐APE was established to also address nearby historical resources that could be
indirectly affected. In general, the architectural C‐APE includes historical
resources from which the Natural Areas and their associated activities would be
audible and/or visible.
To determine project impacts on the various types of cultural resources, a records
search was requested in June 2008 from the California Historical Resources
Information System’s Northwest Information Center (NWIC) at Sonoma State
University (File No. 07‐1792). The records search indicated there are various
types of cultural resources within or next to six of the 31 Natural Areas. One
historic building, the Golden Gate Park Conservatory (CA‐SFR‐37H [P‐38‐0037]),
is adjacent to the Golden Gate Park Oak Woodland Natural Area (oak woodland,
Lily Pond, and Whiskey Hill). Historic canal features associated with the Spring
Valley Water Company’s water system (CA‐SFR‐102H [P‐38‐0093]) are within the
Lake Merced Natural Area. The Pine Lake Natural Area is part of the historic
district of Stern Grove and Pine Lake Park (P‐38‐4472). An archaeological site
(CA‐SMA‐114 [P‐41‐116]) containing “shell midden with some bone, chert
chippage25, and fire fractured rock” (Humphreys 1969) as well as some noted
historic‐era glass bottles is adjacent to the Sharp Park Natural Area. At the time

25Chippage—flakes

resulting from the process of human modification to lithic materials.
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of its recording, it was remarked that the site was almost entirely destroyed by
erosion and construction.
Through coordination with SFRPD and the CCSF Historic Preservation Division,
additional cultural resources, primarily architectural in nature, were identified
that were not found through the NWIC records search. This includes the Golden
Gate Park Historic District, which incorporates oak woodland, Lily Pond,
Whiskey Hill, and Strawberry Hill. The historic district was listed on the NRHP
in October 2004 (NRIS 2008; Nelson 2004) and is therefore included on the CRHR
as well. Geographic information system (GIS) data provided by the SFRPD
indicate that numerous historic‐aged buildings and structures are known to be
immediately adjacent to almost all of the Natural Areas. The Mount Davidson
Cross is one of these resources, and it is mapped as within Mount Davidson. The
absence of this resource and other resources in the GIS database in the NWIC
records search indicates that the resource has not yet been formally documented
and submitted to the California Office of Historic Preservation. Because of its
historic age (45 years or older), the Mount Davidson Cross is considered a
potential historical resource. To be formally determined a historical resource, the
cross would need to be recorded and evaluated for eligibility for listing on the
CRHR, in consultation with the CCSF Historic Preservation Division. Mount
Davidson is also the location of Works Progress Administration stairs and
retaining walls (SFRPD 2006). Seven Natural Areas contain documented cultural
resources (archaeological and/or architectural); no cultural resources were
documented within or adjacent to any of the remaining 24 Natural Areas (NWIC
File No. 07‐1792).
No surveys for architectural, archaeological, or paleontological resources have
been conducted for this project. All of the Natural Areas were covered by a study
of pre‐Spanish ecology of the Bay Area (Mayfield 1978). Several cultural
resources overviews and pedestrian surveys have been conducted within 8 of the
31 Natural Areas (NWIC File No. 07‐1792). The Balboa Natural Area has been
partially addressed in two overviews (Mayer 1995; Olmsted and Olmsted 1979)
and one linear field survey (Chavez and Ramsey 1979). Bayview Park has been
completely covered by a regional overview (Hupman and Chavez 2001) and
partially covered by a linear field survey (Hupman and Chavez 2004). Hawk Hill
has been fully covered by an archaeological field survey (CCSF 1987). India Basin
Shoreline Park has been addressed by one cultural resource overview (Gualtieri
and Wall 1987), one archaeological field survey (Praetzellis et al. 1994), and one
linear archaeological field survey (Hupman and Chavez 1995). Lake Merced has
been partially addressed in one regional cultural resource overview (Shoup and
Baker 1981), three field surveys (David Chavez and Associates 1993; Heid 1964;
Willer and Albee 1957), and one subsurface testing project (Chavez 1988). Palou‐
Phelps has been partially covered by three linear archaeological field surveys
(BioSystems Analysis 1989; Nelson et al. 2002; Sawyer et al. 2000). Pine Lake has
been entirely covered by a cultural landscape report with register evaluations
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that included both archaeological and architectural field surveys (Bradley and
Corbett 2004) and partially covered by a separate archaeological field survey
(EDAW and Ward and Associates 2006). Sharp Park has had nine overviews and
surveys within and adjacent to it. The Natural Area itself has been partially
covered by three archaeological field surveys (Cartier 1984; Melandry 1977;
Orlins and Schwaderer 1994), two linear archaeological field surveys (Clark 2006;
Moratto 1974), and one archaeological field survey with a historic study and
register evaluation (Clark 2007). The rest of the Natural Areas have not been
covered by any field survey or a cultural resource overview specific to those
areas.
The NAHC was contacted to determine the presence of sacred sites26 within or
near the project areas that could qualify as historical resources or unique
archaeological resources or contain human burials. The NAHC responded on
June 19, 2008 that no such resources were identified by their files. However, the
NAHC did provide a list of five Ohlone/Costanoan groups and individuals
traditionally affiliated with the region that may be able to identify
undocumented resources. SFRPD mailed consultation letters to the suggested
contacts on July 16, 2008 (Appendix B). At the time of this publication, no
responses had been received.
A paleontological records search was requested through the University of
California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP). The records search results
indicated the presence of five vertebrate localities within two miles of Sharp Park
(Holroyd 2008). There are also a number of invertebrate fossil localities recorded
for in San Francisco, but none within or adjacent to the Natural Areas. No known
paleontological resources are within or adjacent to any of the Natural Areas
(Holroyd 2008).
Architectural resources are addressed under topic a) in this Initial Study, and
archaeological resources are addressed under topic b).
a) Architectural Resources. Several historical architectural resources not yet
evaluated for CRHR‐ or NRHP‐eligibility were identified through the
abovementioned NWIC records search and correspondence with CCSF Historic
Preservation Division staff. No historical architectural resources listed in Article
10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code are within the architectural
C‐APE (CCSF 2003a; CCSF 2003b). One San Francisco Landmark Tree, a blue
elderberry tree, is in the Bernal Hill Natural Area at the corner of Folsom Street
and Bernal Heights Boulevard. The overwhelming majority of the proposed
project’s architectural C‐APE has not been previously surveyed for historical
architectural resources. As such, the presence of historical architectural resources
within the architectural C‐APE of the proposed project is unknown at this time.
26Sacred

site—locality of traditional significance or importance to a Native American community.
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Several of the proposed general and site‐specific management activities proposed
in the SNRAMP could adversely affect historical architectural resources, where
present. In general, these primarily include vegetation changes that may alter
possible historic landscapes.
Therefore, significant impacts on historical architectural resources are possible.
With implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1, impacts on historical
architectural resources would be reduced to less than significant. Historical
architectural resources will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact
Report.
b) Archaeological Resources. No archaeological resources were identified by the
NWIC records search as within or immediately adjacent to any of the Natural
Areas. However, the overwhelming majority of the archaeological C‐APE has not
been previously surveyed. Additionally, MEA staff have indicated that
archaeological remains not on record at the NWIC, such as the 1894 Midwinter
Fair and the Sharp Park Internment Camp, are known to exist within some of the
Natural Areas. As such, the presence of archaeological resources within the
archaeological C‐APE (surface and subsurface) of the proposed project is
unknown at this time. Given that the archaeological C‐APE encompasses the
majority of the remaining undeveloped land in the city, there is an increased
possibility that intact archaeological deposits exist within the Natural Areas.
Additionally, many of the Natural Areas are located in archaeologically sensitive
areas (for both prehistoric and historic‐era resources) based on their proximity to
productive historic habitats and resource procurement locations (such as creeks,
lacustrine environments, marshes, and rock outcrops). Several of the general and
site‐specific management activities proposed in the SNRAMP could adversely
affect archaeological resources. In general, these activities primarily include
ground‐disturbing activities, such as tree and weed removal, livestock grazing,
and activities associated with trail development and maintenance and erosion
control.
The potential impacts on this topic will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report.
c) Paleontological Resources and Unique Geological Formations. The UCMP
records search results indicated that there are no known paleontological
resources within or adjacent to the Natural Areas, and no further studies are
needed (Holroyd 2008). Many of the Natural Areas are on shallow or exposed
bedrock and project activities may affect those geologic features. In general,
ground‐disturbing activities, such as those identified above with regard to
archaeological resources, that reach bedrock could possibly impact unknown
paleontological resources.
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The potential impacts on this topic will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report.
d) Human Remains. The NWIC records search did not indicate that human
remains have previously been encountered within the Natural Areas, nor did it
indicate the presence of any modern or historic cemeteries (Humphreys 1853;
GLO 1863, 1864a, 1864b; San Mateo County Chamber of Commerce 1931; USACE
1942a 1942b; USGS 1896, 1899, 1915a, 1915b; US Surveyor General 1856, 1857,
1859, 1864, 1868, 1871, 1886). The overwhelming majority of the archaeological C‐
APE has not been previously surveyed for archaeological resources that may
include human remains. As such, the presence of human remains within the
archaeological C‐APE of the proposed project is unknown at this time. Given that
the archaeological C‐APE encompasses the majority of the remaining
undeveloped land in the City, there is a possibility that intact burials exist within
the Natural Areas. As with the archaeological resources discussed above, the
location of many of the Natural Areas make them sensitive for prehistoric
deposits, including human burials. Ground‐disturbing activities, such as those
identified above under archaeological resources, would have the possibility to
impact burials as well.
The potential impacts on this topic will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report.
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E.5

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

5.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION—
Would the project:

a)

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume-to-capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

b)

Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a
level of service standard established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways (unless it is
practical to achieve the standard through
increased use of alternative transportation
modes)?

c)

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?

d)

Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses?

e)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

f)

Result in inadequate parking capacity that could
not be accommodated by alternative solutions?

g)

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g.,
conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts,
bicycle racks, etc.), or cause a substantial
increase in transit demand which cannot be
accommodated by existing or proposed transit
capacity or alternative travel modes?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

a, b) While vehicles would be used during project implementation, the frequency
of road trips by those vehicles would be minimal. Workers for the proposed
project would either be the ten Natural Areas Program gardeners or periodic
groups of volunteers of up to 50 people, with an average group size closer to 10
people. It is assumed that volunteers reside in the San Francisco Bay Area. Also
the number and frequency of volunteer groups is expected to be similar to
current levels. While visitor numbers may increase, most of the visitors would be
locals who would walk or bike to the Natural Areas. As a result, the project
would not exceed any level of service standard and would have less than
significant impacts on traffic load and capacity of the street system.
These topics will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
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c) The project sites are not in the vicinity of any airports, and the proposed
project does not include any activities that would affect air traffic patterns, so
there would be no impacts on air traffic.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
d) The proposed project involves the long‐term management of the Natural
Areas. The proposed project does not include road designs, and therefore the
increase in hazards due to design features is not applicable to this project.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
e) Implementation of the proposed project would be within the existing Natural
Areas and would not disrupt the access to any adjacent facility or residence.
Therefore, no impact on emergency access would result from the proposed
project.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
f) The minimal number of trucks or other motor vehicles that would be used
during the implementation of the proposed project would either park within the
boundaries of the Natural Areas or in available parking spaces in the vicinity.
However, the number of trucks or other vehicles that would be used is negligible
(typically no more than one vehicle per day at a given Natural Area), and one
public parking space at a given Natural Area may be used for a short duration
during the day. The demand for parking would increase on those days when
volunteer groups are involved in management activities. Impacts on parking as a
result of the proposed project would be less than significant.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
g) The proposed project does not include any activities that would affect
alternative transportation facilities or use, so it would have no impacts on
alternative transportation.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
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E.6

NOISE
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

6.

NOISE—Would the project:

a)

Result in exposure of persons to or generation of
noise 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 groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels?

c)

Result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

d)

Result in a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

e)

For a project located within an airport land use
plan 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, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

g)

Be substantially affected by existing noise
levels?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

a, d) The project would not generate noise that would exceed standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of
other agencies. Equipment anticipated to be used during the project includes
chain saws, power hedge trimmers, power pruners, gas‐powered water pumps,
augers, power drills, and cherry pickers27. Vehicles would primarily be pickup
trucks. During project implementation, equipment operation associated with the
management of the Natural Areas, such as weeding and tree removal, would
temporarily increase noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the management
areas. Although most of the Natural Areas are located within residential districts,
the project’s implementation would not require extensive use of heavy
equipment. Individual pieces of equipment used would comply with the noise
limits of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco
Police Code) for the Natural Areas within San Francisco and the San Mateo
County noise ordinance for management activities in Sharp Park. Further,
potential noise impacts are expected to be discontinuous and of very short
27Cherry picker—a maneuverable vertical boom with an open bucket or cage at the end from which a

worker can perform aerial work such as pruning trees or repairing electrical lines.
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duration during the day time. As a result, the impacts associated with noise
exposure and temporary ambient noise28 levels would be less than significant.
These topics will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
b) The project would not add to the permanent groundborne vibration resulting
from the regular traffic in the vicinity of the management areas. Temporary use
of the anticipated mechanical equipment would not result in significant
groundborne vibration. Because trees would typically be removed limb by limb,
tree removal would not cause groundborne vibrations. Additionally, trees would
be removed within restricted areas, away from the visitors and nearby residents.
Therefore, the project would not result in groundborne vibration or noise
impacts.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
c) Using mechanical equipment would increase noise levels, but this noise would
be temporary and discontinuous, associated with tree removal, trail creation, and
invasive vegetation removal. Because the noise levels are expected to be low and
the project would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance
(Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code), the project would not result in
substantial permanent increases in ambient noise levels.
These topics will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
e, f) There would be no impact on noise levels around an airport/airstrip because
there are no airports/airstrips in the vicinity of the project site.
These topics will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
g) The project sites are within urbanized areas of San Francisco and Pacifica. The
management of the Natural Areas would not be affected by the existing noise
levels.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.

28Ambient

noise—the background noise in an area or environment, being a composite of sounds from many
sources near and far.
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E.7

AIR QUALITY
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

7.

AIR QUALITY
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 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?

c)

Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is nonattainment 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?

f)

Conflict with the state goal of reducing
greenhouse gas emissions in California to 1990
levels by 2020, as set forth by the timetable
established in AB 32 (California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006), such that the project’s
greenhouse gas emissions would result in a
substantial contribution to global climate change
or conflict with the San Francisco Local
Greenhouse Gas Ordinance?

a) The project involves management of the Natural Areas and includes
reintroduction of sensitive species, tree removal in conformance with forestry
statements, and erosion‐control measures. None of those activities would
generate air pollutants that would conflict with applicable air quality plans or
standards and conflict with or obstruct implementation of current air quality
plans. Therefore, no impacts related to conflicting with or obstructing
implementation of the applicable air quality plan would result from the project.
This topic is not discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
b) The proposed project is within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAB)
and is under the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD). Within the SFBAB, ambient air29 quality standards for ozone (O3),
carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), inhalable

29Ambient air—outside air; any portion of the atmosphere not confined by walls and a roof.
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and fine particulate matter30 (PM10 and PM2.5), and lead (Pb) have been set forth
by both the State of California and the federal government. California has also set
standards for sulfate and visibility. Because SFBAB is designated nonattainment
for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5, the BAAQMD developed the 2000 Clean Air Plan and
adopted the 2005 Ozone Strategy, in January 2006, as the air quality management
plan for achieving the state ozone standards. No formal air quality plans are
required for the state PM10 or PM2.5 standards, but the BAAQMD has identified
an implementation schedule for new rules and regulations to reduce particulate
matter emissions.

Long-Term (Operational) Emissions
Long‐term air emissions impacts are typically associated with a change in
permanent use of the project site by on‐site stationary sources and off‐site mobile
sources that substantially increase vehicle trip emissions. There are no stationary
sources associated with the proposed project, and potential pollutant emissions
resulting from motor vehicles accessing the project sites would be similar to what
occurs currently as part of ongoing management activities and visitors to the
Natural Areas. As discussed in the transportation and circulation section of this
document, visitor numbers may increase, but most visitors would be local
residents who walk or bike to the Natural Areas; as such, vehicle trips are not
expected to increase. Therefore, no additional long‐term emissions would result
from implementing the proposed project, and long‐term emissions impacts
would be less than significant.

Short-Term (Implementation) Emissions
Air pollutant emissions associated with implementation of the proposed project
would occur over the short term. Management of the Natural Areas could
generate exhaust emissions that would affect local air quality and emit
greenhouse gases (GHGs).
Management activities could generate combustion emissions from use of chain
saws, power hedge trimmers, power pruners, gas‐powered water pumps,
augers, power drills, cherry pickers, brush blades, string trimmers, mowers, and
motor vehicles. Exhaust emissions during implementation would vary daily as
management activity levels change. The use of motorized equipment would
result in localized exhaust and GHG emissions; however, those equipment types
are currently used, and levels of use are expected to be similar to current levels.
Due to this and the limited extent of management activities, the projected short‐
term emissions of criteria pollutants as a result of project activities are expected
to be below emissions thresholds established by the BAAQMD, resulting in less
than significant impacts. Similarly, because GHG emissions from management
activities would be similar to current levels, emissions of GHGs from the project
would have less than significant impacts.
30Particulate

matter—tiny solid or liquid particles, generally soot and aerosols.
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This topic is not discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
c) Implementation of the project’s components would result in minimal
emissions (motor vehicles and equipment used during the management
activities) and particulate matter (from fugitive dust). The project’s activities in
the San Francisco Natural Areas could cause a temporary increase in particulate
matter emissions associated with the management activities, such as removal of
trees and other invasive species and the use of light equipment and motor
vehicles. Emissions associated with the management activities would vary,
depending on the level of activity and specific operation. Because proposed
management activities would be similar to current activities and, due to the
limited nature of those activities, emissions of criteria pollutants would have less
than significant impacts. 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). The amendments would reduce the quantity of dust
generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction in order to
protect the health of the general public and of on‐site workers and to minimize
public nuisance complaints. It specifies that construction managers comply with
specified dust control measures during site preparation, demolition, or other
construction within San Francisco that could create dust or expose or disturb
more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil. Examples of dust control are
wetting down areas near soil improvement operations and limiting the areas
subject to excavation and grading at any one time. The proposed project would
comply with this ordinance. Therefore, impacts of fugitive dust emissions that
would result from management activities at the San Francisco Natural Areas
would be less than significant.
Fugitive dust emissions in Sharp Park would be similar to those in the San
Francisco Natural Areas and could cause a temporary increase in particulate
matter emissions. To reduce the impact of particulate matter emissions during
management activities, the SFRPD would implement, as applicable and
depending on the level of activity, the BAAQMD recommendations, as detailed
in Mitigation Measures M‐AQ‐1.
Additionally, to further control exhaust in all Natural Areas, the SFRPD would
implement M‐AQ‐2. Compliance with the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance
and implementation of the Mitigation Measures M‐AQ‐1 and M‐AQ‐2 would
reduce impacts of particulate matter and exhaust to less than significant levels.
This topic is not discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
d) Land uses such as schools, children’s day care centers, hospitals, and
convalescent homes are considered to be more sensitive to poor air quality than
the general public because the population groups associated with these places
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have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress. Persons engaged in
strenuous work or exercise also have increased sensitivity to poor air quality.
Residential areas are considered more sensitive to air quality conditions than
commercial and industrial areas because people generally spend longer periods
of time at their residences, resulting in greater exposure to ambient air quality
conditions. Recreational areas are also considered sensitive receptors, due to the
greater exposure of users to ambient air quality conditions and because the
presence of pollution detracts from the user’s recreational experience. The project
would be within and/or adjacent to residential, school, and recreational areas, as
well as commercial areas. The SFRPD would comply with Section 93115, Title 17,
California Code of Regulations, Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Stationary
Compression Ignition Engines, which specifies fuel and fuel additive
requirements, emission standards for operating any stationary, diesel‐fueled,
compression‐ignition engines, and operation restrictions within 500 feet of school
grounds when school is in session.
Fugitive dust31 emissions are associated with land clearing, trail creation, and
tree removal. Dust generated daily during implementation would vary
substantially, depending on the level of activity, the specific operations, and
weather conditions. Nearby sensitive receptors32 and on‐site workers may be
exposed on a limited basis to blowing dust, depending on the prevailing wind.
The BAAQMD emphasizes implementing effective and comprehensive control
measures rather than detailed quantification of construction emissions. It
recommends implementing all feasible control measures based on the size of the
construction area and nature of activities that would occur.
Where applicable, the project proponents would comply with the Construction
Dust Control Ordinance. For Sharp Park, the SFRPD would implement
BAAQMD recommendations, outlined in Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 during
management activities, such as land clearing, trail creation, and tree removal.
Further, the SFRPD would implement Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐2 to limit
exhaust emissions during applicable management activities in all the Natural
Areas. By implementing these mitigation measures, fugitive dust emissions from
management activities would be reduced to less than significant.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
e) Organic material in soil can decompose through anaerobic processes33 and
generate methane and hydrogen sulfide gases, which can then be released into
31Fugitive

dust—fugitive emissions generally refer to those emissions that are released to the atmosphere by
some means other than through a stack or tailpipe.
32Sensitive receptors—people or institutions with people that are particularly susceptible to illness from
environmental pollution, such as the elderly, very young children, people already weakened by illness
(e.g., asthmatics), and persons engaged in strenuous exercise.
33Anaerobic processes—a process which only occurs in the absence of molecular oxygen.
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the environment when the soil is exposed. Soil excavation associated with the
management activities would be minimal and temporary, and therefore would
not generate odors that would affect a substantial number of people. Equipment
exhaust could occasionally emit odors attributed to gasoline combustion, but
these odors would not be significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐
AQ‐2 would further reduce the magnitude of this less than significant impact.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
f) Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as GHGs because they
capture heat radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the atmosphere,
much like a greenhouse does. 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, but in
general can be described as the changing of the earth’s climate caused by natural
fluctuations and anthropogenic activities that alter the composition of the global
atmosphere.
Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by
emitting GHGs during demolition, construction, and operational phases. The
principal GHGs are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and water
vapor. (Ozone also contributes to the retention of heat, though it is not directly
emitted but is formed from other gases in the troposphere, the lowest level of the
earth’s atmosphere.) While the presence of the primary GHGs in the atmosphere
are naturally occurring, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide
(N2O) are largely emitted from human activities, accelerating the rate at which
these compounds occur within earth’s atmosphere. Carbon dioxide is the
“reference gas” for climate change, meaning that emissions of GHGs are
typically reported in “carbon dioxide‐equivalent” measures. Emissions of carbon
dioxide are largely by‐products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas methane
results from off‐gassing associated with agricultural practices and landfills.
Other GHGs, with much greater heat‐absorption potential than carbon dioxide,
include hydro fluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride, and are
generated in certain industrial processes. There is international scientific
consensus that human‐caused increases in GHGs have contributed to global
warming and will continue to do so, although there is uncertainty concerning the
magnitude and rate of the warming. Potential global warming impacts in
California may include loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days
per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought
years.34 Secondary effects are likely to include a global rise in sea level, impacts
on agriculture, changes in disease vectors, and changes in habitat and
biodiversity.
34California Air Resources Board (ARB), 2006a. Climate Change website

(http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/120106workshop/intropres12106.pdf) accessed December 4, 2007.
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The California Energy Commission (CEC) estimated that in 2004 California
produced 500 million gross metric tons (about 550 million US tons) of carbon
dioxide‐equivalent GHG emissions.35 The CEC found that transportation is the
source of 38 percent of the state’s GHG emissions, followed by electricity
generation (both in‐state and out‐of‐state) at 23 percent, and industrial sources at
13 percent.36 In the Bay Area, fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector
(on‐road motor vehicles, off‐highway mobile sources, and aircraft) is the single
largest source of GHG emissions, accounting for just over half of the 85 million
tons of GHG emissions in 2002 in the Bay Area. Industrial and commercial
sources were the second largest contributors of GHG emissions, with about one‐
fourth of total emissions. Domestic sources (e.g., home water heaters and
furnaces) account for about 11 percent of the Bay Area’s GHG emissions,
followed by power plants at 7 percent. Oil refining accounts for approximately 6
percent of the total Bay Area GHG emissions.37

Statewide Actions
In 2005, in recognition of California’s vulnerability to the effects of climate
change, Governor Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S‐3‐05, which
sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHG would be
progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;
by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG
emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.38
California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
(Assembly Bill No. 32; California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections
38500, et seq., or AB 32), which requires the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) to design and implement emission limits, regulations, and other
measures, such that feasible and cost‐effective statewide GHG emissions are
reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 (representing a 25 percent reduction in emissions).
AB 32 establishes a timetable for the CARB to adopt emission limits, rules, and
regulations designed to achieve the intent of the act. CARB staff is preparing a
scoping plan to meet the 2020 GHG reduction limits outlined in AB 32. In order
to meet these goals, California must reduce its GHG by 30 percent below

35Because 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.
36California Energy Commission, Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to 2004 ‐
Final Staff Report, publication # CEC‐600‐2006‐013‐SF, December 22, 2006; and January 23, 2007 update to
that report. Available on the internet at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ccei/emsinv/emsinv.htm.
37BAAQMD, Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Base Year 2002, November 2006.
Available on the internet at: http://www.baaqmd.gov/pln/ghg_emission_inventory.pdf.
38California Air Resources Board (CARB), Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change, June
2008 Discussion Draft. Available on the internet at:
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/index.php.
Accessed July 29, 2008.
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projected 2020 business as usual emissions levels, or about 10 percent from 2006’s
levels. In June 2008, CARB released its Draft Scoping Plan, which estimates a
reduction of 169 million metric tons of CO2‐equivalents (MMTCO2‐eq).
Approximately one‐third of the emissions reductions strategies fall within the
transportation sector and include the following: California Light‐Duty Vehicle
GHG standards, the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, Heavy‐Duty Vehicle GHG
emission reductions and energy efficiency, and medium and heavy‐duty vehicle
hybridization, high speed rail, and efficiency improvements in goods movement.
These measures are expected to reduce GHG emissions by 60.2 MMTCO2‐eq.
Emissions from the electricity sector are expected to reduce another 49.7
MMTCO2‐eq. Reductions from the electricity sector include building and
appliance energy efficiency and conservation, increased combined heat and
power, solar water heating (AB 1470), the renewable energy portfolio standard
(33 percent renewable energy by 2020), and the existing million solar roofs
program. Other reductions are expected from industrial sources, agriculture,
forestry, recycling and waste, water, and emissions reductions from cap‐and‐
trade programs. Local government actions and regional GHG targets are also
expected to yield a reduction of 2 MMTCO2‐eq.39 Measures that could become
effective during implementation of the SNRAMP pertain to construction‐related
equipment and sustainable forest practices. Some proposed measures will
require new legislation to implement, some will require subsidies, some have
already been developed, and some will require additional effort to evaluate and
quantify. Additionally, some emissions reductions strategies may require their
own environmental review under CEQA or the National Environmental Policy
Act. Applicable measures that are ultimately adopted will become effective
during implementation of proposed project and the proposed project could be
subject to these requirements, depending on the proposed project’s timeline.

Local Actions
San Francisco has a history of environmental protection policies and programs
aimed at improving the quality of life for residents and reducing impacts on the
environment. The following plans, policies, and legislation demonstrate San
Francisco’s continued commitment to environmental protection.
Transit First Policy
In 1973, San Francisco instituted the Transit First Policy, which added Section
16.102 to the City Charter with the goal of reducing the City’s reliance on
freeways and meeting transportation needs by emphasizing mass transportation.
The Transit First Policy gives priority to public transit investments, adopts street
capacity and parking policies to discourage increased automobile traffic, and
encourages the use of transit, bicycling, and walking rather than use of single‐
occupant vehicles.

39Ibid.
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San Francisco Sustainability Plan
In July 1997 the Board of Supervisors approved the Sustainability Plan for the
City of San Francisco, establishing sustainable development as a fundamental
goal of municipal public policy.
The Electricity Resource Plan (Revised December 2002)
San Francisco adopted the Electricity Resource Plan to help address growing
environmental health concerns in San Francisco’s southeast community, home of
two power plants. The plan presents a framework for ensuring a reliable,
affordable, and renewable source of energy for the future of San Francisco.
The Climate Action Plan for San Francisco
In February 2002, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed the Greenhouse
Gas Emissions Reduction Resolution (Number 158‐02), committing the City and
County of San Francisco to a GHG emissions reduction goal of 20 percent below
1990 levels by the year 2012. In September 2004, the San Francisco Department of
the Environment and the Public Utilities Commission published the Climate
Action Plan for San Francisco: Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Gas
Emissions.40 The Climate Action Plan provides the context of climate change in
San Francisco and examines strategies to meet the 20 percent GHG reduction
target. Although the Board of Supervisors has not formally committed the City to
perform the actions addressed in the plan, and many of the actions require
further development and commitment of resources, the plan serves as a
blueprint for GHG emission reductions, and several actions have been
implemented or are now in progress.
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Zero Emissions 2020 Plan
The SFMTA’s Zero Emissions 2020 plan focuses on the purchase of cleaner
transit buses, including hybrid diesel‐electric buses. Under this plan hybrid
buses will replace the oldest diesel buses, some dating back to 1988. The hybrid
buses emit 95 percent less particle matter (or soot) than the buses they replace,
they produce 40 percent less oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and they reduce GHG by
30 percent.
LEED Silver for Municipal Buildings
In 2004, the City amended Chapter 7 of the Environment code, requiring all new
municipal construction and major renovation projects to achieve LEED Silver
Certification from the US Green Building Council.
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Ordinance
In May 2008, San Francisco adopted an ordinance amending the San Francisco
Environment Code to establish City GHG emission targets and departmental
40San Francisco Department of the Environment and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Climate

Action Plan for San Francisco, Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Emissions, September 2004.
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action plans, to authorize the Department of the Environment to coordinate
efforts to meet these targets and to make environmental findings. The ordinance
establishes the following GHG reduction limits and the target dates to achieve
them:
•

Determine 1990 City GHG emissions by 2008, the baseline level with
reference to which target reductions are set;

•

Reduce GHG by 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017;

•

Reduce GHG by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2025; and

•

Reduce GHG by 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

The ordinance also specifies requirements for City departments to prepare
departmental Climate Action Plans and report to the Department of the
Environment GHG emissions associated with the department’s activities and
activities that they regulate and to prepare recommendations to reduce
emissions. As part of this, the San Francisco Planning Department is required to:
(1) update and amend the City’s applicable General Plan elements to include the
emissions reduction limits set forth in this ordinance and policies to achieve
those targets; (2) consider a project’s impact on the City’s GHG reduction limits
specified in this ordinance as part of its review under CEQA; and (3) work with
other City departments to enhance the “transit first” policy to encourage a shift
to sustainable modes of transportation thereby reducing emissions and helping
to achieve the targets set forth by this ordinance.
GoSolarSF
On July 1, 2008, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) launched
its “GoSolarSF” program to San Francisco’s businesses and residents, offering
incentives in the form of a rebate program that could pay for approximately half
the cost of installation of a solar power system, and more to those qualifying as
low‐income residents.
City of San Francisco’s Green Building Ordinance
On August 4, 2008, Mayor Gavin Newsom signed into law San Francisco’s Green
Building Ordinance for newly constructed residential and commercial buildings
and renovations to existing buildings. The ordinance specifically requires newly
constructed commercial buildings over 5,000 square feet, residential buildings
over 75 feet in height, and renovations on buildings over 25,000 sq. ft. to be
subject to an unprecedented level of LEED and green building certifications,
which makes San Francisco the city with the most stringent green building
requirements in the nation. Cumulative benefits of this ordinance include
reducing CO2 emissions by 60,000 tons, saving 220,000 megawatt hours of power,
saving 100 million gallons of drinking water, reducing wastewater and
stormwater by 90 million gallons of water, reducing construction and demolition
waste by 700 million pounds, increasing the valuations of recycled materials by
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$200 million, reducing automobile trips by 540,000, and increasing green power
generation by 37,000 megawatt hours.41
The Green Building Ordinance also continues San Franciscoʹs efforts to reduce its
GHG emissions to 20 percent below 1990 levels by 2012, a goal outlined in the
Cityʹs 2004 Climate Action Plan. In addition, by reducing emissions, this
ordinance also furthers Californiaʹs efforts to reduce GHG emissions statewide,
as mandated by the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.
The City has also passed ordinances to reduce waste from retail and commercial
operations. Ordinance 295‐06, the Food Waste Reduction Ordinance, prohibits
the use of polystyrene foam disposable food service ware and requires
biodegradable/compostable or recyclable food service ware by restaurants, retail
food vendors, City Departments, and City contractors. Ordinance 81‐07, the
Plastic Bag Reduction Ordinance, requires stores in the City and County of San
Francisco to use compostable plastic, recyclable paper, and reusable checkout
bags.
The San Francisco Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection
have also developed a streamlining process for Solar Photovoltaic (PV) Permits
and priority permitting mechanisms for projects pursuing LEED Gold
Certification.
The City’s Planning Code reflects the latest smart growth policies and includes
electric vehicle refueling stations in City parking garages, bicycle storage
facilities for commercial and office buildings, and zoning that is supportive of
high density mixed‐use infill development. The City’s more recent area plans,
such as Rincon Hill and the Market and Octavia Area Plan, provide transit‐
oriented development policies. At the same time there is also a community‐wide
focus on ensuring San Francisco’s neighborhoods as “livable,” including the
Better Streets Plan that would improve streetscape policies throughout the city,
the Transit Effectiveness Plan, that aims to improve transit service, and the
Bicycle Plan, all of which promote alternative transportation options. The CCSF
also provides incentives to its employees to use alternative commute modes, and
the CCSF recently introduced legislation that would require almost all employers
to have comparable programs.
Each of the policies and ordinances discussed above include measures that
would decrease the amount of GHG emitted into the atmosphere and decrease
San Francisco’s overall contribution to climate change.

41These findings are contained within the final Green Building Ordinance, signed by the Mayor on August

4, 2008.
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Impacts
As previously discussed, implementing the SNRAMP would generate GHGs
from the use of chainsaws, power hedge trimmers, power pruners, gas‐powered
water pumps, augers, power drills, cherry pickers, brush blades, string trimmers,
mowers, and motor vehicles. However, the SFRPD uses these equipment types,
and future levels of use for managing the Natural Areas are expected to be
similar to current levels. Therefore, GHG emissions from implementing the
SNRAMP would be relatively similar to current levels.
Similarly, while visitor use is generally expected to increase slightly from
management activities identified in the SNRAMP, most visitors would be local
residents who would walk or bike to the Natural Areas. Therefore, GHGs from
vehicles used to access the Natural Areas would be relatively similar to current
levels. As such, impacts of GHG emissions generated by implementing the
management activities and the increased number of visitors would be less than
significant.
Urban trees can help mitigate climate change by sequestering atmospheric
carbon in tissue and by reducing energy use in buildings, consequently reducing
carbon dioxide emissions from fossil fuel‐based power plants. However, net
carbon sequestration42 can be negative if carbon emissions from decomposition
is greater than the amount sequestered by healthy trees. There are an estimated
64,000 trees within the project area. The project includes the removal and
replacement of approximately 3,448 trees, 97 percent of which are within the
MA‐143 and MA‐244 urban forests. Trees would be removed to promote forest
health and would focus on dead or dying trees, trees with disease or insect
infestations, storm‐damaged or hazardous trees, and trees whose growth is
suppressed by overcrowding. Large tree trunks may be left on‐site if they
provide habitat value, or they may be used for recreation or maintenance within
the Natural Area. Unless it can be used to create wildlife habitat, all large woody
debris generated by the Natural Areas Program would be composted in Golden
Gate Park. Although old large trees are good at storing carbon, they are not as
effective as young trees at taking up carbon (Oxarart et al. 2007). Replacing dead,
dying, and diseased trees that have limited capability to sequester carbon with
young saplings that have long‐term carbon sequestration capabilities would
result in a net GHG benefit.
Further, most of the trees within the Natural Areas are nonnative and most are
also invasive. The invasive forests within the Natural Areas are predominantly
eucalyptus, although cypress, pine, and acacia also occur (SFRPD 2006). The

42Carbon

sequestration—the removal and storage of carbon from the atmosphere in carbon sinks (such as
oceans, forests, and soils) through physical or biological processes, such as photosynthesis.
43MA‐1 represents the priority areas for conservation and management activities.
44Areas designated MA‐2 are comparatively more resilient to human disturbance than MA‐1 areas.
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long‐term goal in MA‐1 and MA‐2 is to slowly convert those areas to native
scrub, grassland habitats, or oak woodlands. According to an urban forest
assessment for San Francisco, the total number of trees in San Francisco is
669,000. San Francisco trees and shrubs remove an estimated 260 tons of air
pollution (CO, NO2, O3, PM10, SO2) per year. San Francisco trees sequester 5,200
tons of carbon dioxide annually, which is equivalent to the annual amount of
carbon emitted by 3,100 cars (USDA 2007). San Francisco trees are estimated to
store 196,000 tons of carbon, or the annual amount of carbon emitted by 118,000
cars (USDA 2007).
As trees die and decay, they release much of the stored carbon to the
atmosphere. Thus, carbon storage is an indication of the amount of carbon that
can be lost if trees are allowed to die and decompose. Of all the species in San
Francisco, eucalyptus trees store and sequester the most carbon (approximately
24.4 percent of the total carbon stored and 16.3 percent of all sequestered carbon).
Trees removed in the Natural Areas in San Francisco would be replaced on a
one‐to‐one ratio, although not necessarily in the same location. Eucalyptus trees
would be replaced with native trees. Although the net effect on carbon
sequestration capacity is unknown for the proposed replacement of mature
eucalyptus with native saplings, replacing dying trees with healthy trees
typically enhances the carbon sequestration process. In fact, one of the urban
forest management strategies to help improve air quality is to increase the
number of healthy trees. Further, among mitigation measures recommended by
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change is forest management and in
particular tree species selection that sequester the most carbon (IPCC 2007). As
such, tree replacement is expected to result in a net increase in the amount of
carbon sequestered within the Natural Areas. The total number of trees would
not change within the Natural Areas of San Francisco and the amount of carbon
sequestered would increase in the long term from replacing dead, dying, or
diseased trees. Therefore, the project would not conflict with San Francisco’s
Greenhouse Gas Ordinance, which would result in less than significant
individual and cumulative impacts from GHG emissions and the associated
carbon sequestration impacts.
Trees removed in Sharp Park would be replaced with native grassland and scrub
species. According to a study presented at the American Geophysical Union’s
meeting, grasslands above 50 degrees latitude reflects more sun than forest
canopies, thereby keeping temperatures lower by an average of 0.8 degree
Celsius. However, in the tropics, forests cool the planet by an average of 0.7
degree Celsius (Jha 2006). Research studies have concluded that grassland and
scrub habitat could act as a significant carbon sink (Hu 2001; Conant 2001).
Therefore, replacing the trees to be removed in Sharp Park with grassland and
scrub habitat would not result in a substantial increase in GHG emissions, and
impacts from GHG emissions would be less than significant.
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The project would not conflict with California’s goal of reducing GHG emissions
set forth by the timetable established in AB32. Additionally, the project would
not conflict with San Francisco’s Climate Action Plan such that it would impede
implementation of the local GHG reduction goals established by San Francisco’s
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Ordinance.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
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E.8

WIND AND SHADOW
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

8.

WIND AND SHADOW—Would the project:

a)

Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects
public areas?

b)

Create new shadow in a manner that
substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities
or other public areas?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

a) The project does not propose any aboveground structures that would alter
wind. The project involves the preservation and restoration of the existing
Natural Areas. While the CCSF has not established wind standards for
recreational areas and open spaces, such as the Natural Areas, the San Francisco
Planning Code has established a hazard level of 26 miles per hour for a single
hour of the year for certain downtown areas. A total of 18,424 trees would be
incrementally removed as part of the management activities. Of these,
approximately 15,000 trees would be removed from Sharp Park. Tree removal of
wind‐toughened edge trees45 could expose the interior of a stand of trees to
unusual wind conditions. Trees removed within San Francisco would be
replaced at a one‐to‐one ratio, although not necessarily in the same location.
Within Sharp Park, trees would be removed in the upper canyon in an
inaccessible area and would be replaced with native grassland and scrub species.
Trees would be removed in accordance with the Urban Forestry Statements in
Appendix F of the SNRAMP. In general, removal within the Natural Areas are
planned to take individuals or very small groups of trees within existing forest
and scrub habitats to avoid altering the wind conditions. As such, tree removal
would not include wind‐toughened edge trees and would not result in increased
wind hazards or expose trees within a stand to high winds. Therefore, the
potential wind hazard or windthrow46 that would result from the project is
expected to be less than significant.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
b) Because the project does not propose any aboveground structures that would
create new shadows, it would not result in shadow impacts.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.

45Wind‐toughened
46Windthrow—the

edge trees—trees in a stand that have become tough or resistant to the wind.
effects of wind on a stand of trees.
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E.9

RECREATION
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

9.

RECREATION—Would the project:

a)

Increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional 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
construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

c)

Physically degrade existing recreational
resources?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

In this Initial Study, the Potentially Significant Impact designation is being used
solely to identify those topics that will be addressed in detail in the
Environmental Impact Report for this project and does not reflect the findings of
any preliminary impact analysis. Those topics are being included in the
Environmental Impact Report because there is not sufficient information
available at this time on the potentially affected resources or site conditions.
Recreation in the Natural Areas is generally considered to be passive recreation,
that which requires no developed sites or facilities. Types of passive recreation
include walking, hiking, running, dog walking, and nature watching. Almost all
of the Natural Areas include trails, and most provide scenic views of San
Francisco. Walking and biking trails were identified as one of the most important
recreation facility needs for San Francisco residents according to the 2004 SFRPD
Recreation Assessment (SFRPD 2004). Of the individuals surveyed for that
assessment, 67 percent participated in running or walking, the highest
percentage for any of the 26 activities identified in the survey. Other activities
that San Francisco residents participate in included visiting nature areas (61
percent, second on the activities list), bicycling (38 percent, fifth on the activities
list), volunteering (22 percent, tenth on the activities list), and dog walking (20
percent, twelfth on the activities list).
Because trails and trail‐related activities are a main component of recreation in
Natural Areas, the SNRAMP provides recommendations to develop site‐
stewardship and recreational uses compatible with natural resource protection.
Two of the major actions proposed by the SNRAMP that would affect recreation
are the modification and closure of trails and the reduction in space allotted for
DPAs.
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a) The project has the potential to increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks. According to the SFRPD Recreation Assessment, the condition of
many SFRPD facilities is deteriorating, and the recreation facilities most
important to residents are walking and biking trails (SFRPD 2004). The SNRAMP
calls for the closure of 54,411 feet (10.31 miles) of trail. Trails could be closed
because they are unsafe, because they are social trails, to protect sensitive species
or habitat, or to prevent soil erosion. While some new trails would be created, the
proposed project would cause a net decrease of 48,514 feet (9.2 miles), or 23.0
percent, of the trails within the Natural Areas. However, primary trails would be
improved to provide a more manageable trail system with greater access and
easier navigation through the parks. The Natural Areas could experience
increased use because of the improved trail system.
The project calls for closing 19.3 acres (20.3 percent) of DPAs within the Natural
Areas (Recommendations GR‐8a, GR‐8b, and GR‐8c), which accounts for 16.4
percent of the total acres of SFRPD‐maintained DPAs. Under the SNRAMP, the
SFRPD would remove the Lake Merced DPA and would decrease the area of two
DPAs, one on Bernal Hill and the other in McLaren Park. At least 2.5 acres of the
proposed closures are largely inaccessible due to slopes of between 45 and 90
degrees. The possibility for the DPAs in McLaren Park and on Bernal Hill to
degrade due to use being concentrated in a smaller area depends on the current
and reasonably foreseeable future use of the areas. Through the SFRPD Final
Dog Policy (SFRPD 2002), DPAs are to be reviewed every three years for, among
other things, degradation of the area.
The potential impacts on this topic will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report.
b) The SNRAMP promotes passive recreation, or recreation that doesn’t require
the use of developed sites or facilities. Types of passive recreation include
walking, hiking, running, dog walking, and nature watching. Approximately
211,303 feet (40.0 miles) of trail currently exist within the Natural Areas. This
includes primary and secondary trails officially designated as routes and social
trails that have not been officially designated and are usually user‐created trails.
The SNRAMP calls for the creation of 5,897 feet (1.1 miles) of new trails and the
closure or rerouting of 54,411 feet (10.31 miles) of existing trails. As discussed
above, trails could be closed because they are unsafe, because they are social
trails, to protect sensitive species or habitat, or to prevent soil erosion. This is a
net decrease of 48,514 feet (9.2 miles), or 23.0 percent, of trails within the Natural
Areas.
The SFRPD would create new trails primarily in MA‐2 and MA‐3 areas. Trail
placement in these areas would avoid sensitive vegetation and habitat. However,
clearing trails for public use could involve removal of vegetation and cause
short‐term soil erosion.
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Of the 95.2 acres of DPAs within the Natural Areas, 19.3 acres (20.3 percent) are
proposed for closure (Recommendations GR‐8a, GR‐8b, and GR‐8c). This
accounts for 16.4 percent of the total acres of SFRPD‐maintained DPAs. Under
the SNRAMP, SFRPD would remove the Lake Merced DPA and would decrease
the area of two DPAs, one on Bernal Hill and the other in McLaren Park. These
DPAs are in areas with sensitive vegetation or habitat that require additional
protection. The Lake Merced DPA would be closed in accordance with the
SFRPD Final Dog Policy (SFRPD 2002). The SNRAMP also calls for the
monitoring of DPAs for impact on oak woodlands at Buena Vista, Golden Gate
Park Northeast, and MA‐1 areas of the McLaren Park Shelley Loop.
The potential impacts on this topic will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report.
c) To address degradation of trails, the project proposes regular maintenance of
these resources (Recommendation GR‐11a). Posting interpretive signs that
educate the public about the sensitive species and habitat in the area and that
inform users about why off‐trail use is discouraged (Recommendations GR‐11c,
GR‐14b, and GR‐14c) would prevent users from creating new social trails.
In the short‐term, recreational resources, including trails, DPAs, and scenic
viewing areas, could be temporarily closed for restoration efforts if necessary.
The potential impacts on this topic will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report.
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E.10

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

10. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—Would
the project:
a)

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of
the 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?

c)

Require or result in the construction of new storm
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 project from existing entitlements and
resources, or require new or expanded water
supply resources or entitlements?

e)

Result in a determination by the wastewater
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)

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

g)

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

h)

Disrupt operation of or require relocation of local
utilities?

a – c, e) The project would not generate wastewater and would not result in the
construction of new water, wastewater, or stormwater facilities or the expansions
of existing facilities. Therefore, those criteria are not applicable to the project.
These topics will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
d) Reintroducing native species and replacing trees would require irrigation until
they become established. However, irrigation needs would be met by existing
water supply capacity and would not require new or expanded water supply
resources. Therefore, impacts on water supply would be less than significant.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
f) Minor quantities of solid waste and recyclable material would be generated
during the management of the Natural Areas. Unless it can be used to create
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wildlife habitat, all large woody debris generated by the Natural Areas Program
would be composted in Golden Gate Park. The wood chips may be used to
suppress understory invasive vegetation or could be used as beneficial mulch on
other revegetation projects in the Natural Areas. Also, large tree trunks may be
left on site if they provide habitat value, or they may be used for recreational or
maintenance purposes within the Natural Area. As such, the project would not
impact landfill capacity.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
g) Solid waste and recyclable material would continue to be managed in
accordance with federal, state, or local regulations, resulting in no impacts.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
h) With the exception of two pipelines that cross the Duncan‐Castro Natural
Area and may need to be removed, relocated, or buried, no other disruption or
relocation of utilities is required as part of this project. The two Duncan‐Castro
pipelines are at the ground surface and currently pose a safety hazard. Because
any actions taken regarding these pipelines would be done in such a way as to
minimize service disruptions, the project would have less than significant
impacts with regards to the operation of local utilities.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
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E.11

PUBLIC SERVICES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
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Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
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11. PUBLIC SERVICES— Would the project:
a)

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of, or the need for,
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for any public
services such as fire protection, police
protection, schools, parks, or other services?

a) The project would restore and manage the Natural Areas. The project does not
propose any new on‐site structures that would bring new residents to the project
area, requiring new schools, parks, or other services. No new public services
would be required. Workers for the proposed project would either be the ten
Natural Areas Program gardeners or groups of volunteers of up to 50 people.
The assumption is that the volunteers already reside in the San Francisco Bay
Area. Potential increases in visitor use levels, as a result of improved Natural
Areas and population growth, would be adequately served by the existing
capabilities of service providers. Therefore, the project would not affect public
services or public service providers.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
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E.12

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Potentially
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Impact

Topics:

Less Than
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Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
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No
Impact
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12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—
Would the project:
a)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or specialstatus species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

b)

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

c)

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d)

Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e)

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

In this Initial Study, the Potentially Significant Impact designation is being used
solely to identify those topics that will be addressed in detail in the
Environmental Impact Report for this project and does not reflect the findings of
any preliminary impact analysis. Those topics are being included in the
Environmental Impact Report because there is not sufficient information
available at this time on the potentially affected resources or site conditions.
a)

Special Status Species
For this Initial Study, special status and/or sensitive species are defined as
species that are legally protected by the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) or the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Special status species
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typically include species that are 1) federally listed as endangered, threatened, or
candidate species (US Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] 2008a) or 2) state‐listed
as endangered, rare, threatened, California fully protected, or species of special
concern (California Department of Fish and Game [CDFG] 2008). Sensitive
species also include those listed on the California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
plant list, i.e. the 1A list (plants presumed extinct in California) or 1B list (plants
that are rare or endangered in California and elsewhere), or those that are found
within the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants (CNPS 2008).
Special status species known to occur or that have been recorded historically in
Natural Areas are listed in Table 2. In addition, a number of locally sensitive (LS)
species may be found in San Francisco’s Natural Areas, including species on the
National Audubon Society’s Watch List or those under threat of local extirpation
as determined by the Yerba Buena chapter of the CNPS or the Golden Gate
chapter of the National Audubon Society. The SFRPD has worked closely with
such groups as the USFWS, CNPS, and the Audubon Society to appropriately
manage special status species and to develop a list of LS species. The list of LS
species from the CNPS and Golden Gate Audubon Chapter are in draft form at
this time and are presented in Appendix C. All species from all lists are
important for local conservation efforts and thus are analyzed in this Initial
Study. However, impacts on federal, state, and CNPS 1B listed species are of
greater concern because they are more likely to reduce populations, which could
lead to species extinction.

Habitat Types
Habitat types within the Natural Areas include annual grassland, perennial
grassland, wetland, other herbaceous vegetation, northern Franciscan coastal
scrub, central dune scrub, central coast riparian scrub, nonnative scrub, mosaic,
native forest, nonnative forest, and “other,” which is a general category for areas
that either are not dominated by vegetation or are dominated by ornamental
vegetation. These correspond roughly to the classification system of Sawyer and
Keeler‐Wolfe (1995). Special status species that may use these habitat types are
presented in Table 2.

Impacts on Special Status Species
Most project activities would benefit special status species and their habitats over
the long‐term. Management actions would aim to:
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•

Maintain viable populations of all special status species,

•

Maintain and enhance native plant and animal communities,

•

Maintain and enhance local biodiversity,

•

Re‐establish native community diversity, structure, and ecosystem
function where degraded,
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Table 2
Special Status Species That May Occur Within the Natural Areas

Common Name

Scientific Name

Federal/
State/ CNPS
Status

Invertebrates
Bay checkerspot
butterfly

Euphydryas editha
bayensis

FT/--/--

Mission blue
butterfly

Icaricia icarioides
missionensis

FE/--/--

San Francisco
silverspot butterfly

Speyeria callippe
callippe

FE/--/--

Habitat

Native grasslands on outcrops of serpentine
soil. Primary host plant is Plantago erecta
Secondary host plants are Orthocarpus
densiflorus and O. purpurscens.
Grasslands. Larval host plants include Lupinus
albifrons, L. variicolor, and L. formosus.
Coastal scrub. Host plant is Viola pedunculata.

Likelihood of Occurrence/Notes on
Occurrence
P/Reported from Mt. Davidson and Twin Peaks
in 1980. Not currently present at either Natural
Area.
C/Reported at Sharp Park and McLaren Park in
1988 and from Bayview Park in 2001. Currently
breeds on Twin Peaks
P/Historical population on Twin Peaks that is
presumed extirpated.47

Federal Status
FE = Endangered. Species in danger of extinction throughout all or significant portion of its range.
FT = Threatened. Species likely to become endangered within foreseeable future throughout all or
a significant portion of its range.
FPD = Proposed delisting.
California State Status
SE = Endangered. Species whose continued existence in California is jeopardized.
ST = Threatened. Species, although not presently threatened with extinction, that is likely to become
endangered in the foreseeable future.
CSC = Species of Concern.
SFP = State Fully Protected under Sections 3511 and 4700 of the Fish and Game Code.
SR = State Rare
California Native Plant Society
1A = Plants presumed extinct in California
1B = Plants that are rare or endangered in California and elsewhere.
Occurrence
P = Potential
C = Confirmed
U = Unlikely

47Extirpate—to

remove or destroy totally.
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Table 2
Special Status Species That May Occur Within the Natural Areas (continued)

Common Name

Scientific Name

Reptiles and Amphibians
California redRana aurora
legged frog
draytonii

Federal/
State/ CNPS
Status
FT/CSC/--

San Francisco
garter snake

Thamnophis
sirtalis elegans

FE/SE, SFP/--

Western pond
turtle

Clemmys
marmorata

--/CSC/--

Eucyclogobius
newberryi

FPD
(FE)/CSC/--

Central California
coast steelhead*
Birds
Bank swallow

Oncorhynchus
mykiss irideus

FT/--/--

Riparia riparia

--/ST/--

California black
Rail

Laterallus
jamaicensis
coturniculus
Phalacrocorax
auritus
Geothlypis trichas
sinuosa

--/ST/--

Dendroica
petechia

--/CSC/--

Taxidea taxus

--/CSC/--

Fish
Tidewater goby*

Double-crested
Cormorant
Salt marsh
common
yellowthroat
Yellow warbler
Mammals
American badger

Case No. 2005.1912E

--/CSC/--/CSC/--

Habitat

Likelihood of Occurrence/Notes on
Occurrence

Lowlands and foothills in or near permanent
sources of deep water with dense, shrubby, or
emergent riparian vegetation. Requires 11-20
weeks of permanent water for larval
development.
Freshwater marshes, ponds, and slow moving
streams. Prefers dense cover and water depths
of at least one foot.
Ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and irrigation
ditches with aquatic vegetation. Needs basking
sites and upland habitat for egg-laying.

C/Historically observed at Lake Merced.
Recently observed at Sharp Park.

Shallow lagoons and lower stream reaches.
Need fairly still, but not stagnant, water and
high oxygen levels.
Cold, flowing freshwater.

P/Historically collected (1895), not recently
observed in San Francisco.

P/Historically reported from Sharp Park.

C/Presently occurs at Lake Merced. Presumed
extant at Pine Lake but not recently observed.

P/Not available.

Requires vertical banks/cliffs with fine-textured,
sandy soils near streams, rivers, lakes and the
ocean to dig a nesting hole.
Freshwater marshes, wet meadows, and
shallow margins of saltwater marshes bordering
larger bays.
Nests on coastal cliffs and in trees.

C/Currently nests at Fort Funston and forage
over Lake Merced.

Salt and freshwater marshes. Requires thick
cover for foraging and dense vegetation for
nesting.
Riparian woodlands.

C/Presently occurs at Lake Merced and Sharp
Park.

Most abundant in drier, open stages of most
shrub, forest, and herbaceous habitats, with
friable soils. Digs burrows and preys on
burrowing rodents.
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P/Historically reported, not recently observed in
San Francisco.
C/Presently nests at Lake Merced.

C/Observed at Lake Merced in spring 2000,
breeding undocumented.
P/Not available.
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Table 2
Special Status Species That May Occur Within the Natural Areas (continued)
Federal/
State/ CNPS
Status

Common Name

Scientific Name

Big free-tailed bat*

Nyctinomops
macrotis
Antrozous pallidus

--/CSC/--

Neotoma fuscipes
annectens

--/CSC/--

Lasiurus blossevillii

Habitat

Likelihood of Occurrence/Notes on
Occurrence

Needs high cliffs or rocky outcrops for roosting
sites. Feeds principally on large moths.
Deserts, grasslands, shrublands, woodlands,
and forests.
Forest habitat of moderate canopy and
moderate to dense understory.

P (foraging habitat)/Not available.

--/CSC/--

Roosts primarily in trees, 2-40 feet above the
ground. Prefers habitat edges and mosaics with
trees that are protected from above and open
below for foraging.

P/Recorded in Golden Gate Park (2000).

Sanicula maritima

--/SR/1B

P/Not available.

Alkali milk-vetch

Astragalus tener
var. tener

--/--/1B

Beach layia

Layia carnosa

FE/SE/1B

Bent-flowered
fiddleneck*
California seablite

Amsinckia lunaris

--/--/1B

Suaeda californica

FE/--/1B

Choris’ popcornflower

Plagiobothrys
chorisianus var.
chorisianus
Astragalus
pycnostachyus var.
pycnostachyus
Triquetrella
californica

--/--/1B

Leptosiphon
croceus

--/--/1B

Meadows and seeps, grasslands, chaparral,
and coastal prairie.
Low ground, alkali flats, and flooded lands; in
annual grassland, playas, or vernal pools
between 1 and 170 meters elevation.
On sparsely vegetated, semi-stabilized coastal
dunes, usually behind foredunes, between 0
and 75 meters elevation.
Woodlands and grasslands between 50 and
500 meters elevation.
Restricted to the upper intertidal zone of coastal
salt marsh along the perimeter of a bay.
Chaparral, coastal scrub, coastal prairie. On
mesic sites between 15 and 100 meters
elevation.
Mesic sites in dunes or along streams or
coastal salt marshes between 0 and 30 meters
elevation.
Coastal bluff scrub or coastal scrub habitats.
Grows on moss growing on soil between 10
and 100 meters elevation.
Coastal bluff scrub and coastal prairie between
10 and 150 meters elevation.

Pallid bat*
San Francisco
dusky-footed
woodrat*
Western red bat

Plants
Adobe sanicle

Coastal marsh
milk-vetch*
Coastal triquetrella

Coast yellow
leptosiphon*
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P (foraging habitat) /Not available.
C/Observed in Sharp Park.

P/Not available.

P/Historically reported from San Francisco,
location not well mapped, presumed extirpated.
P/Not available.
C/Recorded at India Basin.
P/Not available.

P/Not available.

C/Recorded on Tank Hill and several other
locations within San Francisco.
P/Not available.

Natural Areas Management Plan
April 2009

Table 2
Special Status Species That May Occur Within the Natural Areas (continued)
Federal/
State/ CNPS
Status

Common Name

Scientific Name

Coastal marsh
milk-vetch*

Crystal Springs
lessingia*

Astragalus
pycnostachyus var.
pycnostachyus
Cirsium
occidentale var.
compactum
Lessingia
arachnoidea

Dark-eyed gilia

Gilia millefoliata

--/--/1B

Dune gilia

G. capitata ssp
chamissonis
Fritillaria liliacea

--/--/1B

Franciscan onion*

Allium peninsulare
var. franciscanum

--/--/1B

Franciscan thistle

C. andrewsii

--/--/1B

Hairless popcorn
flower

Plagiobothrys
glaber

--/--/1A

Hickman’s
cinquefoil*

Potentilla hickmanii

FE/SE/1B

Kellogg’s horkelia

Horkelia cuneata
ssp. sericea

--/--/1B

Marin western flax

Hesperolinon
congestum

FT/ST/1B

Marsh microseris

Microseris
paludosa

--/--/1B

Compact
cobwebby thistle

Fragrant fritillary
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--/--/1B

--/--/1B

--/--/1B

--/--/1B

Habitat
Mesic sites in dunes or along streams or
coastal salt marshes between 0 and 30 meters
elevation.
On dunes and on clay in chaparral; also in
grassland, coastal prairie, and coastal scrub.
Found between 5 and 155 meters elevation.
Coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and
woodlands. Found on grassy slopes on
serpentine; also along roadsides. Between 60
and 200 meters elevation.
Coastal dunes between 2 and 20 meters
elevation.
Coastal dunes and coastal scrub between 2
and 200 meters elevation.
Coastal scrub, grassland, and coastal prairie
between 3 and 410 meters elevation.
Woodlands and grasslands, on dry hillsides.
Found on clay soils or serpentine between 100
and 300 meters elevation.
Coastal bluff scrub, broadleaved upland forest,
coastal scrub. Sometimes serpentine seeps.
Between 0 and 135 meters elevation.
Alkali meadows, seeps, coastal salt marshes,
and swamps between 5 and 180 meters
elevation.
Freshwater marshes, seeps, and small streams
in open or forested areas along the coast.
Found between 5 and 125 meters elevation.
Closed-cone coniferous forest, coastal scrub,
chaparral, old dunes, coastal sandhills.
Between 10 and 200 meters elevation.
In serpentine barrens and in serpentine
grassland and chaparral at 30 and 365 meters
elevation.
Closed-cone coniferous forest, woodlands, and
grasslands between 5 and 300 meters
elevation.
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Likelihood of Occurrence/Notes on
Occurrence
P/Not available.

P/Historically recorded near Lake Merced.

P/Not available.

P/Historically recorded within San Francisco.
C/Presently occurs at Hawk Hill and Lake
Merced.
C/Presently occurs at Bernal Heights.
P/Not available.

P/Historically recorded within San Francisco.

P/Not available.

P/Not available.

P/Recorded within San Francisco.

U/Historically recorded on Mount Davidson.

P/Not available.
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Table 2
Special Status Species That May Occur Within the Natural Areas (continued)

Common Name

Scientific Name

Federal/
State/ CNPS
Status

Marsh sandwort

Arenaria paludicola

--/--/1B

Pappose tarplant *

Centromadia parryi
ssp. parryi

--/--/1B

Point Reyes
bird’s-beak

Cordylanthus
maritimus ssp.
palustris
Horkelia
marinensis

--/--/1B

Chorizanthe
robusta var.
robusta
Leptosiphon
rosaceus
Collinsia
corymbosa
Chorizanthe
cuspidata var.
cuspidata
Silene verecunda
ssp. verecunda

FE/--/1B

Point Reyes
horkelia *
Robust
spineflower *
Rose leptosiphon
Round-headed
Chinese houses
San Francisco
Bay spineflower
San Francisco
campion

--/--/1B

--/--/1B
--/--/1B
--/--/1B

--/--/1B

San Francisco
collinsia
San Francisco
gumplant

Collinsia multicolor

--/--/1B

Grindelia hirsutula
var. maritima

--/--/1B

San Francisco
lessingia
San Francisco
owl’s-clover

Lessingia
germanorum
Triphysaria
floribunda

FE/SE/1B
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--/--/1B

Habitat
Grows up through dense mats of Typha spp.,
Juncus spp. and Scirpus spp. in freshwater
marshes and swamps between 10 and 170
meters elevation.
Vernally mesic, often alkaline sites in coastal
prairie, meadows, seeps, coastal salt marshes,
and grassland. Found between 2 and 420
meters elevation.
Coastal salt marsh with Salicornia spp.,
Distichlis spp., and Spartina spp. between 0
and 15 meters elevation.
Sandy flats and dunes near the coast, in
grassland or scrub plant communities between
5 and 30 meters elevation.
Sandy terraces and bluffs or in loose sand in
coastal habitats between 3 and 120 meters
elevation.
Coastal bluff scrub between 0 and 100 meters
elevation.
Dunes and coastal prairie between 10 and 30
meters elevation.
Coastal scrub and coastal dunes on sandy
slopes and terraces between 5 and 550 meters
elevation.
Coastal scrub, grassland, coastal bluff scrub,
chaparral, coastal prairie at elevations between
30 and 645 meters.
Closed-cone coniferous forest and coastal
scrub between 30 and 250 meters elevation.
Coastal scrub and grasslands between 15 and
400 meters elevation.
Open sandy soils relatively free of competing
plants, between 20 and 125 meters elevation.
Coastal prairie and grassland between 10 and
160 meters elevation.
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Likelihood of Occurrence/Notes on
Occurrence
P/Not available.

P/Not available.

P/Habitat exists at India Basin Park.

P/Not available.

P/Not available.

P/Not available.
P/Not available.
C/Presently occurs at Fort Funston, Golden Gate
Heights, and Lake Merced.
C/Presently occurs at Mt. Davidson and Rock
Outcrop.
C/Presently occurs at Bayview Hill.
C/Presently occurs at Mount Davidson, Twin
Peaks, Corona Heights, and Balboa Natural
Area.
P/Historically recorded at Lake Merced.
Only current population found on the Presidio.
P/Historically recorded near Lake Merced.
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Table 2
Special Status Species That May Occur Within the Natural Areas (continued)
Federal/
State/ CNPS
Status

Common Name

Scientific Name

San Francisco
popcorn-flower

Plagiobothrys
diffusus

--/SE/1B

San Mateo woolly
sunflower*
Santa Cruz
microseris

Eriophyllum
latiobum
Stebbinsoseris
decipiens

FE/SE/1B

Western
leatherwood*

Dirca occidentalis

--/--/1B

White-rayed
pentachaeta

Pentachaeta
bellidiflora

FE/SE/1B

--/--/1B

Habitat
Grassland and coastal prairie with marine
influence between 60 and 485 meters
elevation.
Woodlands between 45 and 150 meters
elevation. Found on and off serpentine.
Broadleaved upland forest, closed-cone
coniferous forest, chaparral, coastal prairie,
coastal scrub. Found in open areas in loose or
disturbed soils between 10 and 500 meters
elevation.
On mesic, brushy slopes. Mostly in mixed
evergreen and foothill woodland communities
between 3 and 550 meters elevation.
Open, dry, rocky slopes and grassy areas,
often on soils derived from serpentine bedrock.
Found between 35 and 620 meters elevation.

Likelihood of Occurrence/Notes on
Occurrence
P/Not available.

P/Not available.
P/Not available.

P/Not available.

P/Not available.

Sources: CDFG 2008; USFWS 2008; CNPS 2008
Federal Status
FE = Endangered. Species in danger of extinction throughout all or significant portion of its range.
FT = Threatened. Species likely to become endangered within foreseeable future throughout all or
a significant portion of its range.
FPD = Proposed delisting.
California State Status
SE = Endangered. Species whose continued existence in California is jeopardized.
ST = Threatened. Species, although not presently threatened with extinction, that is likely to become
endangered in the foreseeable future.
CSC = Species of Concern.
SFP = State Fully Protected under Sections 3511 and 4700 of the Fish and Game Code.
SR = State Rare
California Native Plant Society
1A = Plants presumed extinct in California
1B = Plants that are rare or endangered in California and elsewhere.
Occurrence
P = Potential
C = Confirmed
U = Unlikely

*Indicates species that may occur at Sharp Park only.
Case No. 2005.1912E
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•

Improve natural area connectivity, and

•

Decrease the extent of invasive exotic species cover.

Vegetation management actions would improve structural and habitat diversity,
and if feasible, special status species populations would be augmented and/or re‐
introduced. However, certain actions would disturb special status species and/or
their habitats either directly or indirectly over the short‐term. These include
routine maintenance, small restoration projects, capital projects, invasive plant
removal, vegetation management, visitor use, dog use, and dog play areas, and
tree removal. In addition to these impacts, management actions to restore the
Laguna Salada wetland at Sharp Park would disturb special status species and
their habitats over the short term.
The potential impacts on this topic will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report.
b)

Riparian and Sensitive Habitats
Riparian habitat within the Natural Areas consists of willow scrub as described
in the central coast riparian scrub vegetation type under criterion a). This habitat
type occurs at Glen Canyon Park, Lake Merced, McLaren Park, and Sharp Park.
Several types of sensitive habitat exist within the Natural Areas, including
California sagebrush scrub, dune habitat, oak woodlands, and native grasslands.
These were all conspicuous components of the historic San Franciscan landscape,
and are considered regionally sensitive due to acreage lost to urban
development, high value to special status species, and for oak woodlands, lack of
recruitment. Table 3 shows the locations of riparian and sensitive habitat types in
the Natural Areas.

Impacts on Riparian and Sensitive Habitats
Overall, plan actions would improve riparian and sensitive habitats throughout
the Natural Areas. However, habitat restoration projects, off‐lease dog use, and
the wetland restoration at Sharp Park could disturb riparian and sensitive
habitats either directly or indirectly over the short term.
The potential impacts on this topic will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report.
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Table 3
Riparian and Sensitive Habitat Types Within the Natural Areas
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c)

Wetland Habitat
Several different types of wetlands are present within the Natural Areas. A
wetland delineation has been conducted at Sharp Park. Although wetland
delineations have not been conducted for other wetlands within the Natural
Areas, they likely fall under the jurisdiction of Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act.
Wetland types within the Natural Areas include free flowing creeks (Glen
Canyon Park and Sharp Park), tidal salt marsh wetland (India Basin), open water
(Lake Merced, Pine Lake, and Sharp Park), wet meadow (Bayview Park, Lake
Merced, McLaren Park, and Sharp Park), and freshwater marsh (Lake Merced,
McLaren Park, Pine Lake, and Sharp Park). These areas are likely jurisdictional
wetlands or waters of the US and are thus regulated by the US Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE). Typical actions that trigger the need for Clean Water Act
Section 404 compliance include dredging or filling of wetlands or portions of a
wetland or bank alteration.

Impacts on Wetland Habitat
Overall, project activities would protect and enhance wetlands within the
Natural Areas. However, certain actions would disturb wetlands either, directly
or indirectly, over the short‐term through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means. These include habitat enhancement at Sharp Park
and Glen Canyon.
The potential impacts on this topic will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report.
d)

Native Resident and Migratory Fish
Native resident and migratory fish are limited in the Natural Areas, but do exist
at Lake Merced and Pine Lake. Native resident fish at Lake Merced include hitch
(Lavinia exilicauda), hardhead (Mylopharadon conocephalus), Sacramento blackfish
(Orthodon microlepidotus), Sacramento sucker (Catostomus occidentalis), threespine
stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus), prickly sculpin (Cottus asper), and Sacramento
perch (Archoplites interruptus). Rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) are present
in Lake Merced, but there is no spawning habitat for them in the lake, so they
cannot reproduce. Ongoing stocking would be required to maintain that fishery.
Threespine stickleback are found at Pine Lake. The one migratory fish found in
the Natural Areas is coho salmon (O. kisutch), which was recorded at Lake
Merced.
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Migratory Birds
Many migratory birds use the Natural Areas for foraging, nesting, and perching
habitat, as the Natural Areas provide habitat in an area that is otherwise highly
urbanized and provides little habitat. Migratory birds that use the Natural Areas
are presented in Appendix C.
Some of the larger Natural Areas, such as Lake Merced, McLaren Park, and
Sharp Park, provide a complex mosaic of habitats that are used for foraging,
nesting, and roosting by migratory and resident birds, and thus are more
important bird habitat compared with the smaller natural areas. In particular,
Lake Merced provides open water, freshwater marsh, riparian, and upland
habitats that are heavily used by bird species. This location serves as an
important resting area for migratory birds, and is a nesting area for
approximately 50 species of resident birds (SFRPD 2006). Almost 70 species of
birds have been documented nesting within the Lake Merced area, and several of
these are of special concern, locally rare, or neotropical migrants.
Among the Natural Areas, India Basin is the only one that borders San Francisco
Bay and provides the only habitat for migratory shorebirds. There are ten species
of birds that are considered locally sensitive that have been observed at India
Basin, and several of these are found at no other Natural Area: black
oystercatcher (Haematopus bachmani), pelagic cormorant (Phalacrocorax pelagicus),
Brandt’s cormorant (P. penicillatus), and pigeon guillemot (Cepphus columba).
None of the LS species that have been observed are known to breed at India
Basin. The restored wetlands and mudflats support nesting American avocet
(Recurvirostra americana) and killdeer (Charadrius vociferus). If restored, the more
extensive saltgrass/pickleweed area could provide habitat for California black
rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus) and California clapper rail (Rallus
longirostris obsoletus), both protected under the state and federal Endangered
Species Acts.
Smaller Natural Areas, such as Hawk Hill and Grandview Park, may provide
suitable nesting and foraging habitat for small songbirds, and may support a
prey base for foraging raptors.

Wildlife Corridors
Overall, the Natural Areas provide a mosaic of habitats that are accessible to
mobile wildlife species, particularly birds. They offer foraging, nesting, and
roosting habitats for many species as they travel within San Francisco and
beyond.
Lake Merced is the largest freshwater coastal lake and wetland system between
the Pescadero Marsh in south San Mateo County and the Point Reyes Peninsula
in Marin County. As such, it provides refuge for many migratory birds, as
described above.
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Sharp Park is bordered by undeveloped areas, including Sweeny Open Space
and Milagra Ridge, which allows it to serve as a relatively undisturbed corridor
for wildlife, particularly birds. Sharp Park’s connectivity to high‐quality natural
habitats also allows it to support medium size and large mammals, including
numerous general wildlife species such as the black‐tailed deer (Odocoileus
hemionus columbianus), bobcat (Lynx rufus californicus), common porcupine
(Erethizon dorsatum epixanthum), coyote (Canis latrans), and mountain lion (Felis
concolor californicus).

Native Wildlife Nursery Sites
All of the Natural Areas support potential and/or confirmed nesting native bird
habitat. Native birds that may nest within the Natural Areas include shorebirds,
songbirds, and raptors, and include habitats such as nonnative forests,
grasslands, and riparian scrub.

Impacts on Native Resident and Migratory Fish, Migratory Birds, Wildlife Corridors,
and Native Wildlife Nursery Sites
Overall, plan activities would improve and connect habitats, thereby improving
the ability of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species to migrate.
However, certain actions could disturb these species either directly or indirectly
over the short term. These include disruption from visitor use, invasive tree
removal, use of DPAs, and habitat restoration activities. In addition,
management actions to restore the Laguna Salada wetland at Sharp Park could
disturb native resident fish and migratory fish and wildlife species over the short
term.
The potential impacts on this topic will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report.
e) The SFRPD would comply with all local policies and ordinances protecting
biological resources. These include tree protection ordinances, such as the San
Francisco Urban Forestry Ordinance. Several Landmark Trees are found in or
near the Natural Areas. These include a blue elderberry tree (Sambucus mexicana)
within Bernal Hill, a Canary Island Date Palm (Phoenix canariensis) near Palou‐
Phelps, and a New Zealand Christmas Tree (Metrosideros excelsus) adjacent to the
Interior Greenbelt. Other applicable ordinances include the Significant Tree
Ordinance of San Mateo County and Ordinance 636‐C.S., which limits logging
within Pacifica and applies to tree removal at Sharp Park. Management actions
would not conflict with these or other applicable ordinances. As a result, there
would be no impact due to conflicts with local policies or ordinances.
f) There are no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community
Conservation Plans that apply to management of the Natural Areas. Species
recovery plans have been finalized for the Bay checkerspot butterfly, mission
blue butterfly, CRLF, SFGS, beach layia, Marin western flax (Hesperolinon
congestum), San Francisco lessingia (Lessingia germanorum), and white‐rayed
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pentachaeta (Pentachaeta bellidiflora). These plans are ultimately designed and
created to recover the species and the ecosystems on which they depend. This
includes protecting and often restoring the habitat in which the species can
thrive. These recovery plans would apply to some of the Natural Areas,
including those where the species have been documented, including Bayview
Park, Lake Merced, McLaren Park, Mount Davidson, Sharp Park, and Twin
Peaks. The SFRPD’s goal of species preservation and recovery is in accord with
these recovery plans. Management actions in the SNRAMP would improve
special status species habitat and avoid, protect, and monitor special status
species (GR 1‐10). As a result, there would be no impact due to conflicts with any
of the approved species recovery plans.
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E.13

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
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Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

13. GEOLOGY AND SOILS—
Would the project:
a)

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
i)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault?
(Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.)

ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii)

Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv)

Landslides?

b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

c)

Be located on geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in onor off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code,
creating substantial risks to life or property?

e)

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater?

f)

Change substantially the topography or any
unique geologic or physical features of the site?

The main activities in the proposed project that might impact geology and soils
include the following:
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•

Implementing erosion control measures in gullies that have formed due
to erosion, including regrading the gullies, emplacing compacted and
staked brush, building check dams and small swales, and putting straw
bale barriers in place alongside the gullies;

•

Implementing erosion control measures for streambank protection,
including thinning vegetation to improve riparian habitat, replanting
streambanks with native and special status species, and placing erosion
control blankets, mats, mulch, or wood chips on the streambank while
the new vegetation establishes root;
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•

Removing nonnative trees and other vegetation and replacing them with
native and special status species; and

•

Regrading, recontouring, or repaving roads.

The overall scale of the proposed project is relatively small, and while these
activities may result in some increased erosion and loss of topsoil in the Natural
Areas, these impacts are generally considered less than significant.
a) i) The proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects involving rupture of a known earthquake fault. The
proposed project does not involve the construction of any residences or
structures that would be occupied. Ground rupture most commonly occurs along
preexisting faults. No known active faults cross the Natural Areas, and the sites
are not within an Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Hazard Zone (State of California
1982). Therefore, this criterion is not applicable to the proposed project.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
a) ii) The proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects involving strong seismic shaking. The proposed
project does not involve the construction of any residences or structures that
would be occupied. While there is a potential for strong ground shaking at all 31
of the Natural Areas due to a nearby earthquake, the proposed project would not
increase the likelihood that people or structures would experience adverse effects
from strong ground shaking. As discussed in Section A, some of the goals of the
SNRAMP that may impact geology and soils are a) to maintain and enhance
native plant and animal communities, b) to re‐establish native community
diversity, structure, and ecosystem function where degraded, and c) to decrease
the extent of invasive exotic species cover. The proposed project may result in
increased visitor use of the Natural Areas due improvements in the Natural
Areas, and in this regard, may increase the exposure of people to strong seismic
shaking. Because the proposed project would not increase the potential for
ground failure in these areas, it would not expose people to potential substantial
adverse effects involving strong seismic shaking and would have less than
significant impacts.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
a) iii) The proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects involving seismic‐related ground failure, including
liquefaction48. According to the most current Hazard Zones Map for the City and
48Liquefaction—the process of changing soil and unconsolidated sediments into water mixture immediately

following an earthquake; often results in foundation failure, with sliding of the ground under buildings
and structures.
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County of San Francisco, India Basin Shoreline Park and Lake Merced are the
only two Natural Areas that are in areas where there has been a historic
occurrence of liquefaction (State of California 2000). Because none of the
proposed activities would expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects from seismic‐related ground failure, the proposed project would
have no impact with regard to this criterion.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
a) iv) The proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects involving landslides. According to the most current
Hazard Zones Map for the City and County of San Francisco, many of the
Natural Areas are in areas where there has been a previous occurrence of
landslides, or local information indicates the potential for permanent ground
displacements (State of California 2000). However, none of the activities in the
proposed project would expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects from landslides because most of the proposed activities are
related to improving natural habitat and minimizing erosion and loss of topsoil.
While there may be some short‐term impacts related to additional erosion and
loss of topsoil from the proposed management activities (removing nonnative
vegetation, regrading land, maintaining and improving riparian corridors,
paving or regrading roads, and creating new trails), the long‐term effects of the
proposed project would minimize erosion and reduce the risk from potential
landslides. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant
impact with regard to this criterion.
b) The proposed project includes some regrading work, tree and vegetation
removal and replacement, construction of a detention basin, and possibly some
road modifications. All of these activities have the potential to result in erosion.
Continued use of DPAs in many of the Natural Areas would result in loss of
vegetation, causing topsoil to be exposed; however, the magnitude of this impact
is not expected to result in significant erosion. Use of erosion control measures
under GR‐12b, such as fiber rolls, silt fences, and straw mulch/wood chips, may
be appropriate for these areas to ensure that there are minor erosion impacts
from the DPAs. The Natural Areas that have the potential to experience
substantial soil erosion because of project activities include Bayview Park, Glen
Canyon Park and O’Shaughnessy Hollow, India Basin Shoreline Park, and Lake
Merced. Each of these is discussed below.
The proposed project also incorporates measures to address these potential
impacts, resulting in less than significant impacts with regard to substantial soil
erosion and topsoil loss. The general approaches that are included as part of the
proposed project and would be utilized at the Natural Areas to minimize erosion
include the following:
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•

Large‐scale restoration, such as regrading, recontouring, or repaving
roads, constructing a detention basin, or building check dams and
swales, would be conducted during the appropriate time of year
(generally during the dry season) and at an appropriate scale to
minimize erosion. At any one time, the area of vegetation removal would
be relatively small to minimize the potential for erosion. (GR‐1c).
Smaller‐scale activities, such as removing weeds and invasive species
and replanting, may be conducted year‐round but would be conducted
at a scale that is appropriate to minimize erosion.

•

Work that involves exposure of large areas of soil would be completed
during the dry season whenever possible. (GR‐12b)

•

BMPs would be implemented to reduce the erosion risk during the
transition period between removal of vegetation and the establishment
of replacement vegetation (GR‐12b). Erosion‐control BMPs incorporated
into the proposed project include fiber rolls, straw bales, silt fences, and
straw mulch, wood chips, and rolled erosion control products.

The SNRAMP is intended to be an active living document, using an adaptive
management approach in the Natural Areas. As such, adaptations in the
management approach would be made in response to changing conditions. For
example, if tree replantings were not to take hold, substitute vegetation may be
installed. Additionally, if management activities such as tree removal were to
result in erosion within a Natural Area, best management practices, such as
wood mulch, fiber rolls, and silt fences, would be implemented to minimize
erosion.

Bayview Park
Activities outlined in the SNRAMP that might result in erosion or loss of topsoil
include removing nonnative vegetation and replacing it with native and special
status species (VP‐1a through VP‐1e49 and VP‐2a50), constructing a small berm
for water storage (VP‐3a51), and implementing erosion control measures in

49

VP‐1a—reduce and contain herbaceous and woody invasive plants;
VP‐1b—remove approximately 511 of the estimated 6,000 invasive trees (primarily blue gum eucalyptus)
to enhance sensitive species habitats;
VP‐1c—protect and maintain existing native habitats;
VP‐1d—augment existing sensitive plant populations;
VP‐1e—reintroduce populations of sensitive plant species to help prevent extinctions of these species in
San Francisco.
50 VP‐2a—install coast live oak seedlings and other native plants in gaps and openings in the eucalyptus
forest.
51 VP‐3a—construct a small berm to create a seasonal wetland and detention basin, if capital funds are made
available.
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gullies (VP‐9a52). While these activities are intended to provide long‐term
erosion control and natural resources diversity benefits, short‐term impacts may
occur during their implementation. Erosion or loss of topsoil may occur as soil is
moved during regrading activities. Topsoil may be lost as trees and other
vegetation are removed, and during the planting of native species. However, the
general recommendations that are incorporated into the proposed project would
ensure that impacts from these activities are less than significant.

Glen Canyon Park and O’Shaughnessy Hollow
Activities outlined in the SNRAMP that might result in erosion or loss of topsoil
include trimming and removing willows in the wet meadow (GC/OH‐1e)53;
maintaining and improving the riparian corridor for Islais Creek by thinning
willow trees, removing invasive plants, and revegetating with appropriate
species (GC/OH‐2a)54; installing instream structures, such as wingwalls to create
scour and maintain pools (GC/OH‐2b)55; removing nonnative trees and other
vegetation and replacing them with native and special status species (GC/OH‐
1e); installing boardwalks in wet marshy locations along Islais Creek and at creek
crossings (GC/OH‐9b)56; filling gullies that have formed along the gravel access
road due to erosion with gravel, maintaining water bars along the gravel access
road, and if funds are available, paving or regrading the gravel access road
(GC/OH‐10a)57; maintaining the existing sediment dam or installing new
sediment traps on the lower reaches of the creek, and if funds are available,
excavating the soil behind the dam and repairing or replacing the dam (GC/OH‐
10c)58.

52

VP‐9a—create a detailed and complete erosion control plan before beginning work on the large gully near
the summit; work would include 1) installing a minimum of two check‐dams within the upper portion of
the gully, 2) creating soil berms and troughs between these two structures, 3) removing soil from the
upper edges of the gully to create at 1:1 slope, 4) installing a staked brush pile or brush box immediately
below the upper edge of the gully, 5) install one or two staked brush bundles in the vegetated swale
leading into the gully from the direction of the radio tower, 6) install rice straw bales along all edges of
the gully, and 7) hand broadcast the entire area with the appropriate native grass seed once construction
is complete and before the fall rains.
53 GC‐OH‐1e—remove approximately 120 of the estimated 6,000 invasive blue gum eucalyptus trees in Glen
Canyon Park to maintain and enhance native habitats.
54 GC‐OH‐2a—thin sections of the overstory within the riparian corridor and reduce invasive plants in the
understory.
55 GC‐OH‐2b—prevent willows from encroaching on open water and create new and stable pool habitats.
56 GC‐OH‐9b—install boardwalks in wet marshy locations along the Islais Creek loop trail to prevent
damage to existing resources and increased sedimentation in the creek.
57 GC‐OH‐10a—fill existing gullies in the access road with gravel to help minimize the input of sediment
from the gravel access road, outslope the road the next time it is graded or resurfaced to allow uniform
flow of runoff from the hillside across the road to the creek and to eliminate ponding and reduce
gullying in the road, evaluate and replace the existing culverts as necessary, and consider paving the
access road.
58 GC‐OH‐10c—maintain the existing sediment dam and consider installation of new sediment traps on the
lower reach of the creek.
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While these activities are intended to provide long‐term erosion control,
improved habitat, and other natural resources diversity benefits, short‐term
impacts may occur during their implementation. Topsoil may be eroded or lost
as soil is moved during regrading, road modification, and gully filling. Topsoil
may be lost as trees and other vegetation are removed and when native species
are planted. Much of the work at this park would occur along Islais Creek, which
can carry eroded soil away, exacerbating the problem. Streambank soil can be
easily disturbed during construction, including boardwalks, dams, and sediment
traps. However, the general recommendations that are incorporated into the
proposed project ensure that impacts from these activities would be less than
significant.

India Basin Shoreline Park
Activities outlined in the SNRAMP that might result in erosion or loss of topsoil
include removing invasive species from the salt marsh and upland areas (IB‐
1a)59. While these activities are intended to provide long‐term erosion control,
improved habitat, and other natural resources diversity benefits, short‐term
impacts may occur during their implementation. Minor erosion or loss of topsoil
during activities on the levee may result in negligible sedimentation of San
Francisco Bay. Removal of invasive species within the salt marsh can mobilize
sediment, impacting water quality in the Bay. However, the general
recommendations that are part of the proposed project would ensure that
impacts from these activities would be less than significant.

Lake Merced
Activities outlined in the SNRAMP that might result in erosion or loss of topsoil
include removing trees that are on the slopes and encroaching into wetlands that
surround North, South, and East Lakes (LM‐6a)60 and treating small‐scale
erosion gullies with gully plugs, brush boxes, energy dissipaters, and water bars,
and planting these areas with the appropriate native vegetation to restore habitat
and create future erosion barriers (LM‐9a)61. While these activities are intended
to provide long‐term erosion control, improved habitat, and other natural
resources diversity benefits, short‐term impacts may occur during their
implementation. Erosion or loss of topsoil may occur as the small‐scale gullies
are repaired. Furthermore, tree removal along the slopes of North, South, and
East Lakes has the potential to cause additional erosion in these areas. However,
the general recommendations that would be implemented as part of the

59

60

61

IB‐1a—monitor the salt marsh for smooth cordgrass and other invasive species; reduce and contain
infestations of upland invasive species.
LM‐6a—remove invasive vegetation and enhance native scrub and grassland species in upland sandy
soils adjacent to East Lake to allow for western pond turtle nesting. Create piles of logs or rocks to
increase and improve basking habitat.
LM‐9a—treat small‐scale erosion gullies with measures such as gully plugs, brush boxes, energy
dissipaters, and water bars, and plant these areas with native vegetation to prevent soil erosion.
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proposed project would ensure that impacts from these activities would be less
than significant.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
c) The proposed project would not cause a geologic unit or soils to become
unstable and would not result in on‐ or off‐site landslide, lateral spreading62,
subsidence63, liquefaction, or collapse. The proposed project includes some road
modifications, tree and vegetation removal, construction of a detention basin,
and possibly channel widening and other habitat improvement activities in creek
and wetland environments. None of these activities would cause a geologic unit
or soil to be come unstable, and none would result in on‐ or off‐site landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
d) The proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or property
because no buildings would be constructed on expansive soil64. The proposed
project includes road modifications, tree and vegetation removal, construction of
a detention basin, and possibly channel widening and other habitat
improvement activities in creek and wetland environments. Because none of
these activities would involve the construction of buildings on expansive soil,
which could expose people or structures to risks, this significance criterion is not
applicable.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
e) The proposed project does not include any work with sewers or septic tanks,
and sewers and septic tanks would not likely be installed in the Natural Areas in
the future; therefore, this significance criterion is not applicable.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
f) The proposed project would not substantially change the topography or any
unique geologic or physical features of the sites. Unique geologic features of the
Natural Areas include picturesque rock outcrops and some of the last remaining
sand dune systems in San Francisco. Franciscan rock, associated with the tectonic
margin at the western edge of California, forms outcrops at Bayview Park, Glen
62Lateral

spreading—landslides that commonly form on gentle slopes and that have rapid fluid‐like flow
movement, like water.
63Subsidence—a lowering of the land surface in response to subsurface weathering, collapse or slow
settlement of underground mines, or the production of subsurface fluids such as ground water or oil.
64Expansive soil—soils or rocks characterized by clayey material that shrinks and swells as it dries or
becomes wet, respectively. Expansive soils are subject to changes in volume and settlement in response
to wetting and drying, often resulting in severe damage to structures.
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Canyon Park, O’Shaughnessy Hollow, McLaren Park, Grandview Park, Rock
Outcrop, Golden Gate Heights Park, and Duncan‐Castro. Rock types that occur
in these areas include chert, sandstone interbedded with shale, greenstone, and
serpentine, The sand dune systems are most prominent in the Grandview Park,
Rock Outcrop, Golden Gate Heights Park, and Hawk Hill group of parks but also
occur in Buena Vista Park, Lakeview/Ashton Mini Park and Balboa Natural Area.
While the proposed project includes road modifications and some regrading and
filling of gullies to minimize erosion and topsoil65 loss, none of the project
activities would substantially change the topography or any unique geologic or
physical features of the Natural Areas.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.

65Topsoil—surface

soil usually including the organic layer in which plants have most of their roots and
which a farmer turns over in plowing.

Case No. 2005.1912E

118

Natural Areas Management Plan
April 2009

E.14

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY—
Would the project:
a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

b)

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of preexisting nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted)?

c)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner that would result in substantial erosion of
siltation on- or off-site?

d)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or offsite?

e)

Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g)

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
authoritative flood hazard delineation map?

h)

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows?

i)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?

j)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving inundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

In this Initial Study, the Potentially Significant Impact designation is being used
solely to identify those topics that will be addressed in detail in the
Environmental Impact Report and does not reflect the findings of any
preliminary impact analysis. Those topics are being included in the
Environmental Impact Report because there is not sufficient information
available at this time on the potentially affected resources or site conditions.
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Many of the Natural Areas do not have water bodies, and none of the
maintenance activities in these Natural Areas are intrusive enough to have
significant impacts on hydrology and water quality through stormwater effects.
The following Natural Areas currently have or will have water bodies and are
the focus of the impact analysis in this section: Bayview Park (proposed
detention basin/seasonal wetland), Lake Merced, Pine Lake, India Basin
Shoreline Park (San Francisco Bay), Golden Gate Park Oak Woodlands (Stow
Lake), McLaren Park, Glen Park and O’Shaughnessy Hollow (Islais Creek), and
Sharp Park (Sanchez Creek and Laguna Salada).
The main activities in the proposed project that might impact water quality and
flooding include the following:
•

Implementing erosion control measures in gullies that have formed due
to erosion, including regrading the gullies, emplacing compacted and
staked brush, building check dams and small swales, and putting straw
bale barriers in place along side the gullies;

•

Implementing erosion control measures for streambank protection,
including thinning vegetation to improve riparian habitat, replanting
streambanks with native and special status species, and placing erosion
control blankets, mats, mulch, or wood chips on the streambank while
the new vegetation is established;

•

Removing nonnative trees and other vegetation and replacing them with
native and special status species; and

•

Regrading, recontouring, or repaving roads.

The overall scale of the proposed project is relatively small, and while these
activities may result in some increased erosion and loss of topsoil in the Natural
Areas (see Section E.13, Geology and Soils), it is unlikely that these activities
would cause significant impacts on hydrologic processes or water quality in most
of the Natural Areas. The one exception to this is at Sharp Park, where the water
bodies provide important natural habitat, and management activities may
impact the hydrology and water quality of Sanchez Creek and Laguna Salada.
Hydrologic and water quality impacts on Sharp Park will be fully analyzed in
the Environmental Impact Report. To further lessen impacts of the management
activities, the SFRPD would limit large‐scale management activities, such as
building check dams, regrading, recontouring, repaving roads, or constructing a
detention basin to the dry season, which would minimize the potential for
erosion and topsoil loss (GR‐12b). Smaller scale activities, such as removing
weeds and invasive species and replanting, may be conducted year‐round but
would be conducted at a scale that is appropriate to minimize erosion.
Additionally, if such management activities as tree removal were to result in
erosion within a Natural Area, best management practices, such as wood mulch,
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fiber rolls, and silt fences, would be implemented to minimize erosion and to
limit or eliminate associated water quality impacts.
The following sections discuss each of the significance criteria for hydrology and
water quality.
a) The proposed project would have no impact with regard to violating water
quality standards or waste discharge66 requirements at most of the Natural
Areas but could have a potentially significant impact by violating water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements at Sharp Park; impacts on Sharp Park
will be fully analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report. The few water bodies
that are present in the Natural Areas are described above. The primary project
activities that might impact water quality involve removal of invasive, nonnative
trees and other vegetation, erosion control work performed in gullies, and stream
improvement work. Any management activities that require a Section 404 permit
would comply with the BMPs that are made a condition of the permit and BMPs
that are proposed as part of the SNRAMP. The primary impact these activities
could have on water quality would be to increase the sediment load67, typically
measured as total suspended solids (TSS). While these activities may contribute
some sediment to water bodies in or near the Natural Areas, the scale of
proposed activities is too small to have a substantial impact on water quality or
to cause a violation of a waste discharge requirement, with the exception of
Sharp Park, where project activities could have a potentially significant impact.
b) The proposed project would have a less than significant impact on
groundwater supplies and groundwater recharge68 in most of the Natural Areas
but could have a potentially significant impact on groundwater supplies and
groundwater recharge in Sharp Park; impacts on Sharp Park will be fully
analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report. There is no removal of water,
either from groundwater or any surface water bodies near the Natural Areas
included in the proposed project. The proposed activities may actually increase
groundwater recharge in the Natural Areas, by minimizing surface runoff and
allowing more of this water to infiltrate into the ground.
c) The proposed project would have a less than significant impact from drainage
pattern alterations that result in substantial erosion in most of the Natural Areas,
but the project could have a potentially significant impact at Sharp Park. This
impact will be fully analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report. There are no

66Discharge—the flow of surface water into a stream or canal or the outflow of groundwater from a flowing

artesian well, ditch, or spring. Also refers to the discharge of liquid effluent from a facility.
load—the total quantity of sediment, as measured by dry weight or volume, that moves past a
site during a given time.
68Groundwater recharge—inflow to aquifers from precipitation, infiltration, through‐flow, or other means
that replaces groundwater lost through pumping or other forms of discharge. The process of water being
added to the saturated zone or the volume of water added by this process.
67Sediment
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activities included in the proposed project that would significantly alter the
existing drainage pattern of the sites, and there is no significant streambed or
riverbed alteration proposed in this project, with the exception of the proposed
improvements to Sanchez Creek and Laguna Salada. Some of the proposed
project activities, such as repairing gullies, recontouring or repaving roads, and
implementing streambank erosion control measures, might initially cause some
additional erosion or siltation69 on‐ or off‐site. Additionally, some of the
vegetation removal/replacement activities and trail creation may slightly alter
drainage patterns at the different Natural Areas and might cause a small increase
in the rate of stormwater flow. However, these activities would not cause
substantial erosion or siltation and would not significantly alter the existing
drainage patterns of the sites. Over time, the proposed project is expected to
reduce the amount of erosion and siltation occurring on‐site and off‐site and may
reduce stormwater flows. Reduced erosion, siltation, and stormwater flows
would result from increased vegetative cover due to the proposed plantings,
erosion control measures implemented for streambank protection and gullies,
and regrading and recontouring roads.
d) The proposed project would have a less than significant impact with regard to
drainage pattern alterations that result in flooding in most of the Natural Areas,
but the project could have a potentially significant impact at Sharp Park. This
impact will be fully analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report. There are no
activities included in the proposed project which would significantly alter the
existing drainage pattern of the sites, or substantially increase runoff such that
flooding occurs, with the exception of the proposed improvements to Sanchez
Creek and Laguna Salada. Some of the proposed project activities, such as repair
of gullies, recontouring or repaving roads and streambank erosion control
measures might initially cause some additional surface runoff. However, these
activities would not cause substantial additional surface runoff, and would not
cause flooding. Over time, the proposed project is expected to reduce the amount
of surface runoff by dispersing water more widely over the ground surface,
thereby increasing infiltration rates.
e) The proposed project would have a less than significant impact with regard to
stormwater drainage systems and polluted runoff in most of the Natural Areas
but the project could have a potentially significant impact at Sharp Park. This
impact will be fully analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report. The proposed
project activities, such as repair of gullies, recontouring or repaving roads, and
implementing streambank erosion control measures, are designed to reduce
erosion, improve water quality, and improve wildlife habitat. While these
activities might initially cause some additional surface runoff, with TSS as the
primary pollutant, the quantity of additional runoff caused by the project

69Siltation—sediment

influx from either erosion or from sediment carried into a water body by inflowing
rivers and tributaries.

Case No. 2005.1912E

122

Natural Areas Management Plan
April 2009

activities would not cause the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems to be exceeded, and would not be large enough to be
considered a substantial source of polluted water. Additionally, the use of
gasoline‐powered equipment to perform some of the activities described in the
SNRAMP may result in small discharges of gasoline to the ground surface. While
this would be a minor source of pollution, as discussed in Section E.15, the
SFRPD would implement Mitigation Measure HZ‐1, which requires that if any
vehicles or equipment required refueling, they would be refueled at least 100 feet
from any stream or water body. Mitigation Measure HZ‐1 also requires an
emergency response plan to be prepared in order to address accidental release of
hazardous materials. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HZ‐1 would reduce
potential impacts from equipments to less than significant.
f) The proposed project would have a less than significant impact with regard to
otherwise degrading water quality in most of the Natural Areas, but the project
could have a potentially significant impact at Sharp Park. This impact will be
fully analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report. As discussed under the prior
significance criteria in this section and the Geology and Soils section, the primary
pollutant for the project activities would be TSS. Impacts on water quality would
be concentrated locally within each Natural Area, and these impacts would be
less than significant. The following water bodies might have water quality
impacts due to the proposed project:
•

Lake Merced;

•

Islais Creek (Glen Canyon Park);

•

SF Bay (India Basin Shoreline Park);

•

Pine Lake;

•

Two small creeks in McLaren Park;

•

Stow Lake;

•

Sanchez Creek (Sharp Park);

•

Laguna Salada (Sharp Park); and

•

A small irrigation pond, known as Arrowhead Lake, in Sharp Park.

While project activities may increase water flows in some of the creeks and water
bodies located in the Natural Areas (Lake Merced, Pine Lake, Islais Creek in Glen
Park), these activities would also have a less than significant impact with regard
to this criterion.
g) Because there are no houses or other significant structures planned as part of
the proposed project, this criterion is not applicable. The only Natural Areas
within a 100‐year flood hazard area are India Basin, Bayview Park, and Sharp
Park, which are discussed under topic h) below.
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This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
h) Development in San Francisco must account for flooding potential. Areas on
fill or bay mud can subside to a point at which the sewers do not drain freely
during a storm (and sometimes during dry weather), and there can be backups
or flooding near streets and sewers. The only Natural Areas that fall within a
flood‐prone area during storms are India Basin, a small portion of Bayview Park,
and Sharp Park, which is outside of San Francisco. However, no structures are
proposed in these areas. As required, the sponsor for the proposed project would
coordinate a review with SFPUC, to determine if the project would result in
ground‐level flooding during storms, and would incorporate any required
design measures. Therefore, the project would result in less than significant
impact on flood flows.
Flood risk assessment and some flood protection projects are conducted by
federal agencies, including the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
and the USACE. The flood management agencies and cities implement the
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) under the jurisdiction of FEMA and its
Flood Insurance Administration. CCSF does not participate in the NFIP, and no
flood maps are published for the city. However, FEMA is preparing Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for San Francisco for the first time, and there is a
FIRM for Sharp Park, which is outside of San Francisco. FIRMs identify areas
that are subject to inundation during a flood having a one percent chance of
occurrence in a given year (also known as a base flood or 100‐year flood). FEMA
refers to the floodplain that is at risk from a flood of this magnitude as a special
flood hazard area (SFHA).
Because FEMA has not previously published a FIRM for San Francisco, there are
no identified SFHAs within San Francisco’s geographic boundaries. Portions of
Laguna Salada and Sanchez Creek in Sharp Park are within an SFHA and are
designated as Zone A (areas with a one percent annual chance of flooding and a
26 percent chance of flooding over the life of a 30‐year mortgage). FEMA has
completed the initial phases of a study of San Francisco Bay. On September 21,
2007, FEMA issued a preliminary FIRM of San Francisco for review and
comment by CCSF, which has submitted comments on the preliminary FIRM to
FEMA. FEMA anticipates publishing a revised preliminary FIRM in 2009, after
completing the more detailed analysis that Port of San Francisco and CCSF staff
requested in 2007. After reviewing comments and appeals related to the revised
preliminary FIRM, FEMA will finalize the FIRM and publish it for flood
insurance and floodplain management purposes.
FEMA has tentatively identified SFHAs along San Francisco’s shoreline in and
along San Francisco Bay, consisting of Zone A (in areas subject to inundation by
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tidal surge) and Zone V (areas of coastal flooding subject to wave hazards).70 On
June 10, 2008, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors introduced legislation to
enact a floodplain management ordinance to govern construction and substantial
improvements in flood prone areas of San Francisco and to authorize the City’s
participation in NFIP. Specifically, the proposed floodplain management
ordinance includes a requirement that any construction or substantial
improvement of structures in a designated flood zone must meet the flood
damage minimization requirements in the ordinance. The NFIP regulations
allow a local jurisdiction to issue variances to its floodplain management
ordinance under certain narrow circumstances, without jeopardizing the local
jurisdiction’s eligibility in the NFIP. However, the particular projects that are
granted variances by the local jurisdiction may be deemed ineligible for federally
backed flood insurance by FEMA.
Once the Board of Supervisors adopts the Floodplain Management Ordinance,
the Department of Public Works will publish flood maps for the City, and
applicable City departments and agencies may begin implementing construction
and substantial improvements in areas shown on the Interim Floodplain Map.
According to the preliminary map, the only Natural Area within a preliminary
SFHA is India Basin, which is within Zone V (an area of coastal flooding subject
to wave hazards). However, there are no structures proposed for India Basin.
Additionally, the Floodplain Management Ordinance is expected to require, in
general, that the first floor of structures in flood zones be constructed above the
base flood elevation, or flood‐proofed. Similarly, although there are portions of
Sharp Park that are within an SFHA, there are no structures planned for these
areas. Therefore, the project would result in less than significant impacts from
structures within a 100‐year flood zone.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
i) The proposed project would have a less than significant impact with regard to
exposing people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding. Most of the Natural Areas do not have water bodies and are
not located near water bodies. There are no dams near the proposed project sites,
and, while India Basin Park has levees that mark the shoreline along San
Francisco Bay and proposed activities for Sharp Park include constructing canals
to isolate portions of Laguna Salada, none of the proposed management activities
(removing nonnative vegetation, implementing erosion control BMPs on the
levees, or constructing the canals) would cause failure of levees or expose people
or structures to flooding. Because of the distance to structures and residences and
the likely force of flow from such a release, the detention basin proposed for

70City and County of San Francisco, Office of the City Administrator, National Flood Insurance Program

Flood Sheet, www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/risk_management/factsheet.pdf.
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Bayview Park has a small enough capacity (65,000 gallons) that even a failure of
the basin and release of the water would have a less than significant impact with
regard to this criterion.
The bulk of the proposed activities involve removal of invasive, nonnative trees
and other vegetation, with subsequent replacement of vegetation with native and
special status species. Vegetation removal will be short term, and while removal
of the vegetation might increase water flows in some of the creeks and water
bodies in the Natural Areas (Lake Merced, Pine Lake, and Islais Creek in Glen
Park), these activities would also have a less than significant impact with regard
to this criterion. See additional discussion of flooding under criterion d).
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
j) The proposed project would have a less than significant impact with regard to
exposing people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. The City of San Francisco
General Plan Community Safety Elements describes tsunamis as follows:
Tsunamis are large waves in the ocean generated by earthquakes, coastal
or submarine landslides, or volcanoes. Damaging tsunamis are not
common on the California coast. Most California tsunamis are associated
with distant earthquakes (most likely those in Alaska or South America),
not with local earthquakes. Devastating tsunamis have not occurred in
historic times in the Bay Area. Because of the lack of reliable information
about the kind of tsunami run‐ups that have occurred in the prehistoric
past, there is considerable uncertainty over the extent of tsunami run‐up
that could occur.
India Basin is the only Natural Area that is considered to be within a tsunami
hazard zone in San Francisco (CCSF 1997), but the level of risk is expected to be
minor. Sharp Park is within a tsunami hazard zone, and the level of risk in that
area is also expected to be minor. While the management activities included in
the proposed project may result in increased use of the Natural Areas, none of
the proposed project activities would increase the likelihood that people or
structures would be exposed to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death due to
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Therefore, the proposed project has
a less than significant impact with regard to this criterion.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
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15. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:
a)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?

b)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

c)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d)

Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

e)

For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?

g)

Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

h)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving fires?

The cleanup and remediation activities for the former rifle range at Sharp Park
that are referenced in Recommendation SP‐12a are part of a separate process lead
by the SFRPD Capital Division; therefore, those activities are not addressed as
part of the SNARMP in this Initial Study.
a) Project implementation would require the use of motor vehicles and
motorized equipment for the management activities such as tree removal,
weeding, erosion control, and trail construction. Additionally, pesticides would
be used under the integrated pest management plan. In addition to pesticides,
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hazardous materials71 used during project implementation include fuel, oil,
solvents, and lubricants used for equipment maintenance. Hazardous materials
would be used in marginal quantities and would be stored off‐site. Any activities
involving hazardous materials and hazardous waste72 would be conducted in
accordance with strict health and safety standards mandated by the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and included in the
integrated pest management plan, reducing the potential hazards to workers, the
public, and the environment from the use, transport, and disposal of those
materials and wastes. The potential release of these substances to the
environment and nearby water bodies is considered a significant impact. The
SFRPD would implement Mitigation Measure M‐HZ‐1, which requires that
equipment be refueled at least 100 feet from a water body. It also requires
preparation of an emergency response plan for accidental release of hazardous
materials, to reduce potential impacts from the transportation, disposal, or
release of hazardous materials to less than significant.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
b) Hazardous materials would be used as part of the project implementation and
integrated pest management plan, and there would be a potential for incidental
spill or release of hazardous materials. Considering the scale of the management
activities, incidental spills or releases of hazardous materials would be in minor
quantities. However, the potential release of these substances to the environment
and nearby water bodies is considered a significant impact. The SFRPD would
implement Mitigation Measure M‐HZ‐1 to reduce potential impacts from the
incidental spills of hazardous materials to less than significant.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
c) There are 45 schools within one‐quarter mile of the Natural Areas. Project
activities would involve the handling of hazardous materials, such as petroleum
products, pesticides, and fertilizers. Although hazardous materials would be
used in small quantities and the impact from incidental release would be minor,
this would be further reduced with the implementation of the Mitigation
Measure M‐HZ‐1. Potential air pollutant emissions from the proposed project are
71Hazardous materials—defined in Section 25501(h) of the California Health and Safety Code, are materials

that, because of their quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, pose a substantial
present or potential hazard to human health and safety or to the environment if released to the
workplace or environment.
72Hazardous waste—any material that is relinquished, recycled, or inherently waste‐like and falls under
Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations, Division 4.5, Chapter 11 contains regulations for the
classification of hazardous wastes. A waste is considered a hazardous waste if it is toxic (causes human
health effects), ignitable (has the ability to burn), corrosive (causes severe burns or damages materials),
or reactive (causes explosions or generates toxic gases) in accordance with the criteria established in
Article 3. Article 4 lists specific hazardous wastes, and Article 5 identifies specific waste categories,
including hazardous wastes, as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), non‐
RCRA hazardous wastes, extremely hazardous wastes, and special wastes.
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addressed in Section E.7, Air Quality. To reduce potential impacts from air
pollution emissions on sensitive receptors such as schools, the SFRPD would
comply, as applicable, with the San Francisco Construction Dust Control
Ordinance and Mitigation Measures M‐AQ‐1 and M‐AQ‐2, as described in
Section E.7. Because of the minimal use of hazardous materials, potential impacts
on schools from hazardous materials would be less than significant.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
d) The project is not within any sites on the hazardous materials sites list
compiled pursuant to State of California Government Code Section 65962.5
(Cortese List), nor is it within one‐quarter mile of such a site (DTSC 2008).
Therefore, project implementation would not create a hazard to the public or the
environment.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
e, f) Because the airport closest to the project sites, San Francisco International
Airport, is approximately eight miles south of San Francisco and six miles east of
Pacifica, these criteria do not apply.
These topics will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
g) Because the project implementation would be inside the boundaries of the
Natural Areas, it would not impair implementation of or interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, the
project would have no impacts on emergency plans.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
h) Most of the Natural Areas are in fire hazard areas that are classified as Urban
Unzoned. Glen Canyon Park, Mount Davidson, Bayview Park, and Lake Merced
are in areas with a fire hazard severity rating of moderate. Management of the
Natural Areas would include removing trees, including those that are diseased
and dying, thereby reducing easily combustible fuel loads. Also implementing
recommendation GR‐13a should reduce the presence of vegetation with high fire
hazard ratings, such as dense and aging French broom and eucalyptus. Tree
removal would reduce the amount of available fuel for fires. More importantly,
timber thinning would increase the space between trees, reducing the ability of a
fire to rapidly spread. Additionally, the management activities would result in
healthier trees that are less susceptible to stress from drought; healthy trees are
less likely to catch fire than dying trees with dead limbs and needles. However,
chain saws and other motorized equipment would increase the risk of fire.
Natural Areas Program gardeners would carry fire extinguishers in their trucks,
and would use appropriate fire prevention and suppression measures for larger
scale tree removal. The SFRPD would continue to hold regular meetings with the
San Francisco Fire Department and would coordinate management activities,
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such as tree removal, with that department. Therefore, implementing the
management activities at the Natural Areas would have less than significant
impacts on the Natural Areas.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
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16. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES—
Would the project:
a)

Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

b)

Result in the loss of availability of a locallyimportant mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan
or other land use plan?

c)

Encourage activities which result in the use of
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use
these in a wasteful manner?

a, b) All land in San Francisco, including the project site, is designated Mineral
Resource Zone 4 (MRZ‐4) by the California Division of Mines and Geology
(CDMG) under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (CDMG
undated). This designation indicates that there is inadequate information
available for assignment to any other MRZ, and thus the Natural Areas are not
designated areas of significant mineral deposits. Further, implementation of the
project would not result in the loss of known mineral resources or affect an
important mineral resource recovery site.
These topics will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
c) During the project implementation phase, fuel (diesel and gasoline) would be
consumed by motorized equipment, such as two‐stroke engines, and by trucks.
Use of these fuels by the project work crews are expected to be minor. Improved
Natural Areas may also encourage more local, nonmotorized forms of recreation,
potentially resulting in minor reductions in motorized vehicle miles traveled,
thus reducing fuel consumption. Use of energy and fuels by the proposed project
is expected to be less than significant. Additionally, implementing Improvement
Measure I‐ME‐1 to increase energy efficiency and Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐2 to
limit idling of diesel‐fueled vehicles would lessen this impact.
This topic will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
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17. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.
Would the project:
a)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

b)

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use,
or a Williamson Act contract?

c)

Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland of
Statewide Importance, to non-agricultural use?

a – c) The project sites are located in the CCSF and Pacifica, which are urban
areas and therefore not agricultural in nature. The California Department of
Conservation does not designate any land within San Francisco or Pacifica as
Williamson Act properties or important farmland.73 The proposed project would
not convert farmland to a nonagricultural use, would not conflict with
agricultural zoning or Williamson Act contracts, and would not cause other
changes that would lead to the conversion of Farmlands of Statewide
Importance74 to nonagricultural use. Therefore, these criteria are not applicable
to the proposed project.
These topics will not be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.

73San Francisco is identified as ʺUrban and Built‐Up Landʺ on the California Department of Conservation

Important Farmland of California Map, 2004 (California Department of Conservation 2004). This map is
available at the Department of Conservation ftp site
(ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/statewide/).
Pacifica is identified as “Built‐Up Land or Incorporated City Land” on the map of San Mateo County
Williamson Act 2006. This map is available at the Department of Conservation ftp site
(ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/WA/Map%20and%20PDF/San%20Mateo/san_mateo_2006.pdf).
74Farmland

of Statewide Importance—land other than Prime Farmland that has a good combination of
physical and chemical characteristics for crop production.
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18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE—
Would the project:
a)

Have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or
eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b)

Have impacts that would be individually limited,
but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects
of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects
of probable future projects.)

c)

Have environmental effects that would cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

In this Initial Study, the Potentially Significant Impact designation is being used
solely to identify those topics that will be addressed in detail in the
Environmental Impact Report for this project; it does not reflect the findings of
any preliminary impact analysis. Those topics are being included in the
Environmental Impact Report because there is not sufficient information
available at this time on the potentially affected resources or site conditions.
a) In the short‐term, the proposed project would result in temporary disturbance
of upland and aquatic habitat, potentially degrading the quality of that habitat.
The proposed project may also affect archaeological and paleontological
resources within the Natural Areas. The potential impacts on this topic will be
analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report.
b) Cumulative impacts will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report.
c) The proposed project’s impacts on human beings are primarily related to
noise, air quality, and hazards and hazardous materials. The potential impacts on
this topic will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report.
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F.

MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES
This section identifies mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts to less than
significant levels and improvement measures to further reduce less than significant
impacts.

F.1

MITIGATION MEASURES
The SFRPD would implement the following measures to reduce significant impacts to
less than significant levels.
M‐CP‐1
The SFRPD would conduct an architectural field survey of the Natural Areas using a
qualified historian or architectural historian. California Department of Parks and
Recreation 523A forms would be prepared for any historical architectural resources
within the APE that have not been surveyed within five years. Completed 523A forms
would be submitted to the CCSF Historic Preservation Division for review and to the
California Office of Historic Preservation for inclusion in the California Historic Resource
Information Database. Findings of the survey would be reported in a professional survey
document that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Historical Documentation.
The SFRPD would maintain close coordination with the CCSF Historic Preservation
Division staff to ensure all historical architectural resource concerns were addressed.
MEA and the SFRPD would adhere to recommendations made in the report, in
consultation with the CCSF Historic Preservation Division staff. Avoiding historic
architectural resources is the preferred option and may require modifying the proposed
activities, for example, to avoid planting new vegetation species that are dissimilar to
historic landscapes.
M‐AQ‐1
The BAAQMD has determined that implementation of the following control measures
would mitigate PM10 impacts to a less than significant level. Depending on the level of
activities and as applicable, the SFRPD measures to reduce PM10 impacts at Sharp Park
may include the following:
BAAQMD Basic Control Measures
• Soil, sand, or loose materials transported on the trucks would either be covered
75
or at least two feet of freeboard would be maintained.
•

All unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at the management
areas would either be paved, watered three times daily, or nontoxic soil
stabilizers would be applied.

•

If visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets, adjacent streets
would be swept daily (with water sweepers).

75Freeboard—the space between the top of the transported materials and the top of the truck that is transporting said

materials.
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BAAQMD Enhanced Control Measures (also applies to sites over four acres)
• As feasible, traffic speeds on unpaved roads would be limited to 15 miles per
hour.
•

Disturbed areas would be replanted as quickly as possible.

M‐AQ‐2
To limit exhaust emissions, the SFRPD would implement the following BAAQMD
exhaust controls, where applicable:
•

Limit the idling of all diesel‐fueled commercial vehicles (weighing over 10,000
pounds) to five minutes at any location.

•

Use low‐sulfur fuels in all stationary and mobile equipment.

M‐HZ‐1
To reduce impacts from accidental release of hazardous material, the SFRPD would
prepare an emergency response plan for each capital project before the project began. The
plan would include emergency procedures for hazardous materials releases. These
procedures would include requirements for the necessary personal protective equipment,
spill containment procedures, and worker training to respond to accidental spills and
releases. The plan would also require equipment to be refueled at least 100 feet from any
streams or water bodies. A general emergency response plan also would be prepared to
address daily management activities. During the project, all hazardous materials,
including any hazardous wastes, would be used, stored, transported, and disposed of in
accordance with local, state, and federal hazardous materials regulations.

F.2

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES
SFRPD may implement the following measures to further reduce less than significant
impacts.
I‐ME‐1
Consistent with the 2005 California Energy Action Plan II priorities for reducing energy
use, the SFRPD would ensure that energy‐efficient equipment is used to the extent
practicable during project implementation.
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H.

GLOSSARY

A zone—A FEMA Flood Zone designation for high risk zones, with a 1% annual chance of flooding and
a 26% chance of flooding over the life of a 30‐year mortgage. Because detailed analyses are not
performed for such areas; no depths or base flood elevations are shown within these zones on the FEMA
Flood Insurance Rate Map.
Adaptive management—A flexible, learning‐based approach to managing complex ecosystems.
Ambient air—Outside air; any portion of the atmosphere not confined by walls and a roof.
Ambient noise—The background noise in an area or environment, being a composite of sounds from
many sources near and far.
Anaerobic process—A process which only occurs in the absence of molecular oxygen.
Architectural resource—The preferred term to refer to a building or structure.
Attainment—A designation used when an area meets an air quality standard.
Basal area—A measure, typically in square feet per acre, of the area covered by trees within a given
urban forest. Basal area is used as an index of tree production.
Carbon sequestration—The removal and storage of carbon from the atmosphere in carbon sinks (such
as oceans, forests, and soils) through physical or biological processes, such as photosynthesis.
CEQA area of potential effects (C‐APE)—The geographic area or areas within which the proposed
project may directly indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historical resources, if any such
properties exist. The C‐APE is influenced by the scale and nature of a proposed project and may be
different for different kinds of effects caused by the project. The C‐APE is likely to be the location
physically inspected for cultural resources.
Cherry picker—A maneuverable vertical boom with an open bucket or cage at the end from which a
worker can perform aerial work such as pruning trees or repairing electrical lines.
Chippage—Flakes resulting from the process of human modification to lithic materials.
Cultural resource—A generic term that may be used to refer to architectural resources, archaeological
resources, and/or traditional cultural properties.
Diameter at breast height (dbh)—A standard means of tree measurement, with the diameter of the
trunk measured at breast height, defined as 4.5 feet above the forest floor on the uphill side of the tree.
Discharge—The flow of surface water into a stream or canal or the outflow of groundwater from a
flowing artesian well, ditch, or spring. Also refers to the discharge of liquid effluent from a facility.
Ecological restoration—The process of repairing damage caused by humans to natural systems.
Ecotone—A transitional zone between two vegetation communities that contains the characteristic
species of each community.
Escape habitat—Natural or man‐made features that allow animals to avoid predators or other threats.
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Expansive soils—Soils or rocks characterized by clayey material that shrinks and swells as it dries or
becomes wet, respectively. Expansive soils are subject to changes in volume and settlement in response
to wetting and drying, often resulting in severe damage to structures.
Extirpate—To remove or destroy totally.
Farmlands of Significance
Prime Farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for
crop production. It has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce
sustained high yields of crops when treated and managed.
Farmland of Statewide Importance is land other than Prime Farmland that has a good combination
of physical and chemical characteristics for crop production.
Unique Farmland does not meet the criteria for Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide
Importance but has been used for the production of specific high‐economic‐value crops.
Farmland of Local Importance is either currently producing crops or has the capability of
production but does not meet the criteria of the categories above.
Grazing Land is land on which the vegetation is suited to the grazing of livestock.
Floodplain—Land adjacent to a watercourse over which water flows in times of flood. The limits of the
floodplain are defined by the peak level of a 1‐in‐100‐year return period flood.
Fossil fuel—A general term for subsurface combustible geologic deposits of organic materials, formed
from decayed plants and animals that have been converted to crude oil, coal, natural gas, or heavy oils
by exposure to heat and pressure in the Earthʹs crust over hundreds of millions of years.
Freeboard—The space between the top of the transported materials and the top of the truck that is
transporting the materials.
Fugitive dust—Fugitive emissions generally refer to those emissions that are released to the atmosphere
by some means other than through a stack or tailpipe.
Greenhouse gas—A gas which traps solar radiation, such as carbon dioxide.
Ground‐Borne vibration—The noise that is manifested inside a building or structure as a result of
vibrations produced by a source located outside the building (and its foundations) and transmitted as
vibration through the ground between the source and the building.
Groundwater recharge—Inflow to aquifers from precipitation, infiltration, through‐flow, or other
means that replaces groundwater lost through pumping or other forms of discharge. The process of
water being added to the saturated zone or the volume of water added by this process.
Hazardous materials—Defined in Section 25501(h) of the California Health and Safety Code, are
materials that, because of their quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, pose a
substantial present or potential hazard to human health and safety or to the environment if released to
the workplace or environment.
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Hazardous waste—Any material that is relinquished, recycled, or inherently waste‐like and falls under
Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations, Division 4.5, Chapter 11 contains regulations for the
classification of hazardous wastes. A waste is considered a hazardous waste if it is toxic (causes human
health effects), ignitable (has the ability to burn), corrosive (causes severe burns or damages materials),
or reactive (causes explosions or generates toxic gases) in accordance with the criteria established in
Article 3. Article 4 lists specific hazardous wastes, and Article 5 identifies specific waste categories,
including hazardous wastes, as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), non‐
RCRA hazardous wastes, extremely hazardous wastes, and special wastes.
Herbaceous—Having the texture, color, and other characteristics of an ordinary foliage leaf. Herbaceous
vegetation is not woody.
Historic landscape—Landscapes or areas that are either 1) associated with an event or series of events
of historical note; or 2) represent the visual perception of a particular period of civilization, a way of life,
or patterns of living.
Historic resource—An ambiguous term that is sometimes used to refer to architectural resources or
archaeological resources of the historic era.
Historical resource—Any property that is either listed in or eligible for listing in the California Register
of Historical Resources.
Hydrology—The science that deals with the waters above and below land surfaces; their occurrence,
circulation, and distribution, both in time and space; their biological, chemical, and physical properties;
and their reaction with their environment, including their relation to living beings.
Integrated pest management—The use of multiple treatment methods to control undesirable weeds and
other pests.
Integrity (archaeological or architectural)—A resource’s “intactness” and the extent to which it
resembles its original form.
Lateral Spreading—landslides that commonly form on gentle slopes and that have rapid fluid‐like flow
movement, like water.
Liquefaction—The process of changing soil and unconsolidated sediments into water mixture
immediately following an earthquake; often results in foundation failure, with sliding of the ground
under buildings and structures.
Neotropical migrant—A bird that breeds in North America and spends the nonbreeding season in
warmer climates, often in Central and South America.
Paleontological resource—Fossilized remains or traces of animals, plants, and invertebrates, including
their imprints, from a previous geological period.
Particulate matter—Tiny solid or liquid particles, generally soot and aerosols.
Passive recreation—Recreational activities that occur in a natural setting and that require minimal site
development or facilities. Under passive recreation, the importance of the environment or setting for the
activities is greater than in developed or active recreation settings.
Pathogen—A disease‐causing agent, especially a living microorganism such as a bacterium or fungus.
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Riparian—land next to a natural watercourse such as a river or stream. Riparian areas support
vegetation that provides important wildlife habitat, as well as important fish habitat when it overhangs
the bank.
Rookery—Colony or aggregation of animals of the same species.
Roosting habitat—Natural or man‐made features on which birds perch to rest or sleep.
Sacred site—Locality of traditional significance or importance to a Native American community.
Scenic highway—A highway from which a high quality scenic natural landscape can be seen by
travelers and with little intrusion by development.
Scenic resource—The visible physical features on a landscape.
Scenic vista—A visually appealing distant view.
Scrub—Low trees or shrubs collectively.
Sediment Load—The total quantity of sediment, as measured by dry weight or volume, that moves past
a site during a given time.
Sedimentation—The deposition of material suspended in a stream system, whether in suspension
(suspended load) or on the bottom (bedload).
Sensitive receptor—People or institutions with people that are particularly susceptible to illness from
environmental pollution, such as the elderly, very young children, people already weakened by illness
(e.g., asthmatics), and persons engaged in strenuous exercise.
Sensitive species—Species that are listed on the California Native Plant Society plant list or Inventory of
Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants.
Siltation—Sediment influx from either erosion or from sediment carried into a water body by inflowing
rivers and tributaries.
Social trail—An undesignated, user‐developed pathway that has developed through use of a Natural
Area.
Special status species—Species that are accorded special status because of their recognized rarity or
vulnerability to habitat loss or population decline. Some of these species receive specific protection in
federal or state endangered species legislation. Others have been designated sensitive species or species
of special concern on the basis of adopted policies of federal, state, or local resource agencies. These
species are referred to collectively as special‐status species.
Subsidence—A lowering of the land surface in response to subsurface weathering, collapse or slow
settlement of underground mines, or the production of subsurface fluids such as ground water or oil.
Suspended particulates (PM10 and PM2.5)—Particulate matter is a class of air pollutants that consists of
solid and liquid airborne particles in an extremely small size range. Particulate matter is measured in
two size ranges: PM10 for particles less than 10 microns in diameter, and PM2.5 for particles less than 2.5
microns in diameter.
Topsoil—Surface soil usually including the organic layer in which plants have most of their roots and
which a farmer turns over in plowing.
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Understory—The shrubs and plants growing beneath the main canopy of a forest or stand of trees.
Unique archaeological resource—An archaeological property that meets the criteria listed in Section
21083.2 of the California Public Resources Code. An archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it
can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding to the current body of knowledge there is a
high probability that it meets one of a set of criteria.
Urban forest—A significant stand of nonindigenous trees.
V zones—A FEMA Flood Zone designation for high risk zones that consist of coastal areas with a 1% or
greater chance of flooding and an additional hazard associated with storm waves. These areas have a
26% chance of flooding over the life of a 30‐year mortgage. No base flood elevations are shown within
these zones on the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map.
Viewshed—The landscape that can be directly seen under favorable atmospheric conditions, from a
viewpoint or along a transportation corridor.
Wetland—A zone periodically or continuously submerged or having high soil moisture, which has
aquatic or riparian vegetation components and is maintained by water supplies significantly in excess of
those otherwise available through local precipitation.
Williamson Act—Also known as the Land Conservation Act of 1965, this act provides for lowered
property taxes for lands maintained in agricultural and certain open space uses. Under a Williamson Act
contract, generally the landowner agrees to limit the use of the land to agriculture and compatible uses
for a period of at least 10 years. In return, the land is taxed at a rate based on the agricultural production
of the land, rather than its real estate market value.
Windthrow—The effects of wind on a stand of trees.
Wind‐toughened edge trees—Trees in a stand that have become tough or resistant to the wind.
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I. DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial study:

D I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and
a NEGA TIVE DECLARATION wil be prepared.

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there wil not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
wil be prepared.
i: I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

D I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or

mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental
documentation is required.

~~~~
Bil Wycko

DATE~~.2~
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SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION AND SCOPING OVERVIEW
The San Francisco Planning Department is the lead agency for implementing California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements for all projects sponsored by the City and County
of San Francisco or conducted within San Francisco. The San Francisco Planning Department is
preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to evaluate the environmental and socioeconomic
effects of implementing the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department’s (SFRPD) Significant
Natural Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP).
As part of the EIR process, the San Francisco Planning Department undertook a scoping process
from April 22 to May 26, 2009. This report includes a description of the scoping process and a
summary of the public and regulatory agencies’ comments received during scoping.
1.1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION
Fragments of unique plant and animal habitats within the City and County of San Francisco have
been preserved within parks known as Significant Natural Resource Areas (hereon referred to as
Natural Areas). In the late 1990s, SFRPD developed the Natural Areas Program to protect and
manage these Natural Areas for the natural and human values they provide. The Natural Areas
Program mission is to preserve, restore, and enhance remnant Natural Areas and to promote
environmental stewardship of them.
Over the course of several years, SFRPD developed the SNRAMP. The draft final plan, published in
February 2006, contains detailed information on the biology, geology, and trails within 31 Natural
Areas. Thirty of those Natural Areas are in San Francisco, and one is in Pacifica (Sharp Park). The
plan is intended to guide natural resource protection, habitat restoration, trail and access
improvements, other capital projects, and maintenance activities over the next 20 years.

1.2

NOTICE OF PREPARATION
On April 22, 2009, the San Francisco Planning Department issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP)
(see Appendix A) and distributed an Initial Study (IS) to provide more detailed information on the
proposed project and the issues to be considered in the EIR. Forty-five copies of the NOP/IS were
sent to interested parties. An Environmental Review Notice (see Appendix A) associated with the
NOP was published in the San Francisco Examiner and Pacifica Tribune on April 22, 2009. The NOP
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Notice of Availability (NOP NOA) (see Appendix A) was sent to over 2,400 interested parties. The
California State Clearinghouse assigned the project the number 2009042102.
1.3

SCOPING MEETINGS
The San Francisco Planning Department held a public scoping meeting on May 12 and May 14, 2009,
to solicit input from the public on the appropriate scope of the EIR, mitigation measures, and
potential alternatives to the SNRAMP. The May 12 meeting was held in the County Fair Building
Auditorium in Golden Gate Park, San Francisco, and was attended by 33 individuals. On May 14, the
meeting was held at the Pedro Point Firehouse in Pacifica and was attended by 54 individuals.
The meetings included a presentation on the proposed project and the environmental review process,
followed by a formal public comment period. Copies of the meeting materials are presented in
Appendix B; transcripts of the meetings are provided in Appendix C.

1.4

WRITTEN COMMENTS
Throughout the scoping process, 45 sets of scoping comments were received. These comments are
summarized in Section 2 and are reproduced in Appendix D.
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SECTION 2
SCOPING COMMENTS
This section briefly summarizes the received comments and includes recommendations for
addressing the comments in the EIR.
2.1

SHARP PARK GOLF COURSE
Comments

•

The golf course is not harming the frogs. The number of frogs should have increased as result of
ceasing pumping of ponded water and ceasing application of pesticides a few years back.
(George Ambrosio)

•

Will the EIR be used to satisfy CEQA review requirements for the Sharp Park Golf Course
plan? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

Will the Sharp Park Golf Course plan be subject to an EIR under CEQA? If so, when? (San
Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

What permits and permitting agencies would be involved in a change of use at Sharp Park Golf
Course? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

To what extent at Laguna Salada, Horse Stable Pond, and their associated wetlands created,
recharged, or enhanced by irrigation at Sharp Park Golf Course? (San Francisco Public Golf
Alliance)

•

Over the past five years, what is the monthly volume of irrigation water used at Sharp Park Golf
Course (in gallons)? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

Over the past five years, what is the monthly volume of Sharp Park Golf Course irrigation water
that enters the ponds and their associated wetlands (in gallons)? (San Francisco Public Golf
Alliance)

•

How would complete cessation of irrigation at Sharp Park Golf Course affect the habitat of the
California red-legged frog? What are the effects in low-rainfall months vs. high-rainfall months?
(San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)
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•

How would reduced irrigation at Sharp Park Golf Course affect the habitat of the California redlegged frog? What are the effects in low-rainfall months vs. high-rainfall months? (San Francisco
Public Golf Alliance)

•

How would complete cessation of irrigation at Sharp Park Golf Course affect the habitat of the
San Francisco garter snake? What are the effects in low-rainfall months vs. high-rainfall months?
(San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

How would reduced irrigation at Sharp Park Golf Course affect the habitat of the San Francisco
garter snake? What are the effects in low-rainfall months vs. high-rainfall months? (San Francisco
Public Golf Alliance)

•

How would complete cessation of irrigation at Sharp Park Golf Course affect the salinity of
Laguna Salada, Horse Stable Pond, and their associated wetlands? (San Francisco Public Golf
Alliance)

•

How would reduced irrigation at Sharp Park Golf Course affect salinity of Laguna Salada, Horse
Stable Pond, and their associated wetlands? What are the effects in low-rainfall months vs. highrainfall months? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

What effect does groundwater generated by Sharp Park Golf Course irrigation have on the
hydrostatic pressure affecting the seawall? How would complete cessation of irrigation at Sharp
Park Golf Course affect the strength and/or integrity of the seawall? How would reduced
irrigation at Sharp Park Golf Course affect the strength and/or integrity of the seawall? What are
the effects in low-rainfall months vs. high-rainfall months? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

How is the habitat for the California red-legged frog affected by the continued existence of the
seawall? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

What is the current structural condition of the seawall? Its useful life expectancy? At what point
will it need to be repaired or replaced to protect the freshwater habitat of the California redlegged frog? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

Would replacing the Sharp Park Golf Course fairways with freshwater ponds increase flood
dangers to residential neighborhoods north and south of the golf course in the event of storm
surges that overtop the seawall? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

Would replacing the Sharp Park Golf Course fairways with freshwater ponds increase the
breeding habitat for mosquitoes? If so, what measures would be necessary to protect residential
neighborhoods north and south of the golf course from West Nile Virus? (San Francisco Public
Golf Alliance)

•

As of May 2009, what aerial spraying is permitted by law for control of mosquito larvae and
adults? What aerial spraying is conducted at Sharp Park for control of mosquito larvae and
adults, including timing and seasonality? Describe any other mosquito control measures used at
Sharp Park. What is the effect of mosquito control measures on the California red-legged frog
population? What is the effect of mosquito control measures on residential neighbors of Sharp
Park? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

Would closure and regrading of the Sharp Park Golf Course to create new freshwater ponds and
wetlands affect habitat for the California red-legged frog or San Francisco garter snake? Would
these actions require take permits from the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the California
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Department of Fish and Game? How likely is it that these agencies would grant such permits?
(San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)
•

What would be the source of water for the proposed freshwater ponds and wetlands at Sharp
Park? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

If the Sharp Park Golf Course is closed or reduced in size, would San Francisco still purchase
water from Pacifica’s Calera Creek Water Recycling Plant? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

The Sharp Park Golf Course should be recognized as a significant historic architectural and
cultural resource in the EIR. (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

How would closure of the Sharp Park Golf Course affect its recreational users? (San Francisco
Public Golf Alliance)

•

If anything less than the full 18-hole golf course at Sharp Park is retained, the economic and
environmental impact on my family will be great. We’ll need to ferry Andrew to HMB or
elsewhere to play his golf. Others will be similarly impacted. Please don’t take away my golf
course. (Laurie Frater)

•

So as far as Sharp Park goes, I think it just needs to be dredged, cleaned out, let those frogs and
snakes do their thing, allow the golfers to go around it as it has for last 70 years. (Reiner Binsfeld)

•

I see no reason why we just can’t coexist down at Sharp Park. (Reiner Binsfeld)

•

The Sharp Park Golf Course can be retained and preserved while the environment is
simultaneously enhanced. (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

As Sharp Park’s owner, San Francisco has a stewardship obligation to the golf course, an
international masterwork. (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

Maintain all of the remaining Alister McKenzie golf holes at Sharp Park. (San Francisco Public
Golf Alliance)

•

The easiest solutions can also be the cheapest: dredge and direct water if you’re trying to save a
species. Keep the golf course intact, keep the history intact. And do minimal amount of impact
to the environment. (Steve Rush)

•

Planning commission should look into thinning the reeds that are choking the lagoon, which
would give the water more area and prevent overflowing in the golf course. This would protect
the flow and keep the course playable during the wet season and enhance revenue actually for
the course. (George Ambrosio)

•

Is there any consideration if SFRPD is not interested in maintaining an 18-hole course in
Pacifica, would they consider selling it or doing a long-term lease to the City of Pacifica so we
could have some economics in the town of Pacifica? (Chuck Egiziano)

•

Consider the possible partnerships with the City of Pacifica on the golf course. (Mike Pacelli)

•

Keep the Golden Gate National Recreation Area out of Sharp Park. (Mitch Monroe)

•

Alternatives should include leaving, modifying, or removing the Sharp Park golf course to best
ensure recovery of the San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog. (California
Native Plant Society, Yerba Buena Chapter)
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•

We need the maximum alternative in Sharp Park, and I think that would be a no-golf alternative.
(California Native Plant Society, Yerba Buena Chapter)

•

Since it was made known that public overflow of water off the course was detrimental to the
frogs and the—the pesticides we’re using, this has been stopped over the last two or three years.
I’m sure the frogs are increasing. If they’re not, it’s not because of the golf course. (George
Ambrosio)

•

The land at Sharp Park was donated San Francisco for recreational purposes by the Murphy
family and others, and I think it should continue that way. (Jack Rauch)

•

Consider the impact of the decrease of golfers visiting West Sharp Park and the area, and the
potential economic impact to the City of Pacifica and the impact of a loss of a public golf course
serving northern San Mateo County’s recreation needs as well that of San Francisco’s? (Rabine
Runneals)

•

Consider the economic impacts of both golf and other recreational uses into the City of Pacifica.
(Mike Pacelli)

•

Look at how much the golf course contributes to Pacifica’s economy. (Steve Sinai)

•

From the socioeconomic standpoint, I think it is important that Sharp Park be kept as it is for
the general community. (Allan Eisenberg)

•

Would replacing the Sharp Park Golf Course fairways with freshwater ponds increase the
breeding habitat for mosquitoes? If so, what measures would be necessary to protect residential
neighborhoods north and south of the golf course from West Nile Virus? (San Francisco Public
Golf Alliance)

•

Sharp Park is designed by one of the most famous golf course architects in the world, Alister
MacKenzie, one of only four architects in the Golf Hall of Fame. Would be tragic and criminal
to destroy one of San Francisco’s finest athletic recreation venues unnecessarily. (George
Ambrosio)

•

Consider the impact of the loss of a golf course, which is a historical attraction to the City of
Pacifica also, and how that would affect and tie into the City of Pacifica’s current efforts to take
the Palmetto Avenue business district and emphasize upon the historic characteristics of that
neighborhood and develop that into Pacifica’s historical district, which is a current plan being
developed in Pacifica here. And all of the historical references that Pacifica is attempting to draw
upon for the work done in this neighborhood is all linked to the golf course and everything that
the City had in that neighborhood, which is the original downtown, prior to the City’s
incorporation. (Rabine Runneals)

•

How would closure of the Sharp Park Golf Course affect its recreational users? (San Francisco
Public Golf Alliance)

•

There are nine golf courses in San Francisco; there is one in Pacifica. And this is their
community venue. It’s the only place you can go and have a banquet just about in the entire city.
Yes, you need to work to restore habitat. I believe that. Any solution to this that doesn’t include
golf, lacks vision. (Tony Belway)

•

Keep golf in Sharp Park. There needs to be a lot of different uses in that park, more than just
native plants. (Nancy Stafford)
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•

The deed transferring Sharp Park to San Francisco will be voided if the golf course is destroyed
to create wetlands habitat. Any court reviewing those documents would find the proposed
property change in violation of the transfer documents, and therefore Sharp Park would revert to
the State of California. (Suzanne Valente)

•

Recommend that measures around the most environmentally sensitive Sharp Park Golf Course
areas (holes 12-15) consider creating native plant/no-golf areas surrounding “island” greens,
relocating portions of the holes, incorporating raised causeways, restricting golf cart use, raising
fairways, and temporarily closing fairways. (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

EIR Recommendations

Because redesigning or eliminating the Sharp Park Golf Course is a separate proposal being studied
by SFRPD, it will not be included or evaluated as part of the proposed SNRAMP project analyzed in
the EIR. Should changes to the Sharp Park Golf Course be proposed, they would undergo a separate
regulatory review, including CEQA environmental review.
2.2

GENERAL PROJECT
Comments

•

New areas should not be opened up for trail use; existing trails should be improved or closed.
(Nature in the City)

•

The plan should be revised to change the beginning of the nesting season from April 1 to
February 15 (through July 15). The plan’s practices for nesting birds should be applied to the
February 15 to July 15 nesting season. Vegetation removal between January 1 and February 15 or
July 15 to September 1 should be preceded by surveys for nests and nesting activity. (Golden
Gate Audubon Society)

•

Regarding GR-6b and c, nest boxes for cavity-nesting birds may be appropriate for woodlands
with large trees, but would not be for other Natural Areas. Nest boxes should not be used to
enhance nesting for nonnative species. (Golden Gate Audubon Society)

•

Tree removal as described under GR-15c is not consistent with the leaving of snags and dead
branches under GR-6a. This should be resolved and alternatives to guide the treatment of snags
and standing dead trees should be addressed in the EIR. (Golden Gate Audubon Society)

•

Regarding A5.15, India Basin Shoreline supports a large and multispecies collection of waterfowl
from fall through spring. (Golden Gate Audubon Society)

•

Regarding A5.18, Great Blue Herons should also be mentioned in this section. (Golden Gate
Audubon Society)

•

Regarding PL-2a, this measure should apply to all Natural Areas and include great horned owl,
Western screech owl, and barn owl nests. (Golden Gate Audubon Society)

•

The Natural Areas Management Plan and the EIR should acknowledge and be consistent with all
approved San Francisco resolutions related to this project, including Resolution Number 0608012 (and the two amendments addressing MA-3 areas and feral cats) and Resolution Number
0608-013. (Nancy Wuerfel)
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•

Request adding to the SNRAMP the recommendations approved by the Recreation and Park
Commission on August 21, 2006, to Resolution Number 0608-012, which states “that where
appropriate in the plan that feral cat relocation shall be implemented only upon a determination
by the Commission that other methods of population reduction failed to adequately reduce cat
populations in natural areas.” (Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals San Francisco)

•

MA-3 areas should be treated in a manner similar to MA-2 areas. (Marnie Dunsmore)

•

Discard the MA-1, MA-2, MA-3 approach to the SNRAMP. (Nature in the City)

•

Our natural areas should be managed in a coherent and consistent plan for wildlife, rare plants,
and ecosystem processes. The areas are already fragmented between different agencies or
institutions. Further fragmentation by designing portions MA-1, MA-2, and MA-3, and allowing
fewer restrictions on MA-3 will only speed up the destruction of what’s left. (Nancy Rosenthal)

•

If the Natural Areas Program does not embrace our forests, then cut them loose. Take them out
of the natural areas. Let them be guided by the Urban Forestry Department or a division within
SFRPD. (Nancy Wuerfel)

•

MA-3 areas should be managed by the Natural Areas Program, not by the Bureau of Urban
Forests. (Marnie Dunsmore)

•

Regarding GR-15b, replant MA-3 areas with Bay Area native coast live oak savannah trees, rather
than eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and Monterey cypress. (Marnie Dunsmore)

•

Native grasslands, rather than eucalyptus and other trees, should be the focus of efforts to
maximize carbon sequestration. (Marnie Dunsmore)

•

The management plan should include development of a trail plan that interconnects Natural
Areas where possible, connects Natural Areas to public transit, and maps walking routes through
open spaces, parks, and urban areas. Suggested trails could connect Glen Canyon Park to Twin
Peaks or to Walter Haas Park and Billy Goat Hill. (Marnie Dunsmore)

•

Further evaluate the environmental impact of off-leash dog use. Natural areas cover only 27
percent of park lands. There should be room in the other 73 percent of some dog play areas.
(Nancy Rosenthal)

•

There is no scientific consensus to support the basic premise behind the GR-8
recommendations. (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

Allowing dog access to Natural Areas should be reassessed because dogs are rarely on leash and
diminish the Natural Area experience. Dog play areas in Natural Areas should be reconsidered
because of the lack of dog control and environmental impacts. (Marnie Dunsmore)

•

Ninety percent of the off-leash dog areas in San Francisco are in the natural areas. We need to
reduce some of the off-leash dog areas. (Greg Gaar)

•

Sharp Park was donated to San Francisco for recreational purposes, and I’m glad to see that. I’d
like to see that as a foremost consideration. (Jack Rauch)

•

Somebody said 90 percent of the dog play areas on SFRPD land are in Natural Areas, and what
the hell is this program for? We’re supposed to be preserving our heritage, our natural heritage,
and yet we’re letting this stuff go on. (California Native Plant Society, Yerba Buena Chapter)
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•

The modification or loss of existing off-leash areas is not acceptable unless you’re going to
identify replacement property. (Nancy Stafford)

•

Because they created the problem, the Army Corps of Engineers should fix the flooding
problems at Laguna Salada. The creek at the north end of Laguna Salada should be redirected to
empty into the ocean. Sanchez Creek, at the south end of Laguna Salada, should be redirected to
the north end of Mori Point to benefit frogs and snakes. (Frankie Franck)

•

Add bicycle trails, single-track trails, and bicycle skills areas to the trail plans for the Natural
Areas. (Mitch Monroe)

•

The plan should include thinning the reeds that choke Laguna Salada, which would prevent
overflow on the golf course, benefiting the frogs and the course. (George Ambrosio)

•

The cost of tree removal at Mount Davidson would divert limited resources from the basic
maintenance of the park, degrading the public experience. (Miraloma Park Improvement Club)

•

Tree removal and trail closure should be mitigated through documentation of all trees removed
or felled by storms, removal of any downed trees, quarterly removal of poison oak within 10 feet
of trails, maintenance and protection of Works Progress Administration trails and retaining walls,
and prohibiting any Natural Areas Program activities that restrict public use or access to Mount
Davidson for more than 30 consecutive days. (Miraloma Park Improvement Club)

•

Alternatives that cause take of fully protected species are not feasible and cannot be assessed
under CEQA; only alternatives that reduce take to zero with reasonable certainty may be
assessed as feasible alternatives under CEQA. (Brent Plater)

•

Restoration planning for Laguna Salada must consider the effects of climate change and likely
modification of the seawall. (Brent Plater)

•

A restoration proposal that creates a community-centered model of natural flood control,
outdoor recreation, environmental education, and endangered species recovery has been
developed and must be considered a feasible alternative in the EIR. (Brent Plater)

•

The project cannot consider closing the Lake Merced dog play area (LM-7a) because the SF
Recreation and Park Department made this an official off-leash area years ago and promised it to
the dog-owning community. Monitoring and mitigation can be proposed, but closure cannot
because it was not mentioned in the Management Plan. (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

The Management Plan has already been heavily compromised. (Greg Gaar)

•

The Natural Areas Program is responsible for 31 natural areas, and the EIR should weigh the
values of restoring the areas for maximum biodiversity enhancement, and the effect of this
enhancement on the citizens, who have little chance to be exposed to other biological riches. All
the natural areas within the City of San Francisco should be evaluated for their natural assets.
(California Native Plant Society, Yerba Buena Chapter)

•

The Natural Areas falling under Management Area-3 should not be separated from the
Management Areas-1 and -2, as suggested by one commissioner. The lands under Management
Area-3 are interwoven with Management Areas-1 and -2 and separating them would create
administrative confusion. (California Native Plant Society, Yerba Buena Chapter)
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•

The impacts on Sharp Park should be analyzed separately and not as part of other public lands
that lie within the City and County of San Francisco borders and land use authority. (Sierra Club
Loma Prieta Chapter)

•

The tri-level designation of the Natural Areas as Management Areas-1, -2, and -3 undermines the
mandate of Natural Areas to regulate, restore, and steward these places and could result in a
fragmented management. (Robert Bakewell)

•

The cats indoors program from the American Bird Conservancy is not approved by the San
Francisco Society for the Protection of Cruelty to Animals, as it is indicated in GR-7b. (Martha
Hoffman)

•

There is no feral cat control policy stated in the Quail Recovery Plan, as indicated in GR-7a. Any
control program must be developed in coordination with San Francisco Society for the
Protection of Cruelty to Animals. (L-Danyielle Yacobucci; Society for the Protection of Cruelty
to Animals San Francisco)

•

GR-7 continues to be very flawed and should either be removed or completely revised, in
cooperation with San Francisco Animal Care and Control and San Francisco Society for the
Protection of Cruelty to Animals. Alley Cat Allies (alleycat.org) should be consulted as a resource
regarding feral cats. (Martha Hoffman; L-Danyielle Yacobucci; Susan Wheeler)

•

There have been no scientific studies to determine the impacts of feral cats or any other predator
in San Francisco natural areas. It is unacceptable to say that predators, including feral cats, play a
major role, much less an “urgent” role, impacting wildlife in San Francisco parks and open
spaces. (Society for the Protection of Cruelty to Animals San Francisco; L-Danyielle Yacobucci)

•

Eliminating the release of cats into the wild, as indicated in GR-7b, is unrealistic. The trapneuter-return programs, coupled with the adoption of tame cats and kittens, will decrease the
population of feral cats. (Society for the Protection of Cruelty to Animals San Francisco)

•

The language in GR-7c that states “minimal suffering and harm” is too subjective to be
protective of animals and must be removed from the General Recommendations. (Society for
the Protection of Cruelty to Animals San Francisco)

•

Identify and prove the scientific measures that would be used to determine if a predator is
negatively impacting a natural area. (Society for the Protection of Cruelty to Animals San
Francisco)

•

The proposed project is experimental and the results are unpredictable. (Morley Singer)

•

The Natural Areas Program should address public safety issues in detail at every park, especially
at Sharp Park. (Suzanne Valente)

•

Restrictions on off-leash dogs must be enforced in natural areas and other groomed areas.
(Golden Gate Audubon Society)

•

I’m concerned that there be any further compromises with regards to the number of areas within
the environmental review. I would hope at the end of the environmental review, we would
continue to have 32 areas for consideration and for inclusion in the Natural Areas Program. (Pat
Swain)
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•

There have been a lot of compromises made in the course of developing the master plan, and
I’m hoping at this point, as you move forward, you’ll try to hold yourself to that document as
much as possible. (Pat Swain)

•

Many of the project questions are a result of the very powerful mistrust that the neighbors have
of the Natural Areas Program and skepticism of the Planning Department. We’ve had previous
battles with the Natural Areas Program over the past 10 years, and they’ve demonstrated a
striking indifference and callousness to neighborhood interests, to try to cut down all the trees
on Tank Hill, and some years ago, trying to cut down all the trees—all the trees in Sutro Forest.
(Morley Singer)

•

While I think saving native plants is very important, and I support the program, I think the
program is too large to be successful. I don’t think it’s cost-effective or practical in its current
situation. One-third of park land is a lot to take away from such a large urban area. (Nancy
Stafford)

•

Find middle ground, instead of chopping down all the trees and replacing them all with natives.
(Ethan Elias)

•

Provide information on public education for plan. (L-Danyielle Yacobucci)

•

I do support this plan. I don’t support the scope, and I would support it if this program was
more amenable to working with the neighbors and the public. (L-Danyielle Yacobucci)

•

Protect the lagoon area. Remove a couple of golf holes roaming around. Focus on pulling golf
away from that lagoon. And also I’d like to see some emphasis on the creek. It’s a beautiful
creek. It’s been channelized over the years, and it was been negatively impacted when they
developed the golf course. There are a lot of trees that create kind of a dead zone: eucalyptus,
pine, and cypress. I would like to see you guys look at possibly some fixing up the creek, too,
that Sanchez Creek. (Ron Maykel)

•

We have a ton of trails here in Pacifica. When the tunnel comes in, that whole area is going to
open up into trails. (Reiner Binsfeld)

•

There’s a big volunteer component. So in my experience with what goes on in the Oak
Woodlands in Golden Gate Park, there’s a big feedback that takes place between the community,
school kids, environmentalists, stakeholders of all kinds, and the natural areas staff. So it’s not
only an adversarial situation. There isn’t—there isn’t some big hand coming down and telling us
what to do, when to do it and how to do it. There’s a lot of feedback. There’s a lot of community
participation. (Rob Bakewell)

•

So as far as Sharp Park goes, I think it just needs to be dredged, cleaned out, let those frogs and
snakes do their thing, allow the golfers to go around it as it has for last 70 years. (Reiner Binsfeld)

•

People say the golfers are predators of the frogs and snakes, but really it’s more like the
raccoons, ‘possums, and red-tailed hawks. (Daniel Lim)

•

Stop using the word restore and substitute the word preserve. We already have something good.
Let’s just preserve what we have. (Dave Diller)

•

I hear the argument about using this location for children environmental education, but this
lagoon has a large area to the south of the course that is easily accessible to the public for this
cause. But I see it hardly ever used by the public. There is plenty of open space area surrounding
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the golf course and Mori Point, hiking, nature studies, et cetera. Not like the golf course is in the
middle of urban San Francisco. (George Ambrosio)
•

The Planning Commission should look into thinning the reeds that are choking the lagoon,
which would give the water more area and prevent overflowing in the golf course. This would
protect the flow and keep the course playable during the wet season and enhance revenue
actually for the course. (George Ambrosio)

•

The plan for Sharp Park is the worst of any of the San Francisco park system. It is clearly in
violation of the mission statement. They do not take into consideration public safety, which
includes West Nile Virus and the need to control mosquitoes, and the recent ruling by the court
indicates that they no longer can spray pesticides to control adult mosquitoes. They can only
drop larvicide. Clearly we cannot ensure that the public will be safe if you expand the wetlands.
(Suzanne Valente)

•

It’s important to link that lower area, like, particularly the archery range and also where the
shooting range is, that you guys clean that up, up to the upper ridges so that you can access the
southern parts of Pacifica. (Mitch Monroe)

•

You guys talked about volunteerism, the stewardship was part of this plan, and a group I
represent is called San Francisco Urban Riders, and we’ve merged with Craig Dawson Mount
Sutro, and we logged over 500 collected hours—man hours of volunteerism. And we plan to do
a lot more. So if you guys do end up getting a project up there and want to open up a multi-use
trail that’s a bicycle lane, I think you’ll have a lot of manpower to help get that done, and you
won’t have to pay for labor. (Mitch Monroe)

•

The alternatives analysis should include two or three alternatives in addition to the no project
alternative. Other alternatives should consider retaining all 18 holes of Sharp Park Golf Course,
installing environmental sensitive habitat areas and educational panels along existing trails, and
restoring temporary wetlands to prevent them from drying before tadpoles develop into adults.
(Todd M. Bray)

•

Include in the analysis the spread impact of certain trees, such as the Tasmanian blue gum, and
the possibility of removing all the weed (nonnative) trees. (California Native Plant Society, Yerba
Buena Chapter)

•

Consider avoiding construction of new trails and soil disturbance where native plants exist.
(California Native Plant Society, Yerba Buena Chapter)

•

The decision to convert existing forest adjacent to neighboring homes to a sensitive plant
museum has been made without proper scientific study or input from residents. Studies prepared
by forest experts are needed to assess the impacts of forest conversion. (Denise Lapins)

•

The environmental must include an alternative that analyzes the full ecological restoration of
Sharp Park. The City and County of San Francisco should select the full ecological restoration
alternative for Sharp Park in order to provide suitable habitat for listed species at the site and
avoid legal liability to San Francisco for illegal “take” of listed species. The full ecological
alternative should prioritize endangered species protection and recovery, natural flood control,
outdoor recreation, and sustainable land use. The full ecological alternative should include
elimination of the golf course holes that are incompatible with maximizing suitable habitat for
listed and sensitive species at Sharp Park; elimination of all lawn-mowing activities and restriction
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of the use of pesticides that would impact the San Francisco garter snake and the California redlegged frog; inclusion of buffer areas to prevent runoff of pesticides into aquatic habitats; ceasing
all use of inorganic fertilizers and monitoring the extent of pollution from the use of nitrogen
and phosphorous; ceasing existing animal burrow management policies; restriction or ceasing at a
minimum between September 1 and May 31 all water pumping at Horse Stable Pond; creation of
basking and hibernating/estivating habitat for the snake, frog, and western pond turtle within
Laguna Salada, Horse Stable Pond, and Arrowhead Lake; controlling invasive species in Laguna
Salada, Horse Stable Pond, and Arrowhead Lake, installing unobtrusive fencing along the length
of the sea wall; posting interpretive signs around Sharp Park regarding the important habitat
areas; removing invasive exotic plants and lawn and replanting the park and Sanchez Creek with
appropriate native species. (Center for Biological Diversity)
•

Select a full restoration alternative at Sharp Park. (Celeste Langille)

•

We would like to see what we call a “maximum ecological restoration alternative” for the
SNRAMP. (Nature in the City)

•

The SFRPD must consider full restoration of Sharp Park through the CEQA process and cannot
assume that the golf course will exist indefinitely. (Brent Plater)

•

The EIR must address scaling back the Natural Areas Program to a few Natural Areas that can
be well maintained. (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

The EIR should study a maximum restoration alternative for each Natural Area. (Sierra Club San
Francisco Group)

•

The lead criterion for Sharp Park alternatives should be protection of habitat for listed species.
(Sierra Club San Francisco Group)

•

The potential impacts of the proposed project are a great concern. The SFRPD should not
approve this project. (Annemarie A. Donjacour)

•

Additionally, the Natural Areas Program park proposal ignores the serious public safety issues
that should be addressed, especially at Sharp Park. An EIR must cover the public safety issues
for humans at every park in detail, as well as provide substantial, reliable, scientific evidence to
justify the proposed ecosystem changes. (Suzanne Valente)

•

The EIR should study the effects of unchecked growth of nonnative forests, as well as
alternative management scenarios for these forests, including managing for biodiversity, thinning,
and allowing the natural succession of native plant communities. (Sierra Club San Francisco
Group)

•

Preserve the Sutro Forest area. (Martha Hoffman).

•

I think it is a great idea to look at how to divert some of that water coming off Sharp Park Road.
It’s just a big spillway right now, and Highway 1 and all that—and I think that could be done
without damaging the creek. (Dan Briesach)

•

The Natural Areas Program has its place, and it needs to be kept in that place. It cannot be
allowed to trump the clear preferences of the vast majority of park land users in San Francisco. I
think that the Natural Areas Program proposal for Sharp Park, as well the other park locations,
intends to make major changes in the ecosystems, sometimes with no apparent benefit to wildlife
and perhaps detrimental to important wildlife. (Suzanne Valente)
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•

Closure of the park or the entire golf course to create a natural areas wetlands restoration to
benefit the red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake is the latest proposal under
consideration by SFRPD. This is pointless. US Fish and Wildlife did not designate Sharp Park as
a critical habitat for the red-legged frog or San Francisco garter snake. Therefore, by the US Fish
and Wildlife’s own definition, whatever happens to either species in this area will have no impact
upon the ultimate survival or failure of the species. There is no legal imperative for expansion of
the habitat to benefit these two species. Environmental attorneys explained that there is critical
habitat and everything else. So Sharp Park has the same requirements as a habitat as your home’s
driveway does. The Natural Areas Program report acknowledges that the quality of the habitat at
Laguna Salada, Horse Stable Pond, and the adjacent wetlands remains excellent. Make the minor
alterations biologists recommend and leave the rest of Sharp Park alone. (Suzanne Valente)

•

Support off-road cycling in the other areas of Sharp Park, particularly up to the archery range,
also up there beyond the archery range where it connects up to—up beyond the ridge. (Mitch
Monroe)

•

The Mount Davidson park and monument are important historic entities and should be recorded
and documented in preparation for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources.
Any historical trails created and enhanced as Works Progress Administration projects should be
maintained and remain open. (Miraloma Park Improvement Club)

•

Consider closing surfeit trails. (California Native Plant Society, Yerba Buena Chapter)

•

In the event that dog activities in places such as Oak Woodlands cause significant impacts, the
Natural Areas Program will have the right to require limited dog use. (Robert Bakewell)

•

The eastern canyon areas of Sharp Park should be off-limits to dogs. (Celeste Langille)

•

Selected alternative should not include an increase in recreational activities in Sharp Park that
would result in increased vehicle traffic. (Celeste Langille)

•

Consider developing multi-use trails and bicycle skill parks as sustainable uses for the open
spaces and parks. (Dayton Crites; Tom Borden; Dan Schneider)

•

The proposed project severely limits access to public space to protect endangered species where
those species either do not exist or coexist peacefully with other uses. (Lisa Vittori)

•

Restriction or elimination of dog play areas has several issues. To name a few: This decision
should not be within the Natural Areas Program’s jurisdiction because there has been
arrangements made over time through the Dog Advisory Committee and the Dog Policy to add
more dog play areas; the Natural Areas Program had initially the intention to work with the dog
community when a management would be prepared and to continue using the areas for dog
walking; the management plan stipulation that environmental studies should be conducted when
new dog play areas are planned suggests that the existing heavy use of an area would be ignored
and the analysis would consider starting with a pristine area that would be impacted by a new
use. Instead of integrating native species into public spaces, the proposed project introduces
threatened species and restricts access. (Lisa Vittori)

•

Evaluate the impact of trails. Currently, hundreds of miles of trails criss-cross the Natural Areas.
Any decision for improving or closing existing trails should be based on a comprehensive
approach to trail planning. New trails through natural areas are not necessary. (Nancy Rosenthal)
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•

I’d like to say I’m particularly interested in McLaren Park because it’s the best off-road riding in
the City, and I agree with the McLaren Trail Plan in terms of closures and whatnot, except for
the fact that bicycles are excluded. And I’d like to especially take issue with this issue MP-7 in the
McLaren Park plan that lumps off-road motorcycles and mountain bikes together. We want to
work with Natural Areas, we appreciate Natural Areas, we don’t think trails—especially narrow
trails going through natural areas—are damaging. (Tom Borden)

•

It does scare me to have a dog just come up and rush a kid in the face. So, a de facto off-leash
policy in our Natural Areas really needs to be looked at carefully. (Marnie Dunsmore)

•

In the Oak Woodlands, large canopy trees are very problematic and should be removed in some
places. (Robert Bakewell)

•

Communicate and coordinate with the San Francisco Animal Care and Control and San
Francisco Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals on all policies concerning animals in
San Francisco. (Martha Hoffman)

•

Educational materials must address respect for all animals and plants and include the input of the
San Francisco Animal Care and Control and San Francisco Society for the Prevention of Cruelty
to Animals, Department of Recreation and Parks Services, and local wildlife expert Ms. Jamie
Ray. (Martha Hoffman; Evan Elias)

•

The restoration of Sanchez Creek should be added as a goal. The conservation and restoration
goals for Sharp Park should maintain all viable populations of special status species, improve
habitat and natural connectivity, and prevent introduction as well as decrease the existing amount
of nonnative invasive species. (Celeste Langille)

•

Evaluate management alternatives for Sharp Park. The report should provide information for
making a selection that maximizes ecological and endangered species management and promotes
the recovery of the San Francisco garter snake and the red-legged frog. (Nancy Rosenthal)

•

The tree removal is necessary. We only support it during the non-nesting season, and we believe
trees such as those used by colonial birds like herons and cormorants should be preserved. So
should trees used by hawks and owls for nesting. We urge that habitat that’s necessary for birds,
such as California quail, spotted towhee, wren-tit, and other species restricted to coastal scrub
should be established and maintained with the specific goal of continuing those specific habitat
systems. (Golden Gate Audubon Society)

•

We support restoration and appropriate management practices at Sharp Park that will ensure it as
a viable habitat for red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes. (Golden Gate Audubon
Society)

•

In terms of Sharp Park, we need to select the restoration alternative that maximizes the
probability of protecting the snakes, that they will recover, so that the protection by the
Endangered Species Act won’t be necessary. The red-legged frog used to be the Jumping Frog of
Calaveras County. A lot of plants and animals are becoming endangered because their habitat is
strange. (California Native Plant Society, Yerba Buena Chapter)

•

With feral cats, how will you implement what’s described in the Quail Plan? (L-Danyielle
Yacobucci)
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•

Replacement of the plants on the steep sand-covered areas of the Rock Outcropping at 14th
Avenue, Ortega, and Pacheco Streets should be conducted in phases to avoid impacts on sand
retention. (Lydia Cassorla)

•

An objective study should be prepared in the future to evaluate the positive and negative impacts
of feral cats in the urban environment of San Francisco. (Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals San Francisco)

•

Urges extra penalties for camping in Natural Areas. (Robert Bakewell)

•

The management plan for Sharp Park violates the following mission statement of the SFRPD:
“The San Francisco Recreation and Park Department’s Mission is to provide enriching
recreational activities, maintain beautiful parks and preserve the environment for the well-being
of our diverse community.” (Suzanne Valente)

•

The management plan for Sharp Park intentionally disregards the following performance
standard established in the SFRPD’s Operational Plan: “The Department shall consider, among
other matters, the following issues: Public safety, which shall include the reduction of
environmental and other hazards, safe equipment operations, and safe pesticide use.” (Suzanne
Valente)

•

Include new bike trails and a bicycle-specific park in the Archery Range and Shooting Range area
of Sharp Park. (Mitch Monroe)

•

Address motorcycles separately from bicycles. (Mitch Monroe)

•

Consider the Trail Master Plan of the San Francisco Riders when planning trail closures and
constructing new trails. (Mitch Monroe)

•

Although the plan for the Interior Greenbelt does not indicate trail closures in that Natural Area,
the Natural Areas Program is apparently closing this Natural Area to the public. The EIR must
acknowledge what has actually happened and presently exists in the Natural Areas. These are
omissions in the Initial Study that must be corrected in the EIR. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister,
Nancy Wuerfel)

•

Everson/Digby Lots was not subjected to a lengthy public process and therefore should not be
included in this EIR. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

San Francisco’s large mature trees are truly an endangered species and need to be preserved. (San
Francisco Tree Council)

•

The IS is mistaken that any commitment has been made to replace all removed trees with native
trees. Nor would such a commitment be advisable, given that planting native trees in most of the
natural areas would not be successful because they are adapted to sheltered areas that are not
representative of the Natural Areas. If they were planted, they would be unlikely to survive. The
EIR must evaluate the impact of proposed tree removal, based on the accurate premise that
most of the trees will not be replaced. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

There is no basis upon which the IS may assume that nonnative trees designated for removal are
dead or dying trees, as stated in GR-15. Tree removal designated by the SNRAMP is within
Management Areas-1 and -2 areas for which GR-15 does not apply. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister,
Nancy Wuerfel)
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•

Removing invasive species does not necessarily enable the survival of native plants if they are no
longer adapted to the conditions that have been altered by man. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister,
Nancy Wuerfel)

•

What are the details of the plan for dredging Laguna Salada and removing bulrushes, including
the permitting requirements? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

What are the details of the planned creation of a buffer zone between Laguna Salada and the golf
course, including the permitting requirements? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

EIR Recommendations

The EIR will address these comments by modifying the project description and including in the
analysis a Maximum Restoration Alternative, Maximum Recreation Alternative, and a Maintenance
Alternative.
2.3

GENERAL CEQA
Comments

•

In accordance with Resolution Number 0710-011, the CEQA documents must analyze impacts
at all 31 Natural Areas, including quantification of effects at each Natural Area and cumulative
effects on each Natural Area. (Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The Initial Study does not address in Sections C.1 and C.2 the requirements of Administrative
Code Chapter 63, including reporting, planning, and approval from the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission. The Initial Study does not quantify the capacity of the existing irrigation
system, the amount of water needed by the project, or the square footage of land to be irrigated.
It also does not include installation of water meters and San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission approval of those meters. (Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The Initial Study does not acknowledge that the Natural Areas Management Plan has not been
approved for implementation and may be subject to further amendments and mitigation
measures before approval for implementation. (Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The project as outlined in the public meeting seems to ignore many of the 18 items that should
be analyzed in the EIR. (Morley Singer)

•

A certified arborist should evaluate impacts on trees in Mount Sutro Forest. (Morley Singer)

•

Address geology and soils in the EIR. (Nancy Stafford)

•

There’s so many totally cockamamie things, that to leave out wind effects in the environmental
impact report is striking. (Morley Singer)

•

As we have in all environmental impact reports, I would like to know what the environmental
impacts of a no-management plan alternative. I mean, I think that’s required in the plan. (Greg
Gaar)

•

Address prescribed burning dangers in the EIR. High winds can cause a fire to get out of
control. (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

Address the impact of poor maintenance in the EIR. Most areas are poorly maintained and
plants die. So, that may affect future plans, too. (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)
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•

This is an EIR on the SNRAMP, not the Natural Areas Program. (Nature in the City)

•

If you come up with a good way here to do the things that you’re doing, can one of those other
proposals override what you’re already going to come up with? (Dave Diller)

•

The EIR must reanalyze any data provided by the Natural Areas Program regarding
environmental impacts of dogs to avoid misrepresentation of data and conclusions. (San
Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

The impact analysis should distinguish between the effects of “free-roaming” dogs, those
without human oversight, and “off-leash” dogs, those with human oversight. (San Francisco
Dog Owners Group)

•

The EIR needs to look at the effects of the immediate closures of the off-leash areas that are
called for in this management plan, plus the effects of future closures that might be affected by
an expansion of the natural areas into the off-leash areas. (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

The EIR must address the adverse traffic, air pollution, and global warming impacts associated
with the closure of off-leash dog areas and the resulting vehicle trips to the remaining off-leash
areas. (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

The EIR must address the impacts of overuse of remaining off-leash areas if some of the current
off-leash areas are closed. If the Golden Gate National Recreation Area restricts off-leash access
to its lands, this also could increase overuse of the remaining off-leash areas. (San Francisco Dog
Owners Group)

•

The EIR should study the effects of unchecked growth of nonnative forests, as well as
alternative management scenarios for these forests, including managing for biodiversity, thinning,
and allowing the natural succession of native plant communities. (Sierra Club San Francisco
Group)

•

Evaluate the impact of leaving 95 percent of the invasive trees in the natural areas. On Mount
Davidson, where ground space is open after last winter’s storm knocked down some trees,
several native plants once again sprouted. Removing more of these understory-killing trees can
bring back native plants and reestablish a healthy and diverse ecosystem. (Nancy Rosenthal)

•

What are the environmental impacts of leaving 95 percent of the invasive trees in our natural
areas? If you go to areas where you have dense eucalyptus, dense cypress, and pine, you’ll find
there’s no biological diversity in the understory because the shading, the fog drift, it destroys the
native plants that have been there for hundreds of thousands of years. (Greg Gaar)

•

Identify the environmental impacts of the no action alternative. (Greg Gaar)

•

The decision to convert existing forest adjacent to neighboring homes to a sensitive plant
museum has been made without proper scientific study or input from residents. Studies prepared
by forest experts are needed to assess the impacts of forest conversion. (Denise Lapins)

•

I just want our questions on the record. They have to do with the relationship between this EIR
process and the process that the Board of Supervisors asked the SFRPD to look into, a possible
change of use of the golf course when we have a serious environmental question relating to that,
and she may have ran through that area, but if they do anything to the golf course, that in itself
will be subject to a completely separate EIR than this. (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)
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•

I do favor the idea of restoring Sharp Park and restoring the city water corridor as well, and how
it connects with other green spaces in the area. I would like to ask that we consider the impact of
leaving as many trees as you’re suggesting leaving. In my view, 95 percent is an awful lot of trees.
I would like to encourage consideration of the trails and the impact that the trails have on hiking,
which is increasing in importance by many studies of recreational activities, whereas other
activities have gone down on the list. Consider the impact of hiking and environmental
education on students and other people regarding the bigger picture, to see where humans fit
into the larger frame of things. (Ellen Edelson)

•

Further evaluate the environmental impact of off-leash dog use. Natural areas cover only 27
percent of park lands. There should be room in the other 73 percent of some dog play areas.
(Nancy Rosenthal)

•

I’d like to say I’m particularly interested in McLaren Park because it’s the best off-road riding in
the city, and I agree with the McLaren Trail Plan in terms of closures and whatnot, except for the
fact that bicycles are excluded. And I’d like to especially take issue with this issue MP-7 in the
McLaren Park plan that lumps off-road motorcycles and mountain bikes together. We want to
work with Natural Areas, we appreciate Natural Areas, we don’t think trails—especially narrow
trails going through natural areas—are damaging. (Tom Borden)

•

As of May 2009, what aerial spraying is permitted by law for control of mosquito larvae and
adults? What aerial spraying is conducted at Sharp Park for control of mosquito larvae and
adults, including timing and seasonality? Describe any other mosquito control measures used at
Sharp Park. What is the effect of mosquito control measures on the California red-legged frog
population? What is the effect of mosquito control measures on residential neighbors of Sharp
Park? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

Address environmental impacts of leaving 95 percent of invasive trees in the Natural Areas.
(Greg Gaar)

•

Identify the impacts of periodic tree removal on the forest in its entirety. (Denise Lapins)

•

The Initial Study dismisses the environmental impacts and safety issues that have been
experienced in the past. (San Francisco Tree Council; Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy
Wuerfel)

•

The Initial Study demonstrates that the author has not understood the SNRAMP, has not visited
the natural areas, and ignored basic scientific principles such as carbon sequestration. (San
Francisco Tree Council; Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

A comprehensive EIR represents an opportunity to resolve some of the controversies that the
program has generated in the last 10 years of its operation. The EIR should be expanded to
include several environmental issues for which the Initial Study is inadequate, inaccurate, or is
inconsistent with the reality of past actions of the Natural Areas Program. (Karin Hu, Mary
McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The EIR must fully analyze the tree removal issues. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The IS assumes that native plants would survive in the long term. The study does not
acknowledge that the ranges of native plant populations are changing in response to global
warming. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)
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•

Tree removal cannot be done piecemeal. Felling one tree will impact those in the close
proximity. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

At Lake Merced, over 100 trees would be removed from the eastern shore of the South Lake.
This would expose an old population of huge cypress trees to wind blows at the Harding Park
Golf Course. Massive tree failure could result. The EIR should indicate that the PGA Tour has
been informed of the tree removal adjacent to the golf course and that the management actions
in the SNRAMP will not violate the terms of the contract between the PGA Tour and the City.
(Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The IS makes no mention of Pine Lake tree removals, nor the consequences of those removals.
(Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The EIR must evaluate the potential for windthrow resulting from the removal of 18,500 trees.
This evaluation must be done by a qualified consultant with expertise in forestry management.
(Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

EIR Recommendations

The EIR will address these comments by revisiting the environmental impact analysis included in the
IS.
2.4

GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL
Comments

•

What’s the definition of “substantial effect”? (L-Danyielle Yacobucci)

•

It’s important that the SFRPD and Planning Department keep in mind the mission of the
Natural Areas Program, and that’s another project program, which is to preserve, restore, and
enhance the remnants of Natural Areas of the city. (Paul Koski)

•

What’s the definition of “environment”? Let’s go back to the CEQA law and find out what it
intends to protect. (Nancy Wuerfel)

•

Why do we possibly acquire that many nonnative trees and put them in the middle of a Natural
Areas Program if indeed natural areas were defined only as remnants? (Nancy Wuerfel)

•

I just want to point out—first, I want to answer some questions about Laguna Salada, you know,
and the flooding. You have two things that took place there. You had where the berm blew out,
pushed tons and tons of sand that came in there, and there’s like a two- to three-foot-wide area
where the lake is extremely shallow where the sand came in. This took place back in 1983, I
think. So that is a factor that has caused—contributes to the flooding. (Ron Maykel)

•

And also the tules and the cattails, these are deciduous plants. You know, they die off and then
all of the thatch from these plants creates—basically assists in the build-up, which creates—
makes the lake become shallower and shallower over years and years. The debris just builds up.
And that’s a big part of the siltation there. And I think that’s one of the bigger—bigger reasons
why that’s happening. (Ron Maykel)

•

The Corps of Engineers built the wall. When they built the wall, they blocked a natural stream
that was on the north end of the park. The Corps of Engineers then changed it so that the
drainage went into the Laguna Salada. They then attached all the drainage to the freeway and
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everything else to that drain. So the Corps of Engineers actually put all that silt in there. Now, it’s
full and backing up because San Francisco hasn’t done anything about it. They haven’t either
replaced the stream or exited the north end or anything else, which means the City of Pacifica
then has to spend money pumping out the water, which doesn’t make any sense to me. I don’t
know why Pacifica doesn’t just send San Francisco a bill. (David Marshall)
•

The second thing is that there’s another issue, which is the recycled water. San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission is supposed to kick in some money for recycled water, which will help keep
the pond in a more consistent level, but as part of this new study, it’s my impression that they’re
trying to just renege on the whole deal. (David Marshall)

•

We need to get together and work to solve our common problems, which I think is painfully
evident now, Laguna Salada is dysfunctional. (Dan Briesach)

•

There’s an overflow pipe at Horse Stable Pond that used to function, and now it’s silted in. (Dan
Briesach)

•

I love the golf course. I want to thank the people trying to preserve the frogs and the snakes.
(Chuck Egiziano)

•

Consider the berm, the conditions of the berm. (Mike Pacelli)

•

The City and County of San Francisco must comply with the California Coastal Act. The City of
Pacifica has a certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) and the portion of Sharp Park west of
Highway One is within the LCP. Therefore, a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) should be
obtained for project activities affecting west Sharp Park. (City of Pacifica)

•

The proposed project is subject to Pacifica’s Logging Operations Ordinances, Ordinance
Numbers 636 C.S. and 673 C.S. Any tree removal, destruction, or harvesting of twenty or more
trees within one year is prohibited unless considered in the CDP or unless the Pacifica Public
Works Director makes specific findings regarding the tree removal operations. (City of Pacifica)

•

Given that Sharp Park is not listed by the US Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife
Service as critical habitat for threatened or endangered species, what is San Francisco’s liability
concern with respect to compliance with the Endangered Species Act conservation
requirements? (Juanita Mercado; Suzanne Valente)

•

Removing the 15,000 trees in Sharp Park will jeopardize the habitat of 20 special status species.
The citizens of Pacifica intend to demand their city officials hold the SFRPD to the terms of
Pacifica’s anti-logging ordinance. (Suzanne Valente)

•

The EIR should address compliance with the Pacifica Logging Ordinance. (Karin Hu, Mary
McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The EIR should address compliance with the San Francisco General Plan, specifically Policy 2.9
of the Recreation and Open Space Element. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

EIR Recommendations

The EIR will address these comments by revisiting the environmental impact analysis included in the
IS.
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2.5

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Comments

•

The EIR should analyze the cumulative impacts on the Mount Sutro Forest and the neighboring
properties and residents associated with the SNRAMP and the University of California/Federal
Emergency Management Agency grant proposal. (Denise Lapins; Morley Singer; Evan Elias)

EIR Recommendations

The EIR will address this comment by including this project in the cumulative impact analysis.
2.6

LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING
Comments

•

Request that the Environmental Impact Report include an analysis of the project’s consistency
with the Pacifica local coastal land rules and policies and any pertinent Pacifica land use
regulations. We also believe that a local coastal development permit may be required and ask that
the EIR include an analysis of that requirement. (City of Pacifica)

•

Pacifica is in the process of updating its general plan and local coastal plan, which could alter or
modify existing land use policies or result in new policies that could impact the areas covered in
the proposed Natural Areas Management Plan. (City of Pacifica)

•

Contrary to what is stated in the Initial Study, the SNRAMP changes land use by restricting
access to the Natural Areas. The SNRAMP has the potential to eliminate all forms of recreation
other than walking on a designated path as it implements its goals. The proposal to transfer or
develop joint management of Sharp Park with the Golden Gate National Recreation Area
indicates the potential for ownership of Natural Areas to change in the pursuit of restoration
goals. These changes in land use must be acknowledged and evaluated in the EIR. Recreation
access not identified by the IS must also be evaluated by the EIR. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister,
Nancy Wuerfel)

EIR Recommendations

The EIR will address these comments by including analysis of the project’s consistency with the
Pacifica local coastal program and the Pacifica general plan and addressing indirect change in land
use within the Natural Areas.
2.7

AESTHETICS
Comments

•

Address the effects of tree removal at Mount Davidson on the quality of the human experience
and the hill’s viewpoint, including increased noise, altered wind and fog patterns, growth of
poison oak, and increased erosion. (Miraloma Park Improvement Club)

•

Preserve the beautiful forest. (Morley Singer)

•

Use a scientific evaluation process with respect to recreation and aesthetics. (Andrea O’Leary)
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•

How would views from the surrounding residences be impacted by the three scenarios, views
into the park as well as our views to the beach and the ocean? (Rabine Runneals)

•

The EIR must address the adverse aesthetic impacts from poor maintenance of the Natural
Areas. (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

EIR Recommendations

The EIR will address how tree removal affects views at Mount Davidson and Sharp Park. The San
Francisco Planning Department approves of the evaluation process used to analyze potential
impacts. The EIR assumes proposed actions would be implemented correctly, but it cannot assume
poor maintenance would occur.
2.8

POPULATION AND HOUSING
No comments were received on this topic.

2.9

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Comments

•

The Sharp Park Golf Course should be recognized as a significant historic architectural resource
in the EIR. (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

The Mount Davidson park and monument are important historic entities and should be recorded
and documented in preparation for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources.
Any historical trails created and enhanced as Works Progress Administration projects should be
maintained and remain open. (Miraloma Park Improvement Club)

•

One of the things about Sharp Park is that Alister MacKenzie designed the course. That has a lot
of history involved with it. Goes back to a lot of the famous golf courses that are currently being
used, and I think that should be taken into consideration. (Steve Rush)

•

Looking at the historical and cultural part of the environment, it is a famous golf course. Also,
the clubhouse was done by the Willis Polk firm. (Kathleen Manning)

EIR Recommendations

To address these comments, a Historical Resource Evaluation Report will be prepared to evaluate the
Sharp Park Golf Course and Mount Davidson. The results of that report will be incorporated into
the EIR. The EIR will also address these comments by stating that redesign or elimination of the
Sharp Park Golf Course is not part of the proposed project. Proposals for redesign/elimination of
the golf course would be addressed in the cumulative setting.
2.10

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Comments

•

If you close off-leash areas, people will have to drive to a park across town in order to get to a
legal off-leash area. This will affect traffic, air pollution, and global-warming. (San Francisco Dog
Owners Group)
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EIR Recommendations

The EIR will address this comment by assessing the impacts of increased vehicle trips resulting from
project implementation.
2.11

NOISE
Comments

•

Address the effects of tree removal at Mount Davidson on the quality of the human experience
and the hill’s viewpoint, including increased noise, altered wind and fog patterns, growth of
poison oak, and increased erosion. (Miraloma Park Improvement Club)

EIR Recommendations

The EIR will address noise impacts on sensitive receptors that would result from removing trees at
Mount Davidson.
2.12

AIR QUALITY
Comments

•

Suggesting that native plants would be more effective in the removal of carbon dioxide is
absolute nonsense. (Morley Singer)

•

Address global warming from tree removal. (Morley Singer)

•

Closing off-leash areas will force people to drive to a park across town in order to get to a legal
off-leash area. This will affect traffic, air pollution, and global warming. (San Francisco Dog
Owners Group)

•

Removing trees will necessarily have a negative impact on global warming. (Marnie Dunsmore)

•

The author of the IS does not provide a full reference to the claim that young trees have longterm carbon sequestration, which results in a net greenhouse gas benefit. (Karin Hu, Mary
McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The release of carbon stored in the 18,500 trees that would be removed would certainly swamp
whatever benefit there may be in replacing some of the trees. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy
Wuerfel)

•

Because of the cumulative effect of all the sources of carbon release predicted by the SNRAMP,
the effect of prescribed burns on carbon release and air pollution must be considered by the
EIR. Consideration of prescribed burns by a separate and later environmental review is not
acceptable. (Karin Hu; Mary McAllister; Nancy Wuerfel)

•

Carbon sequestration by trees and plants is directly proportional to their size. Therefore, a small
sapling is incapable of sequestering as much carbon as a large tree, whether it is healthy or not.
The US Department of Agriculture reports that tree cover is less than 12 percent of San
Francisco’s area, yet trees remove about 19 percent more air pollution than shrubs in San
Francisco. This finding refutes the claim that converting many acres of trees into grassland will
benefit air quality in San Francisco. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)
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•

The removal of seedlings and saplings is incremental to the designated removal of 18,500 trees.
This would result in additional reduction in carbon sequestration that should be quantified.
(Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The IS does not consider the potential for the death of many native trees if sudden oak death
continues to spread. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The author of the IS does not provide a full citation of the claim that grassland above 50 degrees
latitude reflects more sun than forest canopies. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The reflected light argument is based on the comparison between dark forests and the reflected
light of snow in northern latitudes. It is clearly a stretch to apply this concept to the local climate
where there is no snow. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

Increased temperature on the forest does not reduce the carbon sequestering abilities of the
forest that are a by-product of photosynthesis. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

If nonnative plants and trees are removed from 25 percent of all park acreage in San Francisco
and it proves impossible to successfully grow native plants in those locations, there will clearly be
no carbon sequestration benefit from these efforts. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

EIR Recommendations

The EIR will analyze the impacts on global warming and greenhouse gases that would result from
removing trees, replacing mature trees with young native trees or with grassland, and the potential
risk of native trees dying. Additional air pollutant emissions associated with increased vehicle trips
also will be assessed, if necessary.
2.13

WIND AND SHADOW
Comments

•

Address the effects of tree removal at Mount Davidson on the quality of the human experience
and the hill’s viewpoint, including increased noise, altered wind and fog patterns, growth of
poison oak, and increased erosion. (Miraloma Park Improvement Club)

•

The Sutro Forest is always damp. It sucks out water from the fog, and it’s always wet in there. I
sail on the bay, and maybe two days out of the year, the wind comes from the east; 363 days a
year, it comes from the west. The forest is a windbreak for all of the structures east of the forest,
from Parnassus Street all the way to up to the top of Twin Peaks, and if you take down the trees,
then the westerly winds would just fan a fire that’s coming from the forest area. (Morley Singer)

•

Investigate wind patterns. (Nancy Stafford)

•

When you get to the impact of removing trees, you have to look at wind, increased wind, and
you have to look beyond the park itself. (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

The EIR must address the adverse wind impacts resulting from the removal of trees and
nonnative plants. (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

Include in the EIR the virtues of eucalyptus trees. Those trees are unique in that they actually
grow in the sandy soil and withstand the fierce winds blowing off the Pacific. Studies have
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shown that eucalyptus trees slow the wind down at least 30 percent in the Presidio. (San
Francisco Tree Council)
EIR Recommendations

The EIR will analyze the wind effects of removing trees, including those effects on residential
neighborhoods near the Natural Areas. The analysis will also assess the ability of the replacement
native trees to act as wind barriers, compared to the eucalyptus trees.
2.14

RECREATION
Comments

•

Address the effects of tree removal at Mount Davidson on the quality of the human experience
and the hill’s viewpoint, including increased noise, altered wind and fog patterns, growth of
poison oak, and increased erosion. (Miraloma Park Improvement Club)

•

The cost of tree removal at Mount Davidson would divert limited resources from the basic
maintenance of the park, degrading the public experience. (Miraloma Park Improvement Club)

•

Consider biking trails and their impacts within the archery range and other hilly areas. More
public and legal bike trails are needed. (Adam LaBarge)

•

This analysis should address the whole issue of designated off-leash areas within the Natural
Areas. (California Native Plant Society, Yerba Buena Chapter)

•

Address the impacts of restricting public access for the protection of sensitive habitat plantings
within the interior greenbelt and at the Belgrave trailhead in particular. (Denise Lapins)

•

You also have to look at the impact on recreation of the introduction of the especially threatened
native species. What we see at Sharp Park is that if there’s a threatened or endangered species, or
even a sensitive species, suddenly the federal government just gets involved, and we lose all local
control of those areas, and that’s not something we necessarily want to do. We have to make
sure that we retain local control of our local parks. (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

Use a scientific evaluation process with respect to recreation and aesthetics. (Andrea O’Leary)

•

Glen Park has so much urine from dogs in it that it’s hard to go there. (Marnie Dunsmore)

•

Introducing endangered or threatened species into areas where there are none would threaten
active recreational opportunities when open space is at a premium. (Nancy Stafford)

•

Contrary to what is stated in the IS, the SNRAMP changes land use by restricting access to the
Natural Areas. The SNRAMP has the potential to eliminate all forms of recreation other than
walking on a designated path as it implements its goals. The proposal to transfer or develop joint
management of Sharp Park with the Golden Gate National Recreation Area indicates the
potential for ownership of Natural Areas to change in the pursuit of restoration goals. These
changes in land use must be acknowledged and evaluated in the EIR. Recreation access not
identified by the IS must also be evaluated by the EIR. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy
Wuerfel)
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EIR Recommendations

The EIR will address the effects that removing and replacing trees at Mount Davidson will have on
the recreational experience. The EIR will discuss funding sources for the activities proposed under
the SNRAMP and any potential issues with bike trails and other recreation within the Natural Areas,
including the archery range. The EIR will discuss the impacts of dog play areas on recreation and
measures to minimize those impacts. The EIR will address the policies of general public access and
trail access in the Natural Areas and the protection of sensitive habitats within all of the Natural
Areas, including the Interior Greenbelt. The EIR will address whether the proposed management
actions would restrict or otherwise affect recreation opportunities within the Natural Areas. The EIR
will address the adaptive management approach, which will equally evaluate the management of
recreation and any potential impacts on aesthetics within the natural areas. The EIR will address the
operation and maintenance of dog play areas and its impact on Natural Area visitors.
2.15

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Comments

•

The Initial Study does not address in Sections C.1 and C.2 the requirements of Administrative
Code Chapter 63, including reporting, planning, and approval from the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission. The Initial Study does not quantify the capacity of the existing irrigation
system, the amount of water needed by the project, or the square footage of land to be irrigated.
It also does not include installation of water meters and San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission approval of those meters. (Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The EIR must include the analysis of additional water use. Any irrigation in Natural Areas is new
and incremental. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

EIR Recommendations

The EIR will address these comments by including information on the capacity of the existing
irrigation water system, the increase in water demand from the project, and the projected increase in
the size of the areas to be irrigated. Also included will be a discussion of Administrative Code
Chapter 63 and additional San Francisco Public Utilities Commission requirements.
2.16

PUBLIC SERVICES
No comments were received on this topic.

2.17

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Comments

•

Regarding A4.4, Best Management Practices, Erosion Control, use of wood chips for erosion
control should be evaluated for impacts or wildlife, including bees and birds, some of which use
dirt areas for dust baths. (Golden Gate Audubon Society)

•

Regarding A5.15, India Basin Shoreline supports a large and multispecies collection of waterfowl
from fall through spring. (Golden Gate Audubon Society)

•

Regarding A5.18, Great Blue Herons should also be mentioned in this section. (Golden Gate
Audubon Society)
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•

Regarding LM-6c, access to the East Lake shoreline between September 1 and March 31 would
affect several nesting species, including the “San Francisco” common yellowthroat. (Golden
Gate Audubon Society)

•

Table 2 should not be limited to breeding birds, but include species dependant on Natural Areas
during some part of the year: tri-colored blackbirds in Lake Merced during the fall and winter
and brown pelicans and peregrine falcons occasionally present at Lake Merced and India Basin.
(Golden Gate Audubon Society)

•

The EIR should include an updated, comprehensive biological inventory of all species of
concern in San Francisco, their distributions, and their population conditions. If not for the
entire city, then at least for the Natural Areas. (Golden Gate Audubon Society)

•

How is the habitat for the California red-legged frog affected by the continued existence of the
seawall? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

As of May 2009, what aerial spraying is permitted by law for control of mosquito larvae and
adults? What aerial spraying is conducted at Sharp Park for control of mosquito larvae and
adults, including timing and seasonality? Describe any other mosquito control measures used at
Sharp Park. What is the effect of mosquito control measures on the California red-legged frog
population? What is the effect of mosquito control measures on residential neighbors of Sharp
Park? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

The proposed level of tree removal at Mount Davidson would significantly impair the habitat for
birds and animals. (Miraloma Park Improvement Club)

•

The importance of Sharp Park for the long-term survival and recovery of the San Francisco
garter snake cannot be overstated. It is the northernmost population within the species, and as
climate change shifts species habitats northward, this population is the most likely to successfully
adapt to changing conditions. Because it is the most genetically intact of any population, it would
best serve as a source for reintroduction of the species into historic habitats. (Brent Plater)

•

The EIR should include an assessment of dog impacts on plants and wildlife based on scientific
studies done for urban parks, not for wilderness areas (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

Extensive clearing of underbrush and blackberry removal must be studied in terms of potential
impacts on wildlife, such as raccoons, skunks, possums, etc. In this regard, Jamie Ray, Director
of the San Francisco Wildlife Rehabilitation Program, must be consulted. (Martha Hoffman)

•

A listing of all the animals present within the Natural Areas must be added to the environmental
document. (Martha Hoffman)

•

The are many predators other than feral cats in the Natural Areas of San Francisco, such as the
western scrub-jay, common raven, American crow, Cooper’s, sharp-shinned, and red-tailed
hawk, owl, gray fox, striped skunk, northern raccoon, domestic cat, California ground squirrel,
red fox, coyotes, feral pigs, frogs, snakes, cormorants, herons, turtles, badger, mice, rats, bobcats,
and humans. (L-Danyielle Yacobucci)

•

Cats in the Natural Areas of San Francisco are sterilized, fed, and monitored. (L-Danyielle
Yacobucci; Susan Wheeler)

•

Replacing eucalyptus trees with native plants might not be successful in a modern urban setting.
(Morley Singer)
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•

The nonnative blackberry bushes are great habitat for many animals. Carefully consider any
changes that could impact the animals living in the City parks. (Annemarie A. Donjacour)

•

The IS is inaccurate with the statement that “. . . no important bird habitat has been designated
in the Interior Greenbelt.” The following birds were observed: yellow warblers, Steller’s jays,
bush-tits, song sparrows, owls, and red-tailed hawks. There are potentially more sensitive bird
species living in or utilizing the Interior Greenbelt that would be negatively impacted with the
removal of the eucalyptus trees and brush. (Evan Elias)

•

The IS identified “no site specific wildlife related areas” within the Interior Greenbelt. This area
is home to skunks, raccoons, opossums, and feral cats. The Himalayan blackberry provides
nesting area and protection for these local mammals. (Evan Elias)

•

The feral cats within the Interior Greenbelt behave as part of the ecosystem, not as a top
predator. They are cautious and on guard in this environment, and their territory is small. The
birds and mammals do not fear them, and the cats do not exhibit hunting behavior. (Evan Elias)

•

What are the environmental impacts of leaving 95 percent of the invasive trees in our natural
areas? If you go to areas where you have dense eucalyptus, dense cypress, and pine, you’ll find
there’s no biological diversity in the understory because the shading, the fog drift; it destroys the
native plants that have been there for hundreds of thousands of years. (Greg Gaar)

•

What are the environmental impacts of cutting new trails through sensitive natural
areas/wildflower fields? (Greg Gaar)

•

The issue of trees, you mentioned 64,000 trees in the Natural Areas. Adolph Sutro did not plant
that many trees. They have been increasing by reseeding reproduction for many decades now,
and so much so that they’re imperiling their own health. They’re way too crowded; for their own
benefit, they need thinning. And I think that the EIR ought to consider the impact both on the
trees themselves, but more particularly on the biodiversity. Every year that passes, there are
fewer and fewer native plants and more and more weeds. And trees can be weeds, too.
(California Native Plant Society, Yerba Buena Chapter)

•

What would be the impact of no nonnative animals—raccoons, possums, cats. If you remove
them all, what will be that impact? How will the rodent population be affected? (L-Danyielle
Yacobucci)

•

What’s the definition of a “native animal plant,” “weed,” “predator”? (L-Danyielle Yacobucci)

•

What’s the effect of keeping the natives—nonnatives, what will the effect be of removing all
those eucalyptus trees? (L-Danyielle Yacobucci)

•

Protect the animals. (Martha Hoffman)

•

Look at the endangered species that use Sharp Park and how they also use those contiguous
lands. (Mary Keitelman)

•

Address the beach areas being used for the western snowy plover threatened under the
Endangered Species Act, black oyster catcher, which I think is just not even of concern. It’s on
the edge, maybe being threatened. And other birds that use that beach for roosting, as well as
breeding. (Mary Keitelman)
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•

On East Sharp Park, there’s a large population of newts in the pond that drains under the
freeway, and it’s of concern to me and to a lot of other people that those newts are free of
chloramine and able to survive and thrive. (Mary Keitelman)

•

Do some kind of study on populations of San Francisco garter snake, red-legged frog. (Steve
Sinai)

•

The Natural Areas Program proposal would result in major changes to the ecosystem without
apparent benefit to wildlife or even detriment to important wildlife. The EIR should provide
scientific evidence of the benefits of the proposed ecosystem changes. (Suzanne Valente)

•

Address the effects of tree removal at Mount Davidson on the quality of the human experience
and the hill’s viewpoint, including increased noise, altered wind and fog patterns, growth of
poison oak, and increased erosion. (Miraloma Park Improvement Club)

•

Address environmental impacts of off-leash dog areas and new trails within sensitive natural
areas. (Greg Gaar)

•

Address the impacts of herbicide application on people, animals, and insects. (Denise Lapins)

•

Address chloramine in the water affecting amphibians. (Mary Keitelman)

•

Removing the 15,000 trees in Sharp Park will jeopardize the habitat of 20 species of special status
species. The citizens of Pacifica intend to demand their city officials hold the SFRPD to the
terms of Pacifica’s antilogging ordinance. (Suzanne Valente)

•

Leaving tree stumps on the ground would create an ideal breeding medium for treehole
mosquitoes as well as other types of mosquitoes. The western treehole mosquito is the primary
vector of dog and cat heartworm in California. (Suzanne Valente)

•

The EIR should analyze the impacts of herbicide use on wildlife in the Natural Areas. (Karin Hu,
Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

EIR Recommendations

The EIR will address these comments by including additional information and analysis of the
suggested sensitive, invasive, and pest species, where appropriate and feasible. Further, the EIR will
carefully consider the effects on biological resources caused by trail creation, herbicide application,
and dog use areas.
2.18

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Comments

•

Regarding E.13, Geology and Soils, impacts once the projects are in place should be addressed in
the EIR. At Pine Lake, off-leash dogs cause erosion that destroys restoration sites. Dog and feral
cat waste causes soil and water contamination. These impacts also likely occur at Buena Vista
Park, Lake Merced, and McLaren Park. (Golden Gate Audubon Society)

•

Regarding E.13, Geology and Soils, Lake Merced, impacts of leaving cypress and pine trees along
steep banks that can’t support them and resulting soil removal and erosion caused by them
falling should be evaluated. (Golden Gate Audubon Society)
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•

Address the effects of tree removal at Mount Davidson on the quality of the human experience
and the hill’s viewpoint, including increased noise, altered wind and fog patterns, growth of
poison oak, and increased erosion. (Miraloma Park Improvement Club)

•

Assess the erosion impacts on neighboring homes that would result from tree removal. (Denise
Lapins)

•

Address erosion impacts of the removal of 54,000 trees in Sharp Park. (City of Pacifica)

•

Address landslides and earth movement that would result from tree removal at Mount Sutro
Forest. (Morley Singer)

•

Erosion is a significant problem in Golden Gate Heights area, the natural areas, and Grandview,
and sand is a significant problem when ice plant’s been removed and it goes into the neighbors’
yards. (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

A forester should evaluate the erosion impacts from cutting trees down. (Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The EIR must address the adverse erosion impacts resulting from the removal of trees and
nonnative plants. (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

Include in the EIR the virtues of eucalyptus trees. Those trees are unique in that they actually
grow in the sandy soil and withstand the fierce winds blowing off the Pacific. Studies have
shown that eucalyptus trees slow the wind down at least 30 percent in the Presidio. (San
Francisco Tree Council)

•

Erosion in Sharp Park is a very serious issue and should be addressed immediately, especially
with the plan to remove 15,000 trees. (Suzanne Valente)

•

The removal of nonnative trees and vegetation prescribed by the SNRAMP is likely to
exacerbate the erosion situation. The analysis should evaluate the impacts on the surrounding
neighborhoods that would result from tree removal from and destabilization of sand hills. (Karin
Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The EIR must study past erosion sites in the Natural Areas and evaluate the SNRAMP for its
potential to cause further erosion in the future. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

EIR Recommendations

The EIR will address these comments by including information on the measures outlined in the
SNRAMP that are intended to minimize erosion during tree and vegetation removal activities, such
as the Best Management Practices that are proposed in the SNRAMP. Additionally, we will
incorporate our assessment of erosion effects that was presented in the Initial Study.
2.19

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Comments

•

Regarding E.13, Geology and Soils, impacts once the projects are in place should be addressed in
the EIR. At Pine Lake, off-leash dogs cause erosion that destroys restoration sites. Dog and feral
cat waste causes soil and water contamination. These impacts also likely occur at Buena Vista
Park, Lake Merced, and McLaren Park. (Golden Gate Audubon Society)
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•

To what extent are Laguna Salada, Horse Stable Pond, and their associated wetlands created,
recharged, or enhanced by irrigation at Sharp Park Golf Course? (San Francisco Public Golf
Alliance)

•

How would complete cessation of irrigation at Sharp Park Golf Course affect the salinity of
Laguna Salada, Horse Stable Pond, and their associated wetlands? (San Francisco Public Golf
Alliance)

•

How would reduced irrigation at Sharp Park Golf Course affect salinity of Laguna Salada, Horse
Stable Pond, and their associated wetlands? What are the effects in low-rainfall months vs. highrainfall months? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

What effect does groundwater generated by Sharp Park Golf Course irrigation have on the
hydrostatic pressure affecting the seawall? How would complete cessation of irrigation at Sharp
Park Golf Course affect the strength and/or integrity of the seawall? How would reduced
irrigation at Sharp Park Golf Course affect the strength and/or integrity of the seawall? What are
the effects in low-rainfall months vs. high-rainfall months? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

Address the proposed project impacts on drainage patterns and flood hazards within the Sharp
Park area. Analyze the risk of flood hazard on Sharp Park and adjacent residential areas. (City of
Pacifica)

•

Address the impacts of sea-level rise on the western portion of Sharp Park. (Celeste Langille)

•

Address runoff impacts that would result from tree removal at Mount Sutro Forest. (Morley
Singer)

•

Consider flooding in the EIR—flooding impact, including out into the neighborhood and
proposed methods to prevent flooding in all three of the scenarios. (Rabine Runneals)

•

Consider the impacts of the storm drainage system off Sharp Park Road, you know, the golf
course area. (Mike Pacelli)

•

Address the impacts of herbicides on groundwater. (Morley Singer)

•

Address the increase in water consumption that would be required for the native plantings.
(Morley Singer)

•

The removal of 18,500 nonnative trees has the potential to significantly change drainage patterns
in many Natural Areas because many are steep hills and canyons. The EIR must evaluate the
impact of tree removal on existing drainage patterns in all Natural Areas. (Karin Hu, Mary
McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

Provide details on the drainage from Horse Stable Pond to the beach, including water level of
the outflow pipe, pump capacity, pump condition, water level and capacity of the gravity outflow
line, and the operational status of the gravity outflow line. (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

EIR Recommendations

The EIR will address these comments by including information from the Laguna Salada hydrology
study in the EIR and including information on expected sea level rise related to global climate
change. Additionally, available information on the amount and type of herbicides used in the Natural
Areas will be used to evaluate potential groundwater impacts from herbicides.
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2.20

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Comments

•

As of May 2009, what aerial spraying is permitted by law for control of mosquito larvae and
adults? What aerial spraying is conducted at Sharp Park for control of mosquito larvae and
adults, including timing and seasonality? Describe any other mosquito control measures used at
Sharp Park. What is the effect of mosquito control measures on the California red-legged frog
population? What is the effect of mosquito control measures on residential neighbors of Sharp
Park? (San Francisco Public Golf Alliance)

•

Address the impacts of herbicide application on people, animals, and insects. (Denise Lapins)

•

The EIR must address the adverse impacts of herbicide application needed to control the spread
of nonnative plants that results from poor maintenance of the Natural Areas. (San Francisco
Dog Owners Group)

•

Address the use of hazardous materials for controlling mosquitoes and what you use to keep the
mosquitoes down when you increase the number and size of ponds and things like that. (San
Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

The proposed activities at Laguna Salada, such as changes to the depth, shape, and vegetation,
would result in the development of mosquitoes, which would necessitate the application of
pesticides. The staff of the San Mateo Mosquito and Vector Control District would like to work
with the Planning Department during the design phase to ensure that changes at the Laguna
Salada minimize the potential for mosquito development. (San Mateo Mosquito and Vector
Control District)

•

The EIR must address the adverse impacts of creating habitat that encourages mosquito
breeding, increasing the public health risk from West Nile Virus. (San Francisco Dog Owners
Group)

•

How will mosquitoes be controlled? (Rabine Runneals)

•

Address the impact of increasing mosquito breeding in EIR. That’s a real problem at Sharp Park.
(San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

Expanding the wetland will enhance mosquito breeding and will create an uncontrollable
situation, knowing that a recent court ruling bans the San Mateo County Mosquito and Vector
Abatement District from spraying pesticides to kill adult mosquitoes. (Suzanne Valente)

•

Leaving tree stumps on the ground would create an ideal breeding medium for treehole
mosquitoes, as well as other types of mosquitoes. The western treehole mosquito is the primary
vector of dog and cat heartworm in California. (Suzanne Valente)

•

Address the impacts of prohibiting pesticides use on mosquito populations, especially the
mosquito carrying the West Nile Virus. The EIR should analyze the impacts of herbicide use on
wildlife in the Natural Areas. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

There is no evidence of significant advantage of native trees to resist fire. The Mount Sutro
Forest captures moisture from the fog, and tree removal has the potential to dry out this area
and alter the wind patterns. Tree removal has the potential to increase fire hazard on the homes
near the Mount Sutro Forest. (Morley Singer)
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•

The restored landscape of native grassland and dune scrub is not less flammable than the
nonnative that would be removed. (Karin Hu, Mary McAllister, Nancy Wuerfel)

•

The EIR must address the adverse impacts on adjacent homes should prescribed burning escape
control. (San Francisco Dog Owners Group)

•

The track record for the use of prescribed burns to support restoration efforts indicates that they
can burn out of control. The EIR should analyze fire hazards and the use of prescribed burns.
(Suzanne Valente)

•

The Natural Areas Program should address public safety issues in detail at every park, especially
at Sharp Park. (Suzanne Valente)

•

Additionally, the Natural Areas Program park proposal ignores the serious public safety issues
that should be addressed, especially at Sharp Park. An EIR must cover the public safety issues
for humans at every park in detail, as well as provide substantial, reliable, scientific evidence to
justify the proposed ecosystem changes. (Suzanne Valente)

•

Consider hazardous waste in the EIR. Hazardous waste and materials should be considered
because the Natural Areas Program has used pesticides to control invasive species. (Nancy
Stafford)

•

Toxic lead in the soil east of Highway One is a concern and should be addressed. The possibility
of the lead leaching into the groundwater, the stream in the canyon, and flowing to Laguna
Salada wetlands would result in the contamination of the sites that the Management Plan intends
to restore. (Suzanne Valente)

•

Removal of nonnative plants and trees would enhance habitat for small mammals that carry ticks
and cause the spread of Lyme disease in the residential neighborhood. (Suzanne Valente)

EIR Recommendations

The EIR will address the potential increase in mosquitoes as a result of the proposed project.
Further, the analysis will include the recommendations of the staff of the San Mateo Mosquito and
Vector Control District, following consultation on the best measures to limit potential growth of the
mosquito population in Laguna Salada. Impacts of using herbicides on the local population, on
wildlife, and on groundwater will also be analyzed. The EIR will also address the potential fire
hazards that would result from removing trees. Public safety within the Natural Areas will also be
addressed. The level of toxic lead in the soil east of Highway One and the potential of lead flowing to
Laguna Salada will be analyzed in the EIR. The EIR will also assess the potential spread of lime
disease from enhancing the habitat for small mammals that carry ticks.
2.21

MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES
No comments were received on this topic.

2.22

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
No comments were received on this topic.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Fragments of unique plant and animal habitats within San Francisco and Pacifica, known as Significant
Natural Resource Areas (Natural Areas), have been preserved within parks that are managed by the San
Francisco Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD). In the late 1990s, the SFRPD developed a Natural
Areas Program to protect and manage these Natural Areas for the natural and human values they
provide. The Natural Areas Program mission is to preserve, restore, and enhance the remnant Natural
Areas and to promote environmental stewardship of these areas. On January 19, 1995, the San Francisco
Recreation and Park Commission approved the first Significant Natural Resource Areas Management
Plan (SNRAMP).

Over the course of several years, the SFRPD developed a new SNRAMP, with the final draft plan
published in February 2006 and based on the 1995 plan. This SNRAMP contains detailed information on
the biology, geology, and trails within 31 Natural Areas, 30 of which are in San Francisco and one (Sharp
Park) is in Pacifica. The SNRAMP is intended to guide natural resource protection, habitat restoration,
trail and access improvements, other capital projects, and maintenance activities over the next 20 years.
A detailed project description can be found in the Initial Study attached to this Notice of Preparation.
FINDING

This project may have a significant effect on the environment and an Environmental Impact Report is
required. This determination is based upon the criteria of the State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15063
(Initial Study), 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), and 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance),
and for the reasons documented in the Environmental Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is

attached.
PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS

Pursuant to the State of California Public Resources Code Section 21083.9 and California Environmental
Quality Act Guidelines Section 15206, two public scoping meeting will be held to receive oral comments
concerning the scope of the EIR. These meetings will be held on Tuesday, May 12, from 6:30 pm to 9:30

pm at County Fair Building Auditorium in Golden Gate Park (9th Avenue and Lincoln Way) and
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW NOTICE

Notice is hereby given to the general public of the following actions under the Environmental
Review Process. Review of the documents concerning these projects can be arranged by calling (415)
558‐6378 and asking for the staff person indicated.

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF EIR
The initial evaluation conducted by the Planning Department determined that the following project(s)
may have significant effects on the environment and that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be
prepared.
Case No. 2005.1912E: Significant Natural Resources Areas Management Plan
In February 2006, the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department developed the Significant Natural
Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP), addressing 31 Natural Areas in San Francisco and
Pacifica. The SNRAMP guides natural resource protection, habitat restoration, trail and access
improvements, other capital projects, and maintenance over the next 20 years.
The SNRAMP delineates Natural Areas into management area categories and proscribes both general
management activities for all Natural Areas and activities for each Natural Area [RANGE].
Notice is hereby given to the general public as follows:
1)

A Notice of Preparation of an EIR was published on April 22, 2009 by the Planning Department
in connection with this project.

2)

An Initial Study in connection with this project has now been prepared by the Planning
Department. A copy of the report can be obtained for public review and comment at the
Planning Department offices at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor Planning Information Center. The
report can also be viewed on‐line starting April 22, 2009 at www.sfgov.org/planning. Referenced
materials are available for review by appointment at the Planning Department’s office at 1650
Mission Street, 4th Floor. (Call 575‐9018 to schedule an appointment.)
3) Public scoping meetings will be held to receive oral comments concerning the scope of the EIR on
Tuesday, May 12, from 6:30 pm to 9:30 pm at County Fair Building Auditorium in Golden Gate
Park (9th Avenue and Lincoln Way) and Thursday, May 14, from 6:30 pm to 9:30 pm at Pedro
Point Firehouse in Pacifica (1227 Danmann Avenue).
4) Public comments concerning the scope of the EIR will be accepted from April 22, 2009 to 5:00
p.m. on May 26, 2009. Mail written comments to the San Francisco Planning Department, Attn.
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Significant Natural Areas Management Plan NOP/IS,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103.
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PUBLIC NOTICE
Availability of a Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report for Natural Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.1912E
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) has been issued by the San Francisco Planning Department in
connection with this project. A copy of the NOP is available for public review at the Planning
Department offices at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor Planning Information Counter. The NOP is also
available at the Planning Department web site: http://www.sfgov.org/planning/mea.
Project Description:
Fragments of unique plant and animal habitats within San Francisco and Pacifica, known as Significant
Natural Resource Areas (Natural Areas), have been preserved within the parks that are managed by
the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD). In the late 1990s, the SFRPD developed a
Natural Areas Program to protect and manage these Natural Areas for the natural and human values
they provide. The Natural Areas Program mission is to preserve, restore, and enhance the remnant
Natural Areas and to promote environmental stewardship of these areas. On January 19, 1995, the San
Francisco Recreation and Park Commission approved the first Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan (SNRAMP).
Over the course of several years, the SFRPD developed a new SNRAMP, with the final draft plan
published in February 2006 and based on the 1995 plan. This SNRAMP contains detailed information
on the biology, geology, and trails within 31 Natural Areas, 30 of which are in San Francisco and one
(Sharp Park) is in Pacifica. The SNRAMP is intended to guide natural resource protection, habitat
restoration, trail and access improvements, other capital projects, and maintenance activities over the
next 20 years.
The SNRAMP delineates the acreage within each Natural Area into management area categories based
on the management priority—MA‐1, MA‐2, and MA‐3. The management area categories represent
differing levels of sensitivity, species presence, and habitat complexity. The SNRAMP proscribes both
general management activities that apply to all Natural Areas and management activities specific to
each Natural Area.
A detailed project description can be found in the Initial Study that is attached to the NOP.
Public Scoping Process:
Pursuant to the State of California Public Resources Code Section 21083.9 and California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15206, two public scoping meetings will be held to
receive oral comments concerning the scope of the EIR. These meetings will be held on Tuesday, May
12, from 6:30 pm to 9:30 pm at County Fair Building Auditorium in Golden Gate Park (9th Avenue
and Lincoln Way) and Thursday, May 14, from 6:30 pm to 9:30 pm at Pedro Point Firehouse in
Pacifica (1227 Danmann Avenue). Written comments will also be accepted at this meeting and until
the close of business on May 26, 2009. Written comments should be sent to Bill Wycko, San Francisco

www.sfplanning.org

Planning Department, Natural Areas Management Plan, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco,
CA 94103.
If you work for a responsible State agency, we need to know the views of your agency regarding the
scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to your agency’s statutory
responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to use the EIR when
considering a permit or other approval for this project. Please include the name of a contact person in
your agency.
If you have any questions about the environmental review of the proposed project, please call Jessica
Range at 415‐575‐9018.
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Appendix B
Scoping Meeting Materials

May 12 Scoping Meeting

Agenda
Natural Areas Management Plan Environmental Impact Report
Public Scoping Meeting

County Fair Building Auditorium, Golden Gate Park
Tuesday, May 12, 6:30 PM

I.

II.

Introduction
• Meeting logistics
• Introductions to EIR Preparers and Project Sponsor
o Jessica Range – SF Planning Department (EIR Coordinator)
o Sarah Jones‐ SF Planning Department (EIR Supervisor)
o Daniel LaForte – San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (Project Sponsor)
o John Bock – Tetra Tech (EIR Consultant)
• Purpose of meeting
• Meeting format
Brief Overview of Proposed Project
• Questions on the proposed project

III.

Summary of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Process
• Notice of Preparation/IS (30‐day public review period)
• Scoping Meeting
• Draft EIR (45‐day public review period, Planning Commission hearing)
• Comments and Responses Document (approx. 14‐day review)
• Final EIR Certification (Planning Commission hearing)
• Questions on the CEQA Process

IV.

Public Comment
• Comments on environmental review issues from speakers who fill out a speaker card
• Time limit for each speaker

V.

Final Reminders
• Submit written comments to Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, by close of business,
May 26, 2009.
• If you have questions or comments regarding the proposed project and the environmental
process, please contact Jessica Range at (415) 575‐9018.

www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Planning Department
EIR Public Scoping Meeting Written Comment Form
Natural Areas Management Plan
Case # 2005.1912E
If you wish to submit written comments on the above project, you may do so on this sheet
(although use of this form is not required). Please submit written comments at today’s public
scoping meeting, or by mail to Bill Wycko, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103. All comments must be submitted no later than 5
P.M., May 26, 2009.
Write your comments regarding the environmental review for the project here. Use the back of the sheet or
additional pages if necessary.

Name:
Organization (if any):
Address:
E‐mail Address:

www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Planning Department
Speaker Card

To aid in the preparation of minutes or a transcript, you are requested, but not required, to
provide this information:
Please PRINT then give to meeting moderator
Please provide a phonetic pronunciation guide to your name if necessary

Name:
Organization (if any):
Address:
E‐mail Address:

San Francisco Planning Department
Speaker Card

To aid in the preparation of minutes or a transcript, you are requested, but not required, to
provide this information:
Please PRINT then give to meeting moderator
Please provide a phonetic pronunciation guide to your name if necessary

Name:
Organization (if any):
Address:
E‐mail Address:

May 14 Scoping Meeting

Agenda
Natural Areas Management Plan Environmental Impact Report
Public Scoping Meeting

Pedro Point Firehouse, Pacifica
Thursday, May 14, 6:30 PM

I.

II.

Introduction
• Meeting logistics
• Introductions to EIR Preparers and Project Sponsor
o Jessica Range – SF Planning Department (EIR Coordinator)
o Sarah Jones‐ SF Planning Department (EIR Supervisor)
o Daniel LaForte – San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (Project Sponsor)
o John Bock – Tetra Tech (EIR Consultant)
• Purpose of meeting
• Meeting format
Brief Overview of Proposed Project
• Questions on the proposed project

III.

Summary of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Process
• Notice of Preparation/IS (30‐day public review period)
• Scoping Meeting
• Draft EIR (45‐day public review period, Planning Commission hearing)
• Comments and Responses Document (approx. 14‐day review)
• Final EIR Certification (Planning Commission hearing)
• Questions on the CEQA Process

IV.

Public Comment
• Comments on environmental review issues from speakers who fill out a speaker card
• Time limit for each speaker

V.

Final Reminders
• Submit written comments to Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, by close of business,
May 26, 2009.
• If you have questions or comments regarding the proposed project and the environmental
process, please contact Jessica Range at (415) 575‐9018.

www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Planning Department
EIR Public Scoping Meeting Written Comment Form
Natural Areas Management Plan
Case # 2005.1912E
If you wish to submit written comments on the above project, you may do so on this sheet
(although use of this form is not required). Please submit written comments at today’s public
scoping meeting, or by mail to Bill Wycko, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103. All comments must be submitted no later than 5
P.M., May 26, 2009.
Write your comments regarding the environmental review for the project here. Use the back of the sheet or
additional pages if necessary.

Name:
Organization (if any):
Address:
E‐mail Address:

www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Planning Department
Speaker Card

To aid in the preparation of minutes or a transcript, you are requested, but not required, to
provide this information:
Please PRINT then give to meeting moderator
Please provide a phonetic pronunciation guide to your name if necessary

Name:
Organization (if any):
Address:
E‐mail Address:

San Francisco Planning Department
Speaker Card

To aid in the preparation of minutes or a transcript, you are requested, but not required, to
provide this information:
Please PRINT then give to meeting moderator
Please provide a phonetic pronunciation guide to your name if necessary

Name:
Organization (if any):
Address:
E‐mail Address:
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2
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3

MS. RANGE:

All right.

Good evening, ladies and

4

gentlemen.

5

Management Plan Environmental Impact Report Scoping

6

Meeting.

Welcome to the Significant Natural Areas

7

Tonight, let me just start with the logistics.

8

have restrooms located right there to your left, and

9

then we also have a drinking fountain.

10

beverages in the back.

11

that's in case we need to leave quickly.

12

We

We also have

And there's four exits, and

So, tonight I hope when you came in you signed in

13

and got a copy of -- we have an agenda.

14

the Notice of Preparation, the one-page notice that we

15

sent out.

16

will help you when we give our presentation on CEQA.

17

also have a comment form so that you can make written

18

comments to us tonight.

19

May 26th at 5:00 p.m., close of business.

20

We also have a speaker card.

We also have

We also have a CEQA Process Flow Chart; that
We

We are accepting comments until

So, if you have not

21

done so, and you would like to speak tonight, please get

22

a speaker card from our ladies over there, and fill it

23

out and give it back to them, and we'll be calling

24

people by the speaker card.

25

All right.

I'm going to introduce myself.

I'm

4

1

Jessica Range.

2

San Francisco Planning Department.

3
4

I'm the EIR Coordinator with the

This is Sarah Jones.

She's the EIR Supervisor.

She's also with the Planning Department.

5

Then we have Dawn Kamalanathan.

She's with Rec &

6

Park.

7

we have Lisa Wayne with Rec & Park.

8

Gillespie helping us with the scoping meeting this

9

evening.

10

We also have Daniel LaForte with Rec & Park, and
And we have Kate

The purpose of this meeting is to take public

11

comment on the scope of the environmental review for the

12

Natural Areas Management Plan, and we'll get a little

13

bit more into what "environmental review" means.

14

talk to you about the CEQA process.

15

We'll

Tonight, we're going to present a brief overview

16

of the proposed project, the Natural Areas Plan, and

17

we'll take comments at that time on -- or not comments,

18

questions.

19

project is, we'll take questions then.

20

give you an overview of the CEQA process, explain where

21

we are, and we'll take questions on CEQA at that time.

22

Then, we will open it up to public comment.

23

If you have some questions on what the
We will then

And we do have a court reporter here to take

24

public -- to help record the comments, so if you can

25

please state your name when you speak, that would really

5

1

be helpful for us.

2

And then just a reminder:

We'll be taking public

3

comments until May 26th, close of business, and if you

4

have any questions, you can contact myself, Jessica

5

Range.

6

I also have business cards.

7

We will have my contact information up there, or

So, with that, I'm going to turn it over to Lisa

8

Wayne, who will be giving you the overview of the

9

project.

10

MS. WAYNE:

11

Thanks, everyone, for coming out.

12

Again, My name is Lisa Wayne, from the Recreation

13
14

Can everybody hear me okay?

Great.

and Park Department Natural Areas Program.
Here we are again, and it's kind of unusual to not

15

have an overflow room when Natural Areas is on the

16

agenda, but we're glad you're all here today.

17

So, I'm tasked with basically talking about the

18

management plan:

19

little bit of the conclusions.

20

haven't been involved in this process for a while, it

21

will give you some background information.

22

Do I have some kind of clicker or --

23

Okay.

a little bit of the history and a
For those of you who

So, natural areas -- natural areas are

24

remnants of San Francisco's heritage -- natural

25

heritage, and they contain wetlands, and creeks, and

6

1

sand dunes and oak woodlands, as well as urban forests,

2

and scrub environments, and grasslands.

3

rare, and endangered, and unique species.

4

have a habit for wildlife:

5

species -- birds, butterflies, lizards, snakes, and

6

things like that; and they also offer recreational

7

amenities, so benches, viewing, a respite from the city,

8

nature trails, and opportunities for environmental

9

stewardship.

10

They contain
They also

a number of common wildlife

There are 32 natural areas in -- that are going to

11

be covered by the EIR.

12

but since the time of the publication of the Management

13

Plan in February 2006, we discovered another very small

14

natural area, known as the Everson/Digby Lots, kind of

15

near -- in the central part of the city near Billy Goat

16

Hill and Fairmount Park.

17

under an acre to a few hundred acres, and as you can see

18

all of the green spots around the map there, they're

19

spread throughout the city, as well as in Sharp Park in

20

the city of Pacifica in San Mateo County.

21

The management plan covers 31,

And these places range from

Natural areas acreage, there's some 1,105 acres

22

covered under the Natural Areas Management Plan.

23

237 of those are in Pacifica, the remainder of those are

24

in San Francisco.

25

land versus water mass, and then the proportions of

About

And you can see the breakdowns of

7

1

Recreation and Park Department land that is made up of

2

these natural areas.

3

The Natural Areas Program began in 1997 when a

4

number of civic, and environmental, and community

5

organizations lobbied the Recreation and Park

6

Department, and then General Manager Joel Robinson, to

7

initiate a community-based restoration program.

8

essentially, since that time, the staff has grown from

9

one to nine at this point in time with a mission to

And

10

preserve, and restore, and enhance remnant natural areas

11

through community-based stewardship.

12

So, part of the initial selling the program to our

13

department was to say:

14

volunteers and community members involved in this work.

15

And, on average, we work with about 13,000 volunteer

16

hours per year doing habitat restoration, erosion

17

control, trail maintenance, and everything else you can

18

imagine in natural areas.

19

You can get lots and lots of

The background now on the plan itself, you could

20

almost see it back to 1991 with the adoption of the open

21

space element of the General Plan, which is Policy 2.13,

22

which is now being actually revised to some extent, and

23

that plan identifies some basic policy decisions around

24

natural areas:

25

should be managed, that they should be -- you know,

that they should be preserved, that they

8

1

recreational opportunities should be allowed as long as

2

they're in keeping with the natural environment.

3

In 1995, our commission adopted the Significant

4

Natural Resource Areas Management Plan, and the

5

development of the plan that we're discussing today as

6

the project for the environmental review really began in

7

1998, and it was a -- it's a refinement of that 1995

8

plan.

9

for a good long decade now as a department.

10

So, as you can see, we've been working on this

There's a number of other relevant plans that are

11

also considered, and you can read more about them in the

12

plan itself.

13
14
15

So, the -- did he get the keys -- no, I'm sorry.
Before.

One more.

Okay, yeah.

So, actually, when this slide was done, it was

16

eight years to develop.

17

years to develop.

18

Now, I guess, we can say 10

There's been a number of drafts.

In 2002, the

19

citizen task force draft was released, and there are a

20

number of advisory committees that evaluated it.

21

In June 2005, the public draft -- hit it again, if

22

you would, John -- the public draft was released in

23

2005, and there was a six-week comment period, three

24

major workshops that took place around this plan, and

25

2,700 comments were received on that plan.

And from

9

1

those comments then, the final draft was prepared in

2

February 2006, and it was approved by our commission as

3

the project to receive environmental review.

4

that's essentially where we are today.

5

So, now,

The "Management Plan Goals" -- there's a number of

6

goals that are outlined in there.

7

general categories:

8

education, research, stewardship, on down the line.

9

essentially, there are then different objectives within

There are kind of the

conservation and restoration,
And

10

those categories.

11

"Restoration and Conservation" category to prioritize

12

restoration work, to identify important wildlife areas,

13

and protect and improve them, for example, working with

14

local universities and schools to foster environmental

15

education, and research, and so on.

16

So, for example, it identifies in the

So, more specifically, some of the Management Plan

17

objectives -- I won't read through all these here,

18

because I think I only have 10 minutes -- but

19

essentially, develop an inventory, which we've done.

20

It's all in a geographic information system -- looks at

21

the plants that are found in that area, the wildlife,

22

the soils, the trails; develop recommendations for

23

improving wildlife habitat and sensitive species,

24

prioritize restoration activities, develop guidelines

25

for recreational uses, et cetera.

10

1

The organization of the plan, it's -- I forgot to

2

bring a copy -- it's about that big (indicating), and

3

it's organized by these chapters and numbers, and the

4

parenthesis give the chapter numbers.

5

introductory chapters really deal with:

6

setting right now?

7

these various places?

8
9

So, the
What's the

What's it look like on the ground in

And then general recommendations that apply to
many different natural areas, so having to do with, say,

10

for example, preserving breeding-bird habitat by

11

avoiding particular times of year for vegetation

12

removal.

13

And then what may be of most interest to everyone

14

is in Section 6, is every single natural area broken

15

down with recommendations.

16

plants, and animals, and trails, and other related

17

features.

18

And again, it has to do with

And as a way to prioritize the work for the

19

natural areas, we broke down each natural area into

20

management areas -- Management Areas 1, 2 and 3.

21

the Management Area 1 are the most sensitive, so they

22

would contain your rare, and endangered, and unique

23

species; Management Area 3 would be your least

24

sensitive.

25

staff, 1100 acres, 13,000 volunteer hours.

And

So, this is a way to prioritize, again, nine
You can kind

11

1

of do the math.

2

prioritization, so that's built into the plan.

3

It's really important to have a

And so, if you look in the naturalist plan at the

4

end of each chapter, you'll find what's known as the

5

"Management Area and Trail Plan Map."

6

little bit hard to see in this, but you can see this is

7

Mount Davidson.

8

those red, gold and green colors that correspond to

9

those MA1's, MA2's, and MA3's.

10

And so -- it's a

The whole land mass is broken down into

And each of the charts themselves that are on this

11

page will outline a summary of the actions that would

12

happen in each one of those specific polygons.

13

So, what I like to say to people is, "If you don't

14

want to read the" -- I forgot what it is -- "800-page

15

report, and you're interested in a particular set of

16

natural areas, this is the place you want to go, the

17

last page of each chapter."

18

So, in general, just kind of summarizing overall

19

what the plan talks about, particularly focusing in on

20

impact areas and summaries of more, say, controversial

21

items, if you will, in the category of trees and

22

vegetation, the plan identifies places for the

23

reintroduction of sensitive species for local

24

conservation purposes, and those are listed species as

25

well as locally significant ones; reduction of invasive

12

1

plant cover, revegetation and replacement of trees and

2

vegetation where invasive species are removed.

3

So, in the category of invasive trees, this is

4

primarily the Tasmanian Blue Gum, and we've estimated

5

that there's something like 64,000 invasive trees in

6

these natural areas.

7

Again, that's an estimate.

The plan identifies approximately 3400 of those to

8

be removed.

9

percent of them, essentially, to remain.

These numbers are rounded, and so, 95
And in

10

Pacifica, in the upper watershed, where you've got much

11

higher, in many ways, conservation value, the

12

recommended numbers of trees to remove are much higher,

13

so 28 percent of the trees in the upper watershed.

14

In the category of "Animals and Wildlife," there's

15

"Improving Habitat for Sensitive Species."

16

there's people from Pacifica here, and we have a couple

17

of very important sensitive species down there, but,

18

also, it talks about more common species that we really

19

don't find anymore in San Francisco or in very few

20

places, like the Pacific Horse Frog.

21

So, I know

Improving wildlife habitat, protecting nesting

22

sites, and, to a certain extent, to modify -- to

23

maintain but modify the off-leash dog use in parks.

24
25

Then "Trails and Access," we mapped approximately
40 miles of trails in a one-square-mile land mass, if

13

1

you can put your head around that.

2

identifies roughly 30 miles of those trails to remain,

3

and about -- you can't see it very well, but the red

4

says, "Social trails to close 10.3 miles."

5

percent of the social trails to close.

6

And the plan

So, about 25

And social trails are shortcuts off of major

7

trails, maybe they lead from people's backyards.

8

often go straight up and down hills and have issues

9

about erosion and -- and whatnot.

10
11
12
13

They

And then 1.1 miles of

new trail.
So, that is kind of the quick-and-dirty in my ten
minutes.
The Management Plan is online on our website on

14

SFNAP.org.

15

Management Plan," and it's broken down by chapter, so if

16

you're interested in a particular natural area, say like

17

Glen Canyon, you can just click on "Glen Canyon" and see

18

what the recommendations are, including the maps.

19
20
21

You click on "Natural Areas 20-Year

That's it.

Are there any questions about my

presentation or the Management Plan?
MS. KAMALANATHAN:

Good evening, everyone.

My

22

name is Dawn Kamalanathan.

23

for the Recreation and Park Department, and I'm actually

24

here today just to give a brief update on some

25

legislation that many of you, or some of you, might be

I'm the Planning Director

14

1

aware of and have some questions on that's been working

2

its way through the Board of Supervisors over the past

3

week and actually passed at its second reading at the

4

full Board of Supervisors.

5

This legislation that was introduced by Supervisor

6

Mirkarimi directs the Recreation and Park Department

7

over the next three months to develop three concept

8

plans for the golf course at Sharp Park, and those three

9

concept plans, one is keeping the existing 18-hole golf,

10

the second is a partial -- a 9-hole golf course, and

11

then some partial restoration of natural habitat, and

12

the third concept plan is the elimination of golf as a

13

use at Sharp Park.

14

The legislation further directs that the

15

Department continue to explore with the GGNRA, and also

16

consult with the City of Pacifica and County of San

17

Mateo, to explore options for transferring the property

18

to one of those entities over the long term.

19
20
21

So, I wanted to just kind of give an update on
that legislation and where we are with it.
We are moving forward with this analysis, and we

22

hope to present to the Rec/Park Commission and the Board

23

of Supervisors our findings at the end of the summer.

24

But it's important, I think, for folks to understand

25

that any direction that the Board of Supervisors or

15

1

Rec/Park Commission gave to the Department with respect

2

to converting the golf course in whole or in part would

3

be addressed through a separate environmental review

4

process from this Significant Natural Resource Areas

5

Management Plan.

6

issues will be addressed through a separate

7

environmental review process should the Board and/or

8

Rec/Park Commission feel it's appropriate to give us

9

direction to pursue a change of use at the golf course.

10
11

So, just to make that clear, those

So, I wanted to make that announcement.
Great.

12

MS. JONES:

13

without the microphone.

14

Okay.

Sara Jones.

Hi, I'm Sarah Jones.

I think I'll keep going

I work for the Planning

15

Department, and the reason that we are involved with

16

this process right now in Planning is that the

17

San Francisco Planning Department is charged with

18

conducting environmental review on all projects, public

19

and private, within the city of San Francisco or under

20

the jurisdiction of San Francisco.

21

So, we're moving on now into the discussion about

22

why we're here tonight, which is the environmental

23

impact report being prepared on the Natural Areas

24

Program.

25

We'll go -- and what I'm going to describe to you

16

1

is just a little bit about what the California

2

Environmental Quality Act is meant to accomplish and

3

what you can expect to see out of this process.

4

So, the reason that CEQA exists, the purpose of

5

CEQA, is to provide information to decision-makers about

6

potential environmental effects of any kinds of

7

projects.

8

and it is meant to provide the information that

9

decision-makers need.

10

It is meant to be an informational document,

Completing a document, an environmental document,

11

under CEQA, does not indicate any type of approval or

12

disapproval of a project; it is simply providing

13

information and public disclosure of the environmental

14

effects of a project.

15
16
17

So, what do we look at under CEQA?

What topics

are we going to analyze?
You see here a list of 18 -- or 17, separate topic

18

areas that we are required to analyze.

19

this out for us in their guidelines that -- called the

20

"California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines," the

21

CEQA guidelines, and that is the State document that

22

guides us in our work.

23

The State sets

We have, I believe, some copies of our checklist

24

that we use.

25

areas that are covered, we have several questions that

Basically, within each of these topic

17

1

we need to answer on -- in terms -- in order to identify

2

the potential areas in which a project might have

3

impact.

4

Some of you might have seen the initial study that

5

was prepared for the Natural Resource Area Program.

6

Several of these topic areas were what we call, "scoped

7

out" in that initial study.

8

us to do is say -- we go through our entire checklist

9

and determine what areas do not have potential

What that document allows

10

significant environmental effects, and, you know, put

11

out the disclosure about that, and then that allows us

12

to then focus the actual environmental impact report on

13

the significant impact, so we don't have to get into the

14

issues that really aren't pertinent to a particular

15

project.

16

This is an interesting process -- just as a side

17

note, this is an interesting process for those of us in

18

the Planning Department, because, I'm sure, as you can

19

imagine, most of the projects we're looking at are

20

buildings and projects where we're not too concerned

21

about things like biological resources or other topics

22

that are generally not pertinent in San Francisco, so,

23

that has been an interesting project for us to be

24

working on.

25

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

I have a quick question on

18

1

that slide.

2

MS. JONES:

3

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

4

Uh-huh.

looks all of those 18 issues?

5

MS. JONES:

6

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

7

MS. JONES:

8

Yes.
And answers them?

And answers a number -- there's

several questions within each of those issue areas.

9

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

10

study?

11

items?

12

Is that what an EIR does,

What about the initial

Does that still -- does that go over those 18

MS. JONES:

It does go over the 18 items, but for

13

some of the items, it says there are potentially

14

significant impacts.

15

So, for some of the items -- and you can see our initial

16

study either online, we have a copy here, and you can

17

get copies from us, and you'll see --

18

We're looking at that in the EIR.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

19

EIR, we don't get that.

20

MS. JONES:

But if they don't do an

You could stop now.

No, we can't stop now.

We can't -- we

21

can't because we've determined that there are

22

potentially significant environmental impacts from this

23

project, so, under CEQA, we are required to analyze

24

those in the EIR.

25

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

So you'll be doing a full

19

1

EIR?

2

MS. JONES:

3

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

4

MS. JONES:

5

In a mitigated negative declaration, you go

6

through the same initial study, but under one of those,

7

you determine that all potentially-significant impacts

8

can be mitigated to a level of less-than-significant.

9

So, you have specific measures that you put into place

10
11

Yes.
And not a mitigated?

Not a mitigated negative declaration.

to say, you know, "This will reduce these impacts."
If you can come to that conclusion in your initial

12

study, then you can go ahead and issue what's called a

13

"mitigated negative declaration."

14

We did not come to that conclusion in this initial

15

study, so that is why we put out a notice that said we

16

are preparing an environmental impact report on this

17

project.

18

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

19

MS. JONES:

20

UNIDENTIIED SPEAKER:

And that's here today.

Yeah, that's what we're doing here.
And you mentioned that some

21

things were eliminated for consideration.

22

those 17 things were eliminated?

23

MS. JONES:

Which of

I am going to let Jessica answer that

24

question, or John.

25

head, so I don't want to say something incorrect.

I don't remember off the top of my

20

1
2
3
4
5

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

And on the list that is

there, where is forestry?
MS. JONES:

Forestry would come under "Biological

Resources."
MR. BOCK:

So, actually, most of the resource

6

areas, because of things like public services, and

7

mineral and energy resources, just aren't even germane

8

to the topic.

9

being carried forward into the EIR are land-use and

10

So, the six areas that are right now

land-use planning.

11

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

12

MS. JONES:

13

MR. BOCK:

Yeah.

Can you speak up?

Why don't you --

So, the first topic area that's being

14

carried forward into the EIR is number one on the list,

15

land-use and land-use planning, and that provides some

16

of the general context for these actions that are taking

17

place both for the property itself as well as

18

surrounding land uses for each of the natural areas.

19

We're also carrying forward cultural and

20

paleontological resources, and further down the list

21

we're looking at recreation, because that is a central

22

component of the management of the natural areas; also

23

looking at biological resources, hydrology, and water

24

quality.

25

of the other topic areas that wasn't a focus of the

And then, I believe, cumulative impacts is one

21

1

initial study that will be addressed in detail in the

2

EIR.

3

MS. JONES:

I also want to add that if, upon

4

review of the initial study, you feel that we have, you

5

know, missed something or come to -- you know, if you

6

don't agree with the conclusion, or you think that we do

7

need to address a point in more detail, that's part of

8

the purpose of this scoping process.

9

this next step in the analysis.

10

We are scoping out

So, that's what -- you know, this is not set --

11

what we've said in the initial study is not the last

12

word on the topic.

13

MR. BOCK:

I would just add to what I said.

I

14

skipped over "Esthetics"; that's another one that we're

15

looking at, particularly with regard to the issue of

16

tree removal.

17

simulation to show where there are some of the

18

large-scale tree removals scheduled that will be part of

19

the EIR analysis as well.

20
21

So, we've been doing an initial

MS. JONES:

But these are questions

specifically -- or, generally, about the CEQA process --

22

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

23

MS. JONES:

There are questions, yes --

-- but if they're specific to the

24

environmental review on the project, I'd rather take

25

them in the scoping time, so --

22

1

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

Well, my question is:

When

2

you say "we" are doing this environmental review, in the

3

time the Department normally reviews the scope of

4

structures, this is an enormously complex subject --

5

MS. JONES:

6

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

7

who's doing it?

8

MS. JONES:

Right.

Is there a consultant or -We have a consultant.

9

the consultant, and John --

10

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

11

-- so when you say "we,"

Tetra Tech is

Who hired them, and what

are their qualifications -- special qualifications?

12

MS. JONES:

John Bock, who just spoke, is the

13

project manager from the consultant, and we reviewed

14

their qualifications and selected them for the work,

15

and, you know, you can -- we have detailed information

16

on their qualifications, and we have their proposal that

17

is available for review if you'd like to arrange to do

18

that.

19

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

20

search for other consultants or --

21

MS. JONES:

Was there a competitive

The consultant is actually chosen by

22

the Recreation and Park Department.

23

Department had input into it, but the consultants

24

are -- -- that's the responsibility of the project

25

sponsor, so that was -- so they managed that process.

The Planning

23

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

1
2

Did you give any specific

instructions to the consultant?

3

MS. JONES:

We gave specific -- once the

4

consultant is hired, we give specific direction.

5

work -- once the consultant is hired, then they're

6

essentially consulting to us, to the Planning

7

Department, and we give the direction to them as to the

8

scope and content of their work.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

9

We

And you tell them you'd

10

like to get through, and you want to cut down acres of

11

trees, and "You make this happen for us"?
MS. JONES:

12

No, that's not what -- that's not our

13

purpose here.

14

project that was defined that is being proposed by" --

15

in this case, a public agency.

16

project that is being proposed.

17

analysis of what the environmental impact of that would

18

be?"

19
20

What we're doing is, we say, "Here's the

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

We say, "This is the
Will you give us the

And how much does that

cost?

21

MS. JONES:

I don't recall the amount of the --

22

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

23

MS. JONES:

24

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

800,000.

25

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

Rec & Park is sponsoring

Who pays for it?

The Recreation and Park Department.

24

1
2

it, and they're hiring a consultant?
MS. JONES:

This is how the consultant contracts

3

are managed for the Planning Department.

4

agreement with the consultants that they are reporting

5

to us and not to the project sponsor.

6
7

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:
cost $800,000.

MS. JONES:

9

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

That sounds about right.

MS. JONES:

12

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

14
15
16
17
18

And that's coming from the

Park & Rec's budget?

11

13

Someone just said that it

Is that --

8

10

We have an

Yes.
And then you're cutting and

firing gardeners in Golden Gate Park?
MR. LA FORTE:

Sir, if you have no specific

questions about the content -UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

No, sir, I have a specific

question.
MR. LA FORTE:

My name's Daniel LaForte.

I'm a

19

planner with the Recreation and Park Department.

20

manage the RFP process for the Tetra Tech contract.

21

their RFP, we did look for special qualifications.

I
In

22

MS. JONES:

23

MR. LA FORTE:

24

So, we did go through that process, and we did bid

25

What's a RFP?
Request for Proposals.

out this project, and we did -- the Recreation and Park

25

1

Commission did award the contract to Tetra Tech in

2

October of 2007.

3

awarded was, I believe, $722,000.

4
5
6

The amount of the contract that was

I'd be happy to share that information with any of
you who ask for it.
Again, in the RFP, we did a request for specific

7

qualifications, and we were looking for specific

8

consultants that had a background in these kind of

9

issues.

And we felt that after reviewing Tetra Tech's

10

proposal, that they had met those qualifications and

11

were certainly qualified to do this work.

12

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

13

MS. JONES:

14

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

Thank you.

Next?
At this point, I just

15

wanted to clarify -- number 13 is "Geology and Soils."

16

One of the concerns in this program is about the erosion

17

that happens to be a part of the program, not because it

18

of it, but it just happens to be a part of it.

19

was really shocked to see that there's nothing

20

specifically checked off.

21

that does not rise to the level in doing all of the

22

proposed work, that geology doesn't have any --

23

MS. JONES:

And I

It is my understanding that

Well, that's actually -- that comment

24

is one to raise in the -- when we actually take the

25

scoping comments.

26

1
2
3

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

Obviously, it hasn't been

raised in any other way; is that correct?
MS. JONES:

It was analyzed in the initial study.

4

I don't recall off the top of my head what the

5

conclusion in the initial study was, as to whether it

6

was a --

7
8
9

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

I want to make sure,

because I'm curious.
MS. JONES:

The initial study reached the

10

conclusion that geology would not result in significant

11

impact.

12

then raise it in the scoping comments, and we'll revisit

13

the topic in the context of the EIR.

Again, if you disagree with that conclusion,

14

Yes?

15

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

16

Was number 15, the

"Hazardous Materials" --

17

THE REPORTER:

18

MS. JONES:

I can't hear her.

You know what?

Again, this is just

19

about the general CEQA process right now, because -- the

20

reason that I'm trying to hold it to that is that

21

there's a certain -- once the comments are made on the

22

scoping, that's what's in our record and that's what

23

we're dealing with, and we have to make sure we capture

24

everything, and also, that's a comment period.

25

So, I want to give people an opportunity to ask

27

1

questions about the general environmental review

2

process, but if you have specific issues about the

3

review for this project, the next item on the agenda

4

will be the opportunity to raise that.

5

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

I'm sorry.

Could you tell

6

us what numbers you're going to been covering?

7

going to be mentioned again?

8

MS. JONES:

9

MR. BOCK:

Yeah.

Is it

You know what --

Yeah, so there are -- the six topic

10

areas that are being carried forward in the EIR are

11

number one, land-use and land-use planning, number two,

12

esthetics, number four, cultural and paleontological

13

resources, number nine, recreation, number 12,

14

biological resources, number 14, hydrology and water

15

quality.

16

topics, we'll also be looking at the cumulative impact,

17

which will be looking at the impact of this project on

18

what other projects are happening around the natural

19

areas, and looking at the -- this total impact resulting

20

from this combined action.

21
22
23

And then outside of those specific resource

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

Wind and shadow is not

covered?
MR. BOCK:

Wind and shadow, and all the other ones

24

that I didn't mention, have all been screened out

25

through the initial study process as being less than

28

1

significant for -- less than significant and mitigable

2

impact through the -- that initial CEQA review process.

3

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

4

MS. JONES:

Okay.

Thank you.

Just to -- you know, just to add, it

5

is -- you know, if you want to take the opportunity, we

6

still have about two weeks left in the scoping process.

7

If you want to take the opportunity between now and the

8

end of the scoping period to review the initial study, I

9

know it's kind of onerous because it's a fairly thick

10

document, but the best way to -- the most effective way

11

to comment on the EIR scope is to review what the

12

conclusions were in the initial study, and if you do

13

that, you can submit your comments in writing.

14

no different weight given to written versus oral

15

comment, and you can -- you know, you can submit us a

16

dissertation in written comments, and -- there's no

17

limit.

18
19
20
21
22

There's

So, I definitely encourage people to take the full
opportunity that the scoping period offers to do that.
I'm going to move on and finish up this part, and
then we can get to your comments.
This outlines the steps in the CEQA process.

This

23

is a brief version of this handout, which is available

24

up at the front.

25

We are at the -- at the top bullet, there's a

29

1

"Notice of Preparation and Initial Study," and we are

2

holding this scoping meeting to provide people the

3

opportunity to comment orally if they wish to do so.

4

will take all of the comments that we receive during

5

this scoping period, both written and oral, and take

6

them into account in our preparation of the next

7

document that we're preparing, which is the draft

8

environmental impact report, and that's the document

9

where we go into detail on those potentially-significant

10

impacts, and discuss them, and look at alternatives to

11

the project that would reduce or avoid, you know, some

12

or all of the potentially-significant impacts.

We

13

We also have to look at a no-project alternative

14

in terms of what would result if this project does not

15

go forward.

16

We will publish that draft document, and everybody

17

will get notice when it's available, and there will be a

18

public hearing before the Planning Commission on that

19

document, and, again, another opportunity to submit

20

written comments, and then we take all of those comments

21

that are submitted on the draft EIR and respond to them

22

in writing in a comments and responses document, make

23

whatever changes to the EIR are needed, and that is --

24

that modified document with the responses is what is

25

brought to, again, the Planning Commission for

30

1
2

certification.
And by certifying an environmental document, what

3

the Planning Commission is declaring is that the

4

document is full, and complete, and prepared in

5

accordance with the requirements of CEQA.

6

it's not saying that it's a good project, or a bad

7

project, or a project that they think should be

8

approved; they're saying:

9

review.

10
11
12

So, again,

We did the environmental

So, those are the steps that we will be going
forward with over the next several months.
Here are some of the logistics.

I think all of

13

this information is available in one way or another up

14

at the front, but, again, you have until May 26th to

15

submit your comments.

16

available online.

17

way, you can get in touch with Jessica.

18

a copy or let you know where you can go to review one.

19

The Notice of Preparation is

If you don't have access to it that
She can get you

Also, as Lisa mentioned, you can go to the Natural

20

Area Program website to actually look at the plan

21

itself.

22

Your comments are sent to Bill Wyko.

He is the

23

Environmental Review Officer, so he's in charge of the

24

Major Environmental Analysis Division of the Planning

25

Department.

Send him your comments.

If you have any

31

1

questions, call Jessica.

2

And I think that about covers it.

3

Oh, and we'll just go over the -- how we'll

4

conduct the public comment period.

5

Again, the purpose of this public comment is to

6

get your comments onto the record, so we're not

7

responding to the comments; we're just taking them at

8

this time, and we'll respond to them in the

9

environmental document.

So, please, you know,

10

obviously, general sort of kindergarten rules -- be

11

respectful.

12

Also, speak clearly.

We noted here that it's optional to state your

13

name.

14

the only way we know to be able to follow up with you,

15

if necessary, and to make sure you get all the future

16

documents.

17

Actually, we need you to state your name.

That's

We're going to have a three-minute time limit

18

tonight, so if you could adhere to that, that would be

19

great.

20

please submit it in writing.

21

And again, if you have more to say, you know,

And again, this is about what should be included

22

in the environmental review document, so it's not about

23

the merits of the Natural Resources Area Management

24

Plan; it's about what you think we need to be analyzing

25

on the environmental side.
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So, that's it, and we'll get to your comments now.

2

Oh, I'm sorry.

3

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

4
5

We still get to ask

questions after this or what?
MS. JONES:

Well, again, if you have any more

6

questions about the general environmental review

7

process, ask them now; otherwise, if you want to talk to

8

me afterwards, that's fine, too.

9

MR. LA FORTE:

I'll be coming around, also, with

10

the microphone so that everyone can hear the comments,

11

so I'll be passing around the microphone.

12

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

This is a general question.

13

In terms of the biological resources, will Tetra Tech be

14

relying on information from, I guess, 1995, or will they

15

be doing their own measurements, or what?

16

MS. JONES:

They were -- I believe their scope

17

involves -- excuse me, independent information gathering

18

as well.

19

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

20

MS. JONES:

21

Since what they're analyzing is the Natural

What?

Independent information gathering.

22

Resources Area Plan, they need to, you know, look into

23

the issues in a different way than they did.

24

have detailed questions about that, you can definitely

25

ask John afterwards.

But if you
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UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

One more general question.

2

What is the percentage of time in the EIR -- final EIR,

3

that say you have actually incorporated public comment?

4

Would you know a general percentage?

5

MS. JONES:

6

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

I'm sorry?
When people make comments,

7

it might be worthy of being considered affecting your

8

final recommendation.

9

percentage of that frequency might be?

Can you tell us what that
Five percent of

10

the time for incorporating public comments?

11

of the time?

12
13
14

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:
question?

50 percent

Would you repeat the

I'm sorry.

MS. JONES:

She wanted to know how often we

15

actually incorporate what is said by members of the

16

public, and I think it's more -- if there are -- you

17

know, if there are issues that are relevant to the

18

environmental analysis that we are not otherwise

19

addressing, then we incorporate them.

20

I think probably every EIR we prepare is -- is directed

21

to some degree by -- to one degree or another by issues

22

raised by the public.

23

MR. BOCK:

You know, it's --

And just to build on what Sarah

24

presented, and what's going to come out of the general

25

presentation, the purpose for the scoping period of what
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we're actually trying to do is to scope out the issues

2

that should be addressed in the EIR.

3

So, we've already gone through that initial

4

internal process.

5

that process, we've identified what we think are the

6

important issues to carry forward into the full EIR

7

analysis.

8

something, or there's additional information that we

9

didn't incorporate into that analysis that we didn't

By comparing the initial study to

If you disagree with that, or think we missed

10

identify in reviewing the initial study, then those are

11

some of the topics that we want to hear about today and

12

over the next couple of weeks through the period that

13

Sarah mentioned.

14

As Sarah mentioned, we're not here to vote for or

15

against implementing the plan.

16

focus on the environmental issues.

17

reasons we were presenting that slide with those 18

18

topic areas.

19

specific to those or specific to one individual natural

20

area, that will focus our analysis on what you wanted to

21

be addressed in the EIR.

22

We're really trying to
That's one of the

If you can make your comments either

And so, as we mentioned, we're going to start off

23

with the first speaker.

24

yellow comment -- speaker comment card, please turn it

25

in to one of the women manning the sign-in table.

If you haven't turned in a

We've
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1

got probably about 15 or 20 folks right now in hand, so

2

we're going to go through this list, and please, if you

3

can, keep it to three minutes, and speak as clearly and

4

slowly as you can so the court reporter can report

5

accurately all the things you're saying so we can make

6

our documentation on that.

7
8
9
10
11

And so, our first speaker will be Richard Harris,
and he'll be followed by Patrick Swain.
MR. HARRIS:

I'm Richard Harris.

I'll be speaking

for the San Francisco Public Golf Alliance.
We have questions that I put in an eight-page

12

letter that I've submitted, and so if any of the

13

participants here are interested in those questions, see

14

me, and I'll give you a copy of the letter.

15

I just want our questions on the record.

They

16

have to do with the relationship between this EIR

17

process and the process that the Board of Supervisors

18

asked the Park & Rec to look into a possible change of

19

use of the golf course when we have a serious

20

environmental question relating to that, and she may

21

have ran through that area, but if they do anything to

22

the golf course, that in itself will be subject to a

23

completely separate EIR than this.

24
25

So, with that, I will submit my letter, put it on
the record, and thank you very much.
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MR. SWAIN:

Good evening.

My name's Pat Swain.

2

I'm a member of the Pine Lake Park Neighborhood

3

Association.

4

Natural Areas Program, so I met quite a few people who

5

are here tonight, and I've heard quite a few comments

6

with regard to the Natural Areas Program over the years.

I was on the Advisory Committee for the

7

One comment I do have to make is, I'm concerned

8

that there be any further compromises with regards to

9

the number of areas within the environmental review.

I

10

would hope at the end of the environmental review, we

11

would continue to have 32 areas for consideration and

12

for inclusion in the Natural Areas Program.

13

I specifically live close to Pine Lake Park.

This

14

is a rather large area under consideration.

15

a capital improvement project take place within its

16

boundaries in the last three years, and as a result of

17

that, a lot of the issues that were brought up in the

18

environmental review were also at least discussed with

19

the community over the years.

20

of that process, not all of them, indeed, have been

21

maintained, or a lot of the comments or promises made by

22

Rec & Park lived up to.

23

but also the result of conflicts within various user

24

groups.

25

It has had

Unfortunately, at the end

This has to do with staffing,

I find the problem with the Recreation and Parks
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1

Department, which can be problematic, particularly as to

2

the Natural Areas Program.

3

Parks and Recreation Department in terms of dealing with

4

natural areas, but that's not necessarily the case.

5

I would like it to be the

So, there have been a lot of compromises made in

6

the course of developing the master plan, and I'm hoping

7

at this point, as you move forward, you'll try to hold

8

yourself to that document as much as possible.

9

Neglect has taken place, unfortunately, with

10

regard to enforcement.

11

review may not reach fruition in the future.

12

problems with other agencies interfacing with Recreation

13

& Parks.

14

instances where people came in and stole ducks.

15

had problems with off-leash dogs in the lake.

16

entire west end of the lake -- the west end of the park

17

is supposed to be on-leash.

18

A lot of the outcome of your
There are

Last year in Pine Lake Park alone there were
We've
The

We've all tried to mitigate these things and work

19

together, but the environmental review really does -- it

20

needs to be tough on some of these issues and realistic.

21

There's a lack of enforcement on the part of the police

22

department.

23

fail this process.

24

police department certainly will be with regards to

25

enforcement from historic perspectives.

So, there are certain agencies that will
Rec & Park may be one of them.

The
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1

So, I'm hoping in terms of the environmental

2

impact report you'll be realistic, you'll be strict in

3

terms of adhering yourself to the management plans that

4

currently exist, and I'm really hoping at the end of

5

this what we can find ourselves a way to move forward.

6

All of us have interests in seeing that these areas are

7

better.

8

have activities they want to participate in.

9

have areas they want to see restored, maintained, and

10

Our off-leash dog friends have interests.

They

They also

improved.

11

So I'm hoping you can pull all that together in

12

the context of the environmental impact report.

13

to have significant efforts made to try to improve these

14

areas.

15

Thank you.

16

MR. BOCK:

We need

As I mentioned earlier, if you can keep

17

to the time limit, that will be appreciated.

18

make sure everyone that's interested in speaking tonight

19

gets a chance.

20

evening is not your only opportunity to comment.

21

can fill out one of the comment cards and turn that in

22

at the sign-in table, or you can send in your written

23

comments any time over the next two weeks before the end

24

of the comment period on May 26th.

25

We want to

Obviously, the speaking forum this
You

So, our next speaker is Nancy Rosenthal followed
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by Morley Singer.

2

MS. ROSENTHAL:

3

resident of San Francisco.

4

volunteered with the Natural Areas Program.

5

before you two years ago to promote the NAP, and I'm

6

here again to encourage you to proceed with the

7

environmental impact report.

8
9
10

Hi, I'm Nancy Rosenthal, a 27-year
The last five years I
I came

The following are concerns I would like the report
to address:
Number 1, the fragmentation of natural areas.

Our

11

natural areas should be managed in a coherent and

12

consistent plan for wildlife, rare plants, and ecosystem

13

processes.

14

different agencies or institutions.

15

fragmentation by designing portions MA1, 2, and 3, and

16

allowing less restrictions on MA3, will only speed up

17

the destruction of what's left.

18
19
20

The areas are already fragmented between
Further

Two, evaluate the impact of leaving 95 percent of
the invasive trees in the natural areas.
On Mount Davidson, where ground space is open

21

after last winter's storm knocked down some trees,

22

several native plants once again sprouted.

23

more of these understory-killing trees can bring back

24

native plants and reestablish a healthy and diverse

25

ecosystem.

Removing
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Three, further evaluate the environmental impact

2

of off-leash dog use.

3

are in our significant natural areas.

4

cover only 27 percent of park lands.

5

room in the other 73 percent of some dog play areas.

6

Number 4, evaluate the impact of trails.

Ninety percent of dog play areas
Natural areas
There should be

7

Currently, hundreds of miles of trails criss-cross the

8

natural areas.

9

existing trails should be based on a comprehensive

Any decision for improving or closing

10

approach to trail planning.

11

areas are not necessary.

12

New trails through natural

Number 5, evaluate management alternatives for

13

Sharp Park.

14

making a selection that maximizes ecological and

15

endangered-species management and promotes the recovery

16

of the San Francisco garter snake and the red-legged

17

frog.

The report should provide information for

18

MR. BOCK:

19

Our next speaker is Morley Singer, followed by Dan

20
21

Thank you.

Murphy.
MR. SINGER:

I'm speaking for a substantial number

22

of the neighbors around the Sutro forest, and I will

23

submit detailed comments in writing subsequently, but

24

I'm just astounded by some of this process.

25

mean to malign the good people who are doing a complex

I don't
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1

job up there, but is global-warming a secret, and the

2

effect of trees?

3

off oxygen.

4

They take up carbon dioxide and give

There are several organizations around the city

5

devoted to having more trees in San Francisco.

6

are precious in any city.

7

light is beautiful, it's full of birds, it's full of

8

animals, it's full of places to walk.

9

relax and enjoy the unique beauty of it?

It's a beautiful forest.

The

Why not just
I don't

10

understand any thought of cutting down trees and

11

destroying this magnificent forest.

12

Trees

The second major item which I'd like to have on

13

the record is that much of the questions here are a

14

result of the very powerful mistrust that the neighbors

15

have of the Natural Areas Program and skepticism of the

16

Planning Department.

17

the Natural Areas Program over the Past 10 years, and

18

they've demonstrated a striking indifference and

19

callousness to neighborhood interests, to try to cut

20

down all the trees on Tank Hill, and some years ago,

21

trying to cut down all the trees -- all the trees in

22

Sutro forest.

23

We've had previous battles with

Just in case some of you neighbors were doubtful

24

or think I'm extreme, I have a picture here that two

25

weeks ago a sign was put up at the Belgrave entrance to
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1

Sutro forest that says "No Public Access."

2

picture of it if you're doubtful.

3

sign go up without talking to the neighbors?

4

hundreds of people in the neighborhood walk in there

5

every day with their dogs and cause no harm in the

6

forest.

7

I have a

Now, why would that
There's

The third major item I want to address is using

8

the threat of fire to instill fear in people.

9

forest is always damp.

That

It sucks out water from the fog,

10

and it's always wet in there.

11

maybe two days out of the year, the wind comes from the

12

east; 363 days a year, it comes from the west.

13

forest is a windbreak for all of the structures east of

14

the forest, from Parnassus Street all the way to up to

15

the top of Twin Peaks, and if you take down the trees,

16

then the westerly winds would just fan a fire that's

17

coming from the forest area.

18

I sail on the bay, and

The

There's so many totally cockamamie things, that to

19

leave out wind effects in the environmental impact

20

report is striking.

21

qualifications and the charts given to the consultants,

22

like "Get this through at any cost."

23

It makes me skeptical about the

I don't want to take any more of my time.

I'll

24

submit a detailed comment that the neighborhood is going

25

to oppose this project.

I suggest, to save the taxpayer
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1

money, you abort the project now.

2

spent $800,000 on the project when the city is cutting

3

back on all kinds of essential services.

It's amazing that you

4

MR. BOCK:

5

Our next speaker is Dan Murphy, followed by Tony

6
7
8
9

Thank you, Mr. Singer.

Belway.
MR. MURPHY:

I'm Dan Murphy, and I represent

Golden Gate Audubon Society.
Golden Gate Audubon supports restoration of

10

habitat for wildlife, particularly birds.

11

I'll just make a number of points here, basically.

12

The tree removal is necessary.

The tree --

We only support it

13

during the non-nesting season, and we believe trees such

14

as those used by colonial birds like herons and

15

cormorants should be preserved.

16

hawks and owls for nesting.

17

necessary for birds, such as California quail, Spotted

18

Towhee, Wrentit, and other species restricted to coastal

19

scrub should be established and maintained with the

20

specific goal of continuing those specific habitat

21

systems.

22

So should trees used by

We urge that habitat that's

We support restoration and appropriate management

23

practices at Sharp's Park that will ensure it as a

24

viable habitat for red-legged frogs and San Francisco

25

garter snakes.
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1

And finally, we certainly agree that restrictions

2

on off-leash dogs must be enforced in natural areas and

3

other groomed areas as the earlier speakers mentioned.

4

Thank you.

5

MR. BOCK:

6

The next speaker is Tony Belway, followed by Greg

7

Gaar.

8
9

Thank you.

MR. BELWAY:

My name is Tony Belway.

have a kind of unique perspective to this.

10

to San Francisco.

11

years.

12

School in Pacifica.

13

environmentalists:

14

Beekeepers, organic gardeners.

15

I'm also an avid golfer.

I think I
I'm a native

I've lived here for more than 50

My wife is a school teacher at Terra Nova High
We consider ourselves
Members of the San Francisco

I believe that we should

16

not be making choices of golf versus the environment;

17

that lacks vision.

18

What we do know is that 75, 80 years ago, an

19

artificial ecosystem was created at Sharp Park.

20

80 years, they built housing surrounding that park for

21

35,000 people.

22

there is the singlemost important community venue in

23

that city.

In that

The golf course and the property around

24

Also in those 75 years, we know that frogs,

25

salamanders, and snakes, that is where they survived, is
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1

on the golf course in this artificial ecosystem that was

2

created with the construction of the golf course.

3

We know that the property was given to the City of

4

San Francisco specifically for this golf course.

5

not nature.

6

not nature.

7

It's

Golf at its best embraces nature, but it's

So, if you close Sharp Park and tear down 13,000

8

trees, and tear -- you'll need to also tear down the

9

seawall if you want to make it nature -- are you going

10

to have more lizards?

11

You're going to have another artificial ecosystem that

12

will be different, but you can't tell nature what to do,

13

and if you go into this thinking that you are going

14

to -- that golf is an obstacle to make way for nature,

15

you're just short-sighted.

16

Are you going to have more frogs?

There's room for everybody here.

Right now

17

there's room for the lizards, and the frogs, the

18

salamanders, and the golfers.

19

this weekend.

20

Department has done a great job in reducing the use of

21

pesticides on golf courses, working around the nesting

22

areas.

23

I know.

I was out there

They worked -- the Recreation and Park

There can be more that can be done.
But I think when you look at the issues that you

24

brought up about cultural issues, you talked about this

25

being a community-based deal, have you talked to the
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1

community of Pacifica?

2

very strong points about this.

3

courses in San Francisco; there is one in Pacifica.

4

Believe me, they have their own
There are nine golf

And this is their community venue.

I know this

5

weekend there was the major fundraiser for the Terra

6

Nova High School athletic programs, which was a golf

7

tournament.

8

School middle school, a music program, another golf

9

tournament at Sharp Park.

10

Next week there's one for the Cabrillo

It's the only place you can

go and have a banquet just about in the entire city.

11

Yes, you need to work to restore habitat.

I

12

believe that.

13

obstacle, and any solution to this that doesn't include

14

golf, lacks vision.

But I don't think that golf is an

15

MR. BOCK:

16

Our next commentor is Greg Gaar, followed by Jack

17

Thank you for your comments.

Rauch.

18

MR. GAAR:

My name is Greg Gaar.

I'm with Nature

19

in the City, and I've been volunteering for the Natural

20

Areas Program since it started in 1997.

21

out and work with the Natural Areas Program, you learn

22

about the impact of the invasive trees, the off-leash

23

dogs, the non-native plants, and you realize that we're

24

running out of time to save San Francisco's natural

25

areas.

And when you go
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1

So, my concerns may be similar to other people who

2

will speak here tonight, but I would like to know what

3

the environmental impacts are of leaving 95 percent of

4

the invasive trees in our natural areas.

5

areas where you have dense eucalyptus, dense cypress and

6

pine, you'll find there's no biological diversity in the

7

understory because the shading, the fog drift, it

8

destroys the native plants that have been there for

9

hundreds of thousands of years.

10

Ninety percent of the off-leash dog areas in San

11

Francisco are in the natural areas.

12

some of the off-leash dog areas.

13

If you go to

I love dogs.

We need to reduce

I get along better with dogs than

14

people, as a matter of fact, but if we're going to save

15

the less cuddly critters, like the alligator lizards,

16

the native birds, the garter snakes, we need to reduce

17

the off-leash dog areas in our sensitive natural areas.

18

I'm concerned about the cutting of new trails

19

through sensitive natural areas -- a mile and a half of

20

new trails to be constructed.

21

environmental impact of cutting new trails through

22

wildflower fields and how that will have an

23

environmental impact.

I would like to know the

24

The management plan has already been heavily

25

compromised during a process over the last three or four
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1

years, and you need to take that into consideration.

2

And finally, as we have in all environmental

3

impact reports, I would like to know what the

4

environmental impacts of a no-management plan

5

alternative.

6

plan.

I mean, I think that's required in the

7

Thank you very much.

8

MR. BOCK:

9

Next up is Jack Rauch, followed by Jake

Sigg.

10

MR. RAUCH:

11

My name is Jack Rauch -- that's spelled

12

R-a-u-c-h -- and I live in Pacifica, and I'm also a

13

member of San Francisco Archers, which has an archery

14

range there in the Sharp Park property that

15

San Francisco has in the Sharp Park area.

16

I don't think I'll need that.

I'd like to say a number of things, but, first of

17

all, thanks for the coffee this evening.

18

nice of you.

19

Thanks.

That was very

Another is that I'm encouraged by the fact that

20

you got an outside organization to look at this closely.

21

It saves us from pseudoscience, and people with their

22

own agendas, and people who never saw a piece of land

23

they think didn't belong to them and they should have

24

control over it.

25

Sharp Park was donated to San Francisco for
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1

recreational purposes, and I'm glad to see that the

2

focus -- some focus will be there.

3

as a foremost consideration.

4

and not a golfer, but the people who donated it to San

5

Francisco wanted it to continue in that fashion; that's

6

why they gave the land to San Francisco, for

7

recreational purposes.

8
9

I'd like to see that

Obviously, I'm an archer

There's no reason why changes can't be made that
will accommodate the preservation of species and also

10

the preservation of golfers.

11

nature has a very low impact on the environment, and so

12

our ox isn't being gored here, but I think that, you

13

know, really, recreation ought to be something that's

14

very closely looked at.

15

are enormous.

Archery, by its very

The benefits of it to all of us

16

I want to thank you very much.

17

MR. BOCK:

18

Stafford.

19
20

MR. SIGG:

Jake Sigg, California Native Plant

Society.

21
22

Next is Jake Sigg, followed by Nancy

The issue of trees, you mentioned 64,000 trees in
the natural areas.

23

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

24

MR. SIGG:

25

trees.

I can't hear you, Jake.

Adolph Sutro did not plant that many

They have been increasing by reseeding
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1

reproduction for many decades now, and so much so that

2

they're imperiling their own health.

3

crowded; for their own benefit, they need thinning.

4

I think that the EIR ought to consider the impact both

5

on the trees themselves, but more particularly on the

6

biodiversity.

7

and fewer native plants and more and more weeds.

8

trees can be weeds, too.

9

They're way too
And

Every year that passes, there are fewer
And

So, you know, most of that is lack of funding, but

10

we need to reverse that trend, and we need to consider

11

cutting far more than the minuscule amount of trees.

12

64,000 is really absurd.

13

Somebody said 90 percent of the dog-play areas on

14

RP land are in natural areas, and what the hell is the

15

this program for?

16

heritage, our natural heritage, and yet we're letting

17

this stuff go on.

We're supposed to be preserving our

18

So, that should be addressed.

19

In terms of Sharp Park, we need to select the

20

restoration alternative that maximizes the probability

21

of protecting the snakes, that they will recover, so

22

that the protection by the Native Species Act won't be

23

necessary.

24
25

The red-legged frog used to be the Jumping Frog of
Calaveras County.

A lot of plants and animals are
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1

becoming endangered because their habitat is strange.

2

We need the maximum alternative in Sharp Park, and I

3

think that would be a no-golf alternative.

4
5
6

MR. BOCK:

Thank you.

Our next speaker is Nancy

Stafford, followed by Sally Stephens.
MS. STAFFORD:

My name is Nancy Stafford.

7

with the San Francisco Professional Dog Walkers'

8

Association.

9

I'm

To modify or -- or loss -- I mean, the

10

modification or loss of existing off-leash areas is not

11

acceptable unless you're going to identify replacement

12

property.

13

nationwide.

14

closer to 40 percent.

15

San Francisco, and the number continues to grow.

16

are you going to accommodate them?

17

35 to 40 percent of households have dogs
In San Francisco, I suspect that number is
As many as 150,000 dogs reside in
How

Introducing -- I want to address -- the reason

18

such a large percentage of off-leash areas are next to

19

natural areas is because dog owners used the land when

20

no one else wanted to use it.

21

building on, no one wanted to go up in the hills, and

22

the dog owners used it, and now you want to prevent us

23

from using these areas.

24
25

It wasn't good for

Introducing endangered or threatened species into
areas where there are none would threaten active
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1

recreational opportunities when open space is at a

2

premium.

3

the equation when talking about trees.

4

the wind patterns, existing species, erosion, all needs

5

to be investigated; geology and soils need to be part of

6

the equation; and hazardous waste should be considered

7

because -- hazardous waste and materials should be

8

considered because the Natural Areas Program has used

9

pesticides to control invasive species.

10

The esthetics of tree removal is only part of
The effects of

I think that, overall, while I think saving native

11

plants is very important, and I support the program, I

12

think the program is too large to be successful.

13

don't think it's cost-effective or practical in its

14

current situation.

15

take away from such a large urban area.

I

One-third of park land is a lot to

16

Thank you.

17

Oh, and I support golf in Sharp Park.

I think

18

there needs to be a lot of different uses in that park,

19

more than just native plants.

20
21
22

MR. BOCK:

Next is Sally Stephens, followed by

Ethan Elias.
MS. STEPHENS:

Hi, my name is Sally Stephens,

23

S-t-e-p-h-e-n-s, and I'm from San Francisco Dog Owners'

24

Group, and also Golden Gate Heights Neighborhood

25

Association.
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1

Several quick comments:

When you talk about -- if

2

you close areas that are currently off-leash and close

3

them, you have to look at the environmental impact on

4

traffic, air pollution, and global-warming, the reason

5

being that most people walk to their neighborhood park

6

with their dog.

7

parks, they're going to have to drive to a park across

8

town in order to get to a legal off-leash area.

9

Muni and public transit is not an option because you

If you close off those neighborhood

And

10

can't have dogs on the Muni during rush hour.

11

and after work is the normal time for walking your dog.

12

In addition, the EIR needs to look at the effects

Before

13

of the immediate closures of the off-leash areas that

14

are called for in this management plan, plus the effects

15

of future closures that might be affected by an

16

expansion of the natural areas into the off-leash areas.

17

The 90 percent number, by the way, is wrong.

I

18

believe the management plan is at 80 percent.

19

it's a significant amount of off-leash that's going to

20

be lost.

Still,

21

In addition, I think that when you look at

22

recreation as one of your things, you also have to look

23

at the impact on recreation of the introduction of the

24

especially threatened native species.

25

Sharp Park is that if there's a threatened or endangered

What we see at
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1

species, or even a sensitive species, suddenly the

2

federal government just gets involved, and we lose all

3

local control of those areas, and that's not something

4

we necessarily want to do.

5

retain local control of our local parks.

6

We have to make sure that we

When you get to the impact of removing trees, you

7

have to look at wind, increased wind, and you have to

8

look beyond the park itself.

9

surrounded by densely-populated areas, lots and lots of

All of our parks are

10

trees.

11

areas, and Grandview in particular, have lots of houses

12

right around there.

13

the homes and the people who live around there of

14

removing trees on wind.

15

one in that area, and sand is a significant problem when

16

ice plant's been removed and it goes into the neighbors'

17

yards.

18

In the Golden Gate Heights area, the natural

You have to look at the impact on

Also erosion is a significant

I think you also have to look at -- the initial

19

study said that you're going to proscribed burning.

20

have you to look at the impact -- potential impact on,

21

again, these neighboring houses if you have a wildfire

22

that goes out of control.

23

there in the afternoon.

24

down there, it can be potentially quite disastrous.

25

You

We get really high winds
Any kind of proscribed burning

And finally, if you actually look at the impact on
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1

the -- the impact of increasing mosquito breeding.

2

That's a real problem at Sharp Park, and that gets into

3

the issue of these hazardous materials and what you use

4

to keep the mosquitoes down when you increase the number

5

and size of ponds and things like that.

6

And finally, just look at the impact of poor

7

maintenance on a lot of these problems.

8

most of these areas now, maintenance is extremely poor,

9

lots of plants die.

10

So, that may affect future plans,

too.

11

Thank you very much.

12

MR. BOCK:

13

L-Danyielle Yacobucci.

14

MR. ELIAS:

15
16

If you look at

Next is Ethan Elias, followed by

Hi, I'm a neighbor near the Mount

Sutro forest.
There seem to be a couple of groups that are

17

clearing, but I think the natural area the Rec people

18

have already started clearing near the Belgrave entrance

19

where that "No Public Access" sign is posted, if it's

20

any indication of what's to come, it looks terrible.

21

Esthetically, it's a mess.

22

Everything's been clearcut.

23

notified at all.

24
25

There are stumps left.
And the neighbors weren't

There's a thriving biodiversity of birds in that
area, and it's literally become quite silent now.

It
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1

was shocking.

2

see it, and the neighbors were completely shocked.

3
4
5

It was very shocking to go up there and

It also took away any privacy from one of the
houses right next to the park.
I believe in native plants, and I believe in

6

restoration, but I also believe in a middle ground, and

7

if these eucalyptus trees were maintained and perhaps

8

thinned, because some of them are dying, you know, we

9

might be able to work out something where everybody

10

could get their needs met a little bit.

11

Draconian to me to chop down all the trees and replace

12

them all with natives.

It seems very

13

To be truthful, none of us are natives here.

14

we wanted to give San Francisco back to the Miwoks, then

15

I'd understand, but I just think a compromise is

16

necessary.

17

Thank you.

18

MR. BOCK:

19
20
21
22

Thank you.

If

L-Danyielle Yacobucci

followed by Tom Borden.
MS. YACOBUCCI:

Hi.

Thanks for having us at the

meeting tonight.
It's quite shocking you can cut down a tree if

23

birds aren't nesting in it.

24

outrageous.

25

into that.

I just think that's just

I would like the EIR to -- you need to look
If you take these trees down, where are the
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1

birds going to nest?

2

Calling a tree a "weed" is another outrageous

3

statement, with all due respect, I have to say.

4

we need to include in the EIR what is a weed and what is

5

not.

6

document.

7
8

Maybe

That's part of my definitions problem with this
The definitions are really lacking.

I'm glad to hear that there's going to be a full
EIR.

9

I didn't realize that.
I'd like to know what would be the impact of no

10

non-native animals -- raccoons, possums, cats.

11

remove them all, what will be that impact?

12

rodent population be affected?

13

If you

How will the

Before I forget, habitat loss for humans is being

14

lost for recreation.

15

animals, non-native animals; it's humans, also.

16

It's not just wild animals, native

I would like the definition of "native."

What's

17

the definition of a "native animal plant"?

18

determined by when the animal came here, started living

19

here, transported here?

20

Is it

I'd really like the definition of "substantial

21

effect."

22

lacking -- very lacking, and I'm -- you know, we need

23

more.

It's really important.

The study, to me, was

24

What's the definition of a "predator"?

25

We need definitions.

We need all this stuff.

We
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1
2

need a really full impact study.
With feral cats, how you will implement what's

3

described in the Quail Plan?

4

it's got to be all the stakeholders.

5

It cannot be one person;

We were told the plan would be left as is in 2006,

6

and the EIR would answer all our questions, so my

7

comment was we need a full EIR, so I'm really glad we're

8

getting that.

9

I already mentioned one person in charge of the

10

feral cat recovery, or they're calling it the "Control

11

Plan" now?

12

Plan" and the "Quail Plan."

13

look that up.

I don't think it was called the "Control
I'll have to go back and

14

All's we need is clarity of what the NAP is going

15

to do, and I don't get it in this study, and the effect

16

of those actions.

17

know what's the effect of keeping the natives --

18

non-natives, what will the effect be of removing all

19

those eucalyptus trees?

20

let's make them healthy.

Just like somebody said they want to

I mean, if they're not healthy,
Why do we have to remove them?

21

We need potential impacts of all topics analyzed.

22

Education of the public.

That's eventually going

23

to be done.

24

public meetings to encourage stakeholders' support so

25

you'll get support from the public.

These materials need to be approved by

It can't be
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1

materials only from Rec & Park.

2

versus bad, which is usually what we hear when the

3

educational materials come out.

4

and animals needs to be nourished and developed.

5

There are no good

Respect for all plants

And I do support this plan.

I don't support the

6

scope, and I would support it if this program was more

7

amenable to working with the neighbors and the public;

8

that would be great, too.

9
10

Oh, I'm L-Danyielle Yacobucci, which you probably
can't spell.

11

MR. BOCK:

12

Andrea O'Leary.

13

MR. BORDEN:

Okay, next is Tom Borden, followed by

Hi, I'm Tom Borden.

14

representing San Francisco Urban Riders.

15

bicycle advocacy group.

16

I'm here
We're a

We'd like to see bicycle riding off paved roads in

17

San Francisco parks decriminalized.

18

like so many other people in San Francisco.

19

moved here from 1979 from Palo Alto, I have been riding

20

my bicycle off the paved roads in San Francisco parks.

21

And my point is that this is a reality, and, you

And I am a criminal
Since I

22

know, this should really -- bicycle riding off-road

23

should be decriminalized and managed rather than just

24

sort of pretending like people don't do it or shouldn't

25

do it.

And that's where we've been working:

We've
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1
2

submitted a plan to Park & Rec.
And we're responsible people.

We like to ride our

3

bikes in the dirt, and we want to work with Park & Rec

4

and not be antagonistic.

5

I'd like to say I'm particularly interested in

6

McLaren Park because it's the best off-road riding in

7

the city, and I agree with the McLaren Trail Plan in

8

terms of closures and whatnot, except for the fact that

9

bicycles are excluded.

And I'd like to especially take

10

issue with this issue MP7 in the McLaren Park plan that

11

lumps off-road motorcycles and mountain bikes together,

12

and that's really just -- you know, an off-road

13

motorcycle has more than a hundred times the power than

14

a person on a bicycle, and yet an off-road motorcycle on

15

one pass through the park can leave a rut that you can

16

follow without even having an Eagle Scout badge.

17

So, I really would like to see those two

18

separated.

19

damage.

20

that appear on the map are due to motorcycle hill

21

climbs, and we totally agree with that.

22

sustainable trails that aren't damaged by people riding

23

their bikes or walking on them.

Motorcycles do a tremendous amount of

Most of the trails that are marked for closure

We want

24

So, really, my -- what I'd like to say is:

25

want to work with natural areas, we appreciate natural

We

61

1

areas, we don't think trails -- especially narrow trails

2

going through natural areas, are damaging.

3

bicyclists will stay on the trails.

4

And

Bicyclists will work to maintain the trails.

5

have a high level of volunteerism.

6

in on trails so far this year.

7

can work with Park & Rec on this plan.

8

Thank you.

9

MR. BOCK:

We've got 500 hours

So, we just hope that we

Thank you.

10

Andrea O'Leary, followed by Peter Brastow.

11

MS. O'LEARY:

12
13

We

I'm Andrea O'Leary, Environmental

Quality of Urban Parks.
And this has been a long time coming.

I'm really

14

happy to see this finally coming about, and I'm really

15

glad to see that Rec & Park has selected somebody who

16

seems to have all the professionalism that we need,

17

because I think one of the things that's been driving

18

the whole process has been pseudoscience.

19

an expert here.

20

process, which is that whole advisory process, it's

21

getting so bogged down with this whole thing about

22

define, define, define.

23

all over again, and keep defining it, and define it the

24

way I want to hear it.

25

absolute madness.

Everybody is

And so, one thing in this whole

Well, you defined it, now start

And it's just madness.

It's
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1
2

So, it's really good that we are at this point
here.

3

One of the big sticklers on this whole thing is

4

this whole thing about, well, define "recreation."

5

we have 120,000 dogs, then we should have 120,000 acres

6

for the dogs and dog activities.

7

claim, then we should have more playgrounds in some of

8

these natural areas.

9

that are not being respected by off-leash dog owners,

If

Well, if that's the

We should take some of those areas

10

where boundaries are absolutely irrelevant -- Pine

11

Lake's a perfect example -- to design berms,

12

naturalistic-type elements so that dogs know that's a

13

berm and not go beyond it -- it absolutely does not

14

work.

15

the most part, lots of people recognize.

16

the criteria, then maybe we should really think about a

17

lot of other recreation.

18

that's the point, is that has to be scientific.

But a playground has a defined area, which, for
So, if that's

I'm being silly here, but

19

I think that another issue that has to be really

20

closely looked at are some of the sort of weird things

21

called esthetics.

22

and I see all that fuzz up there, I don't think that's

23

esthetically pleasing.

24

the natural rolling hills right nextdoor to where some

25

of our friends on Mount Davidson have been working for

Well, when I look at Mount Davidson

When I compare it to the hills,
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1

years, that's beautiful.

2

the subtleties of that hill that I think are quite

3

beautiful and quite esthetic.

4

You see the contours.

So, once again, what does that mean?

You see

Seeing dogs

5

roaming up there on Mount Davidson may be a beautiful

6

sight for somebody who likes that activity, but it's not

7

going to be so beautiful for a lot of other people who

8

are being displaced because of that.

9

So, I really think that we have to get out of the

10

emotion of this, and the politics of this, and get down

11

to the real science.

12

Thank you.

13

MR. BOCK:

14

Thank you.

Next will be Peter Brastow,

followed by Marnie Dunsmore.

15

MR. BRASTOW:

16

Good evening, everybody.

17

I'm a director of Nature in the City.

18

work at the National Park Service and the GGNRA for many

19

years.

20

Thank you very much.
I'm Peter Brastow, and
I also used to

So, I wanted to thank the Planning Department and

21

the Recreation and Park Department for keeping this

22

critical environmental public process moving forward,

23

and also I want to thank the Recreation and Park

24

Commission for authorizing this process in 2006 and

25

2007.
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1
2
3

I want to make a quick comment on something you
said, Sarah.
A lot of people say this is about an EIR on the

4

program.

5

I often hear people say that.

6

stay; it's not going to go anywhere over my dead body.

7

The program has been around for a long time, it's

8

budgeted, and it's wonderful resource for

9

San Franciscans.

It's an EIR on the plan, not on the program.
The program's here to

So, what we're talking about is

10

studying the environmental impact of the plan.

11

want to make that clear.

12

I just

So, I want to focus some of my comments around the

13

science to underscore some of the comments that have

14

been already made.

15

Management Plan is a scientific document by definition.

16

One of the primary goals is to utilize all the

17

biological data on the natural areas.

The Significant Natural Areas

18

THE REPORTER:

19

Could you slow down, please?

20

MR. BRASTOW:

21

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

22

MR. BRASTOW:

Could you slow down, please?

I've only got 16 seconds.
We'll give you time.

Unfortunately, the process is

23

anything but simple or scientific.

24

desiring science, back in 2000, when the Department

25

created a green-ribbon panel of scientific experts, it

Under the guise of
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1

included people who were experts in ecological

2

restoration.

3

THE REPORTER:

4

MR. BRASTOW:

Slow down.
Scientists on that panel explained

5

that the native non-species increased biodiversity

6

because they decreased the number of species.

7

actually totally homogenized the whole landscape.

8

under the guise of inserting science into the process,

9

we have this ad hoc working group who creates this

They
Then,

10

management framework of MA1's, MA2's and MA3's.

11

in my opinion, this severely curtails the ability of the

12

Natural Areas Program to manage the natural areas.

13

give you one example:

14

they weren't proposing to remove all the trees.

15

two trees they were proposing to remove back in the

16

1990's.

17
18

I'll

Tank Hill, where, by the way,

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:
taken down.

Well,

It was

Actually, four trees were

There were two more --

19

MS. JONES:

20

opportunity to comment?

Could we give the people an

21

MR. BRASTOW:

22

So, Tank Hill, one of the areas identified as MA3,

Where was I?

23

has still mostly non-native trees and some other

24

non-native plants.

25

is essentially off-limits to any kind of ecological

And if we just sort of say this MA3
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1

management activity, other than sitting there, then

2

that's not managing the hill in a conservative

3

biological kind of way to really take care of that

4

place.

5
6

So, I urge you strongly to discard the MA1, MA2,
MA3 approach to the Natural Areas Management Plan.

7

And in fact, furthermore, and nobody -- I need to

8

dispel the myth that we want to return Golden Gate Park

9

back to the dunes.

We're not going to restore that.

10

But we would like to see what we call a "maximum

11

ecological restoration alternative" for the Natural

12

Areas Plan.

13

tree, but that means truly managing other areas of the

14

plan.

That doesn't mean removing every single

15

Thank you.

16

MR. BOCK:

17
18
19
20

Okay.

Our next speaker is Marnie

Dunsmore, followed by Martha Hoffman.
MS. DUNSMORE:

I'm Marnie Dunsmore with the

California Native Plant Society.
I'd just like to comment on the idea that removing

21

trees will necessarily have a negative impact on

22

global-warming.

23

and cutting of trees, if those trees are, in fact,

24

replaced by grassland or another type of ecosystem, then

25

that effect of global-warming is often nil or, in fact,

A lot of the results on global-warming
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1

improved, so we do need to look carefully at that.

2

And I'd also like to comment on -- I love dogs,

3

I've had dogs all my life, but I am a little bit -- I

4

live near Glen Park, and I do get a little bit upset

5

when -- by the end of the summer, in August and

6

September, especially Glen Park, has so much urine in it

7

that it's hard to go there, and it really detracts from

8

the experience for dog-walkers and human beings to go

9

there.

10

I do think we need to think about kids when we

11

talk about dogs.

12

can't -- I've lost count of the hundreds of times that

13

dogs have been off-leash and just -- often they're very

14

friendly, and I love dogs and I don't really mind it,

15

but it does scare me to have a dog just come up and rush

16

a kid in the face.

17

actually, in Glen Park.

18

have been attacked by dogs.

19

hundreds of stitches on their face.

20

the statistics, it's far greater than you -- you would

21

be shocked at the number of times that happens.

22
23

Especially when she was small, I

It just happened to me last week,
And I have known children that
They are scarred with
And if you look at

So, a de facto off-leash policy in our natural
areas really needs to be looked at carefully.

24

Thank you.

25

MR. BOCK:

Thank you.

Next is Martha Hoffman,
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1
2

followed by Paul Koski.
MS. HOFFMAN:

My thoughts are not too organized.

3

Basically, I'd like to share the comments of three

4

people:

5

Yacobucci.

6

Ethan Elias, Morley Singer, and L-Danyielle

I live near the green -- I forget what it's

7

called.

8

Sutro forest area, and so that's one of my main areas of

9

concern.

I think it's called the "Interior Greenbelt,"

I'm a landscape gardener, and I'm a volunteer

10

with the San Francisco SPCA, and I've worked up in that

11

area on feral cat colony management for about the last

12

six years, and I really don't want to lose that forest.

13

I think one of the concerns I'd like to put in for

14

your thinking is just animal welfare.

15

about wildlife, and I don't know what one person -- or

16

they probably don't know what I mean when we talk about

17

wildlife.

18

the same thing, like what are good animals, what are bad

19

animals, et cetera.

And people talk

I have a hunch we may not be talking about

20

I think the animals need to be protected, and that

21

the plan needs to be very sensitive to that, and I think

22

organizations with expertise about animals, like San

23

Francisco Animal Care and Control and San Francisco SPCA

24

need to be very involved in discussions that relate to

25

any animal issues in the plan.

Thanks.
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1

MR. BOCK:

2

Our next and last speaker is Paul Koski.

3

If you haven't filled out a speaker card and wish

Thank you.

4

to speak, please fill one out and provide it to me.

5

Thank you.

6

MR. KOSKI:

Hi, my name is Paul Koski, and I'm a

7

30-plus-year resident of San Francisco currently living

8

in the Merced Heights neighborhood, and I occasionally

9

volunteer with the Natural Parks Area site where I live

10

in the City.

11

these areas in the City.

12

that were made tonight, I think it's important that the

13

Rec & Park and Planning people keep in mind the mission

14

of Natural Parks Program, and that's another project

15

program, which is to preserve, restore, and enhance the

16

remnants of natural areas of the city.

I've come to enjoy, appreciate and value
And listening to the comments

17

And to compromise -- well, to yield to the wishes

18

of local interests or individuals to the degree that it

19

compromises the Natural Park Program's mission, I think,

20

is a serious thing, so I would encourage you, when you

21

review all of these comments and suggestions, that you

22

keep in mind the mission of the Natural Areas Program

23

to -- to maintain these remnants that are so vital in

24

this very urban environment we live in.

25

Thank you.
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1

MR. BOCK:

I did miss a couple of comment cards,

2

so we have next Nancy Wuerfel, followed by Susan

3

Wheeler.

4
5
6

MS. WUERFEL:

Good evening.

My name is Nancy

Wuerfel.
And I'd like to introduce a topic that hasn't been

7

discussed today.

8

"environment."

9

was a definition.

We have not even defined the word
When I looked up CEQA, I saw that there
I don't have it memorized right now,

10

but I'd like to bring back to the fact that my

11

recollection says that it's what is there now.

12

we start looking at the fact that what's there now, this

13

plan is pretty dramatic in changing what we've got.

14
15

And if

So, number 1, let's go back to the CEQA law and
find out what it intends to protect.

16

Second of all, I'd like to talk about the 340

17

acres of trees out of the 1100 acres in the Natural

18

Areas Program.

19

you'd have to say to yourself, Why do we possibly

20

acquire that many non-native trees and put them in the

21

middle of a Natural Areas Program if indeed natural

22

areas was defined only as remnants?

23

This is extremely important because

I read Policy 13.

I understand what we're talking

24

about here, but I've always questioned the need to have

25

our forests inside of the Natural Areas Program that did
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1

not consider those trees natural.

2

of plastic.

3

some arbitrary point in time, but they're here now.

4

They're not made out

For Pete's sakes, they weren't here back at

So, I think we've got a major issue.

If the

5

natural areas does not embrace our forests, then cut

6

them loose.

7

them be guided by the Urban Forestry Department or a

8

division within Rec & Park; then we'll end up having

9

just a reduction down to a mere remnants, and then we

10
11

Take them out of the natural areas.

Let

won't have the arguments we've got here today.
But when you look at taking the Natural Areas

12

Program and having the trees reduced so that they can

13

become grassland, that's where this conflict starts with

14

the trees.

15

very quickly start adding to the budget, if you need to,

16

and you get a forester out there so we can start looking

17

at erosion impacts.

18

And I'd like to recommend that Tetra Tech

And we're not just talking about esthetics.

We're

19

talking about a lot of very important issues, starting

20

with what I just said, which is why you think that it's

21

important to have the forests under the jurisdiction of

22

people that don't like them.

23

Thank you.

24

MR. BOCK:

25

And I understand that Susan Wheeler is not

Thank you.
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1

present.

2

I missed, please bring them up now; otherwise, we'll

3

move forward with concluding our presentation this

4

afternoon -- or this evening.

5

So, if there are any other comment cards that

Okay.

I want to thank everyone for coming out.

I

6

know it's a weeknight and not the easiest location to

7

get to, but we appreciate your coming out with comments.

8

You still have two weeks to submit comments.

9

You

have address information on your agenda.

10

Your comment cards will go out.

11

There's also another meeting Thursday night down

12

in Pacifica, so if you didn't get a chance to say all of

13

your comments this evening, you can appear there as

14

well.

15

And goodnight.

16

(Meeting concluded at 8:30 p.m.)

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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6
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8
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9
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1

MS. RANGE:

1

We will attempt to start.

Welcome to

2

the Natural Areas Management Plan Environmental Impact

3

Report Public Scoping Meeting.
I see most of you have found the refreshments in

4
5

the back.

6

there.

7

have an agenda, and on the back is a map showing the

8

significant natural resource areas, 31 in San Francisco, and

9

then we have Sharp Park.

10

There's also the restrooms located back over

As you came in, I hope you picked up an agenda.

Also is the notice of preparation of the

11

Environmental Impact Report.

12

we sent out.

13

an overview of the CEQA process and as well as a written

14

comment form.

15

We

This is a one-page notice that

We also have for your -- for your information

We encourage you to provide written comments.

We also have a speaker card form.

We will be --

16

we will be letting you give public comments, so please fill

17

out a speaker card and hand it over to the ladies in the

18

back over here, and when we open it up for public comment,

19

we will call you by the speaker cards.

20

My name's Jessica Range.

I'm with the

21

San Francisco Planning Department, and I am the EIR

22

coordinator for this project.

23

Sarah Jones, the supervisor for this project, as well as

24

Lisa Wayne with the Recreation and Parks Department, and

25

Daniel LaForte also with Recreation and Parks Department.

With me tonight is

2

We also have John Bock.

1
2

in the front.

3

Environmental Impact Report.

Where is he?

Right there

He's the consultant working on the

So the purpose of this meeting tonight is to get

4
5

public comment on the scope of the environmental analysis to

6

be within the Environmental Impact Report.

7

to do tonight is we're going to present to you a brief

8

overview of the project, and we'll take questions on the

9

project at that time.

What we're going

And then we'll give an overview of

10

the CEQA process, and we'll give you time to ask private

11

questions on the CEQA process, and then we'll open it up to

12

public comment.
Please note we do -- we would like you to please

13
14

abide by some ground rules.

15

Just to be respectful.

16

tonight to record your comments, so please state your name

17

carefully, and it's not optional.

18

is optional, we would like to have your name in the record

19

so that we can respond.

20

time limit and focus the comments on the environmental

21

issue.

24
25

We do have a court reporter here

Although it does say it

And we'd like you to adhere to the

Also we would like to welcome Julie Lancelle, the

22
23

They're listed over there.

mayor.

Thank your for coming.
MS. LANCELLE:

coming to Pacifica.

Sure.

Thank you.

Thank you for

Thank you very much.

3

MS. RANGE:

1
2

And with that, I'll turn it over the

Lisa Wayne, who will give you an overview of the project.

3

MS. WAYNE:

4

FROM THE FLOOR:

No.

5

MS. WAYNE:

Okay.

6

Can you all hear me?

No.

I think maybe I'll just

stand up and project.
My name is Lisa Wayne, and I work for the

7
8

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department, and I'm the

9

manager of the Natural Areas Program for the City and County

10

of San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department.
What I'm going do in the next 10-or-so minutes is

11
12

give you a really brief overview of this Natural Areas

13

Management Plan, which I don't have a copy of it.

14

about 800 pages, okay, covers a lot of land, and so bear

15

with me.

16

nuts and bolts of the plan.

17

15 minutes, I can answer questions about the plan.

It's

We're going to go on a real quick ride through the
And then after my 10 or

So natural areas are not unusual, I'm sure, for

18
19

Pacificans, what they look like.

For San Francisco, they're

20

remnants of the natural landscape, wetlands and creeks and

21

oak woodlands and sand dunes.

22

unique, and endangered species, as well as habitat for other

23

more common wildlife:

24

et cetera.

25

recreational benefits, like trails and views and

They're habitat for rare,

butterflies, lizards, salamanders,

And they also offer obviously important

4

1

stewardship --

2

FROM THE FLOOR:

And golf.

3

MS. WAYNE:

4

One of the things I'll mention -- just because I

-- as well as shoreline access.

5

think I know the crowd here a little bit -- the

6

Natural Areas Management Plan, as has been defined, is

7

exclusive of the golf course.

8

afterwards if you're interested.

9

study.

And I can show you maps
They're in the initial

So it wouldn't be one of the recreational amenities

10

that would be recognized in the plan, but we can -- I can

11

answer questions about that for sure.
So here are the natural areas of San Francisco,

12
13

the green areas.

There's 32 of them overall, including down

14

here at Sharp Park.

15

There was 31 when we did the plan, but there's one that had

16

been recently added here in the middle of the city called

17

Everson/Digby lots, and they range in size from less than

18

one acre to a few hundred acres.

There's one that was recently added.

Here's just some acreage statistics.

19

Overall

20

there's 1105 acres of these natural areas in both

21

San Francisco and Pacifica.

22

includes the wetlands on the western edge of Sharp Park near

23

the levy, and lots and lots of acreage past the archery

24

range and the rifle range up in the canyon east of

25

Highway 1.

So about 237 acres essentially

5

The Natural Areas Program is essentially the

1
2

management group that is responsible for overseeing these

3

environmentally sensitive areas.

4

have a modest staff of seven gardeners, myself, and a

5

volunteer coordinator, and the mission of the program is to

6

preserve, restore, and enhance natural areas through

7

stewardship and volunteerism.

8

we have about 13,000 volunteer hours every year.

9

actually worked with the -- the archers in the last year

It started in 1997.

We

And we work with about 13- -We've

10

several times.

And once we get through all the permitting,

11

we look forward to actually working with you folks as well

12

on some of this habitat restoration activities.
So the program itself was envisioned as a -- as

13
14

really a volunteer and community-based program and was

15

essentially kind of sold to the Recreation and Parks

16

Department management in a sense to say, look, if you -- if

17

you staff this with a modest number of people, you can bring

18

lots and lots of volunteers in to manage these areas.

19

that's -- that is the fact that has turned out to be the

20

case.

21

Just a real brief overview.

And

The plan itself, as I

22

said, is an 800-page document, a lot of information.

23

Actually, there are many events that happened before the

24

preparation of this plan, so I'll briefly go through that.

25

The general plan for the City of San Francisco has an open

6

1

space element that defined the protection of these natural

2

areas and some general objectives around how to manage them.

3

Our Recreation and Park Commission in 1995 adopted

4

significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan, which is

5

kind of further flushed out those initial objectives in the

6

policy to 2.13.

7

developing this -- this big plan that is the subject today,

8

that is basically the subject that we're going to talk about

9

today.

And then in 1998 we began this process of

So actually this is an old slide.

10

So it's been

11

about now 10 years to develop.

The -- in June, 2002, there

12

was a citizen task force draft and was reviewed by an

13

advisory committee, couple of advisory committees.

14

gave input.

15

a six-week comment period.

16

which I know that there was Pacificans that came to those as

17

well, and we had 2,700 comments on this plan.

They

Then in 2005, created another draft, which had
We held three workshops, of

And what came out of that is what we're talking

18
19

about today, this final draft plan that was published in

20

February of 2006 in our commission.

21

body, our board, adopted this plan as the project to undergo

22

environmental review, which essentially brings us to today.

23

We are initiating this environmental review today.
The management plan goes through a number of

24
25

Basically our governing

goals.

There's conservation, restoration, education,

7

1

research, stewardship, all the way down to design,

2

aesthetics, and safety.

3

topics and goals.

4

example, it identifies, you know, the need to control

5

invasive species and restore wildlife habitat, as an

6

example, where to promote environment education with school

7

groups and with universities to conduct research, for

8

example.

So it covers a broad range of

So in the conservation arena, for

So more specifically what the management plan did

9
10

was we inventoried all these lands, looked at all of their

11

biological resources, so all the plants and animals, what

12

was there, whether they were sensitive or just common

13

species.

14

water bodies were, for example.

15

topic areas.

16

of social uses.

17

We looked at the geology, the hydrology, where the
And those are the main

And then I think -- sorry -- trails and sort

Then among the kind of objectives that are

18

attempted to achieve in the management plan is to develop

19

recommendations for improvement of wildlife habitat,

20

sensitive species, to prioritize these areas because, of

21

course, it's 1100 acres.

22

number of people trying to achieve these -- these

23

objectives.

24
25

It's a lot of land with a modest

So this plan helps to prioritize activities,
identify impacts to natural resources, guides recreational,

8

1

you know, development and encouragement of recreational uses

2

of these lands.

3

So the plan is organized into essentially six

4

chapters, but Chapter 6 has many, many subchapters.

5

each for each one of the 32 -- 31 natural areas.

6

a number of sort of characterization chapters, introductory

7

chapters, that really describe the biology, that describe

8

the soil conditions.

9

One of

So there's

So general recommendations in this Chapter 5, and

10

then site specific recommendations in Chapter 6, and try

11

to -- I can maybe even give you the citation for where you

12

find Sharp Park, if you're interested in that.

13

Section 6 is where the -- you would go if you wanted to see

14

exactly what would be proposed for Sharp Park, within that

15

subchapter.

16

So in that

So as I said, the natural areas, there's

17

1100 acres of subdivided by priority, basically based on

18

their sensitivity or conservation importance.

19

important areas are characterized as Management Area 1.

20

least important from the standpoint of conservation are

21

Management Area 3's.

22

So the most
The

So for example, endangered species habitat here in

23

Sharp Park, for example.

So the wetlands of Horse Stable

24

Pond and Laguna Salada on the western edge of the golf

25

course would be a Management Area 1 because, of course, it's

9

1

habitat for San Francisco garter snake and the California

2

red-legged frog.

3

little bit of grassland habitat that's -- that's habitat for

4

mission blue butterfly, also an endangered species.

Similarly, up in the canyon we have a

Management Area 2 is kind of the middle road.

5
6

These would be the creek system that runs through the

7

archery range and all the way back into the canyon, as well

8

as some of these nice woodlands and scrub areas in the upper

9

canyons.

And for example, Management Area 3, for -- and the

10

purposes for Sharp Park really are the -- the large, dense

11

stands of eucalyptus that are pretty devoid of biological

12

diversity, and we don't have endangered species or rare

13

species associated with them.

14

So if -- if you are interested in kind of just a

15

snapshot view of a particular natural area and what is

16

recommended, I try to point people to this plan, which is

17

in -- it's the last -- the last map, the last page of each

18

natural areas chapter in the plan, and breaks up the natural

19

areas into these coded red, the gold, and the green, based

20

on those priority areas that what we call management areas

21

or MA 1's, 2's, and 3's.

22

has a code so that each one of those boxes corresponds to a

23

place on the map.

24

proposed for that particular area.

25

And then down here in the box it

It will give you a description of what is

So I'm going summarize just a few -- a few of the

10

1

many, many recommendations of this plan.

So in the category

2

of Trees and Vegetation, the plan identifies the

3

re-introduction of sensitive species for local conservation

4

purposes.

5

locally significant species.

6

cover, including the -- the invasive blue gum Tasmanian

7

eucalyptus tree, and revegetation or replacement, planting

8

with native plants where the invasive species have been

9

removed.

So these would be listed species as well as
They're reduction in the plant

So in San Francisco the recommendations for tree

10
11

removal are this -- so these are, again, this is all the --

12

the Tasmanian blue gum eucalyptus.

13

approximate -- there's approximately 64,000 blue gum

14

eucalyptus in San Francisco.

15

numbers.

16

those, leaving about 60,000 trees.

There would be

These are, again, approximate

We would be proposing to remove about 5 percent of

At Sharp Park in the upper canyons, there's a

17
18

proposal, much more aggressive proposal on eucalyptus tree

19

removal at about 28 percent.

20

to say about that is we defined trees in this regard as any

21

tree over 15 feet tall, which for a blue gum eucalyptus can

22

mean a three-year-old tree that's about this big around in

23

diameter.

24

accounts, saplings.

25

And one of the things I want

So many of these trees are really, by most

Also on this, you know, there's no identified

11

1

funding for this kind of scale of restoration at this point

2

in time for -- for the management plan.

3

the tree removal would be a very gradual replacement of

4

those eucalyptus trees over -- over time, like over, like,

5

say, a 20-year period.

So the idea here on

So in Animals and Wildlife, improve habitats for

6
7

sensitive species, some re-introductions.

For example, the

8

common Pacific chorus frog, which is dwindling all over the

9

Bay Area, is not a listed species or anything, but it is

10

disappearing in all these natural areas.

Improving habitat

11

for local wildlife, protecting nesting sites by not doing

12

vegetation during breeding -- breeding season for birds.

13

these are a number of recommendations to help support

14

wildlife.

So

And then in Trails and Access, the plan identifies

15
16

a total of existing trails of 40 miles of trails, and that

17

is essentially 40 miles of trails within one square mile

18

area land mass.

19

those -- or at least a quarter of them are identified as

20

social trails.

21

shortcuts.

22

slopes, difficult to access.

23

sort of the Mori Point Trails Forever program, you're

24

probably familiar with what a social trail is.

25

here would be as these main trails are improved, the social

So quite a lot of trails, and many of

So these are minor trails.

They're

They tend be, you know, straight up and down
If you have been involved in

So the idea

12

1
2

trails would be removed.
And to view the whole plan, we have the entire

3

plan on line on our website.

4

down -- later down in the presentation.

5

We'll show this again later

And I guess one thing I forgot to mention was that

6

within -- because this is covering such a broad area, it's

7

hard for me to get all the slides of everything for

8

Sharp Park.

9

So the -- in the category of Wildlife, the

10

recommendations within the Natural Areas Management Plan

11

really deal with trying to improve -- to dredge the

12

sedimented channels within the wetlands to improve the water

13

flow, to solve the flooding problems and also provide, you

14

know, the benefit to the -- particularly the California

15

red-legged frog.

16

Because one of the situations there is that

17

because the waterways are clogging up with sediment, the

18

cattails are those reeds, those reed-looking plants, are

19

becoming more and more prevalent, and we're losing the open

20

water around -- at Horse Stable Pond and Laguna Salada.

21

that is -- that is a potential negative effect on the frogs

22

because the frogs need open water breeding sites.

23

And

So the plan has a number of recommendations like

24

dredging the channels, creating upland habitat within and

25

around Horse Stable Pond and Laguna Salada, restoration of

13

1

some of the ice plant areas with native habitat.

2

the kinds of things that you'll find in the recommendations

3

for the biological restoration of Sharp Park.

4

Can I answer any questions on the plan?

5

FROM THE FLOOR:

Those are

Yes, sir.

Talking about the dredging and

6

getting the cattails -- whatever you want to call them out

7

there -- it's taken 10 years to get to this stage.

8

do you project when things like that will actually happen?

9

MS. WAYNE:

Well, that's hard to say.

How long

The

10

question was how long -- you know, it's taken us 10 years to

11

get to this point, and how long will it take to actually

12

address the cattails.

13

This process, the environmental process, will take

14

about a year-and-a-half and, you know, because there's so

15

many sensitive resources down there at the lagoon, we have

16

to be very careful about our permitting.

17

can't touch that ground until we get clearance from the

18

federal and state government that -- that oversees those --

19

that protects essentially those species.

20

those things in place, we do have mechanism, we do have

21

heavy equipment, we do have resources within our department

22

to address some of these things.

23

Can we address them all at once?

We essentially

So once we have

No, because some

24

of them are going to be bigger than our current capacity --

25

you know, our current staffing and our current resources.

14

1

But if you get to that point, Coastal Conservancy has been

2

interested in that property for a while.

3

be other resources that we can bring to bear down the road.

4

Sorry.

It's -FROM THE FLOOR:

5
6

Why can't the pond be dredged and

still remain a golf course?
MS. WAYNE:

7
8

I think there will

The pond can't be dredged until we go

through permitting with the federal -FROM THE FLOOR:

9

Right.

But if that's on the

10

table to do that, and there are advocates to close the golf

11

course because the pond is a natural area, why can't it be

12

dredged and returned back to more of its natural state, and

13

the golf course still be allowed to be there?
MS. WAYNE:

14

And you know, Daniel LaForte will

15

maybe take that comment because he's going to actually talk

16

about the relationship between the current resolution on our

17

board of supervisors and this plan.
But I will say that as it stands now, the project

18
19

in the Natural Areas Plan presupposes -- it assumes that the

20

golf course will stay.

21

recommendation.

22

will stay.

So that's the current

Now, you know, I can't guarantee that that

23

FROM THE FLOOR:

24

MS. WAYNE:

25

Right.

If you have questions about the

current activities of our board of supervisor, if you can

15

1

hold those questions until after Daniel does his --

2

FROM THE FLOOR:

3

MS. WAYNE:

4

questions.

-- but I'll answer any other

Might defer some of them back.
FROM THE FLOOR:

5

Okay.

One question, will a lot of the

6

environmental work you're doing with heavy equipment --

7

dredging, pulling down trees -- wouldn't it have more of an

8

impact on the environment than leaving the natural habitat

9

the way it is?
MS. WAYNE:

10
11

Well, that's why we need to do the

Environmental Impact Report, to make that assessment.

12

FROM THE FLOOR:

13

MS. WAYNE:

14

There is a plan which is subject to

and -FROM THE FLOOR:

15
16

But isn't this the plan?

We have not undergone

environmental impact at this time?
MS. WAYNE:

17

Right.

That's what we're starting

18

right now.

19

think we have some other questions in the back.

20
21
22

That's why we're here today.

FROM THE FLOOR:

So hang on.

I

Yes, sir.

What is the -- where is the

funding coming from and what is the cost factor?
MS. WAYNE:

We don't have a full cost assessment

23

of -- for the whole plan.

We have -- currently, I have my

24

staff, which is those nine folks plus our minions of

25

volunteers, and we're funded through our Open Space funding.

16

FROM THE FLOOR:

1
2

taxpayer money for your project?
MS. WAYNE:

3
4

Is this to going to cost the

Is it going to cost the taxpayer money

for my project?

5

FROM THE FLOOR:

6

MS. WAYNE:

Everything's taxes.

The Natural Areas Program is funded --

7

it has been funded since the mid 1990's by a -- I think it's

8

a one-quarter of one cent taxation for every hundred dollars

9

assessed value property tax.

So -- so property owners in

10

San Francisco pay a very small amount of money to fund the

11

Open Space fund, of which our program is a very, very

12

small -FROM THE FLOOR:

13

Is that a definite amount or --

14

what you're proposing now, or is it going to increase later?

15

Are we going to get taxed more for -- do you see increasing

16

of a cost factor?
MS. WAYNE:

17

There's a certain baseline that the

18

Natural Areas Program has funded that's mandated through

19

Prop C, which passed several years ago for voters of

20

San Francisco.

21

program.

22
23

So there is a baseline support for this

FROM THE FLOOR:

Will we have any say-so on it,

the taxpayer?

24

MS. WAYNE:

On --

25

FROM THE FLOOR:

On any increase that you're going

17

1

to come in with later.
MS. WAYNE:

2

We're not bringing forth any tax

3

increases from this directly.

4

yeah, if it's going to be an increased taxing, it will be

5

voter approved, yeah.
FROM THE FLOOR:

6

There's no -- I'm not sure --

Yeah, I was -- like dredging, how

7

do you protect the species that are there now when going in

8

to dredge?
MS. WAYNE:

9
10

Well, that's part of what's going to

be fleshed out.

11

FROM THE FLOOR:

12

MS. WAYNE:

What was the question?

The question was, if you go in and

13

dredge, how do you protect the species that are there now?

14

So that's part of what would be detailed in this

15

Environmental Impact Report.

16

depends on the species you're talking about, but there's

17

fencing --

18

FROM THE FLOOR:

So there's -- you know,

So if you go in and -- like you

19

say, kind of a map -- if you go in and you take so many

20

frogs and snakes with you during the project, it's just at

21

the other side of that they'll gain by doing that?

22

MS. WAYNE:

23

FROM THE FLOOR:

24
25

Yeah.

Yeah.
So if you take one on the chin

first, and then down the road it has -MS. WAYNE:

That's the only way we would be

18

1

allowed to do any of the work, if there's a net benefit to

2

the species.

3

Yes, sir.

4

FROM THE FLOOR:

Just got couple of questions.

5

One, this study that you have, this is as a result of the

6

over the 100,000-dollar Tetra Tech study --

7

MS. WAYNE:

Yes.

8

FROM THE FLOOR:

9

MS. WAYNE:

-- their recommendations?

So tetra Tech is our current

10

consultant, and I think the planning department can answer

11

this more thoroughly for you.

12

consultant, and we had a previous consultant that worked on

13

this plan.

14

FROM THE FLOOR:

But Tetra Tech is our current

And just my follow-up question

15

is, now that that study has been pretty well completed -- it

16

was started, I believe, back in 2007 -- is it your

17

recommendation after having studied that report, looking at

18

all these things that you're going to do, that by your

19

recommendations of dredging the pond and doing some simple

20

things, keeping the golf course intact as an 18-hole golf

21

course, that this will satisfy the needs of protecting the

22

red-legged frog and snake?

23
24
25

MS. WAYNE:

Well, you know, that -- that will be

evaluated in this Environmental Impact Report.
FROM THE FLOOR:

But you wouldn't be going forward

19

1

with all these things unless you thought this would be

2

sufficient to --

3

MS. WAYNE:

Yeah.

4

FROM THE FLOOR:

5

MS. WAYNE:

-- accomplish those two things?

We have been trying to work closely

6

with Fish and Wildlife and Fish and Game to -- so that we're

7

on the same page with the regulatory agencies so we're not

8

proposing things that are way out of whack from what they

9

would like to see in terms of protections.
FROM THE FLOOR:

10

But, again, I'm just asking.

So

11

If you accomplish these things you set forth today and keep

12

the golf course as basically an 18-hole course, it should

13

satisfy the needs to protect what we're to trying to

14

protect?

15

MS. JONES:

Okay.

Uhm, I'll see if I can answer

16

that question.

17

the supervisor on Environmental Impact Report.

18

Environmental Impact Report, which is what we're here about

19

today is on the Natural Resources Area Management Plan,

20

which does assume the presence of a golf course.

21

I'm with the planning department, and I'm
The

So the golf course issue was not one that was on

22

the table in the context of that plan.

So that -- so this

23

plan is meant to achieve the objectives that Rec and Park

24

set out in terms of managing those areas that exist that are

25

habitat areas.

It is not meant to necessarily conclude that

20

1

those are the ideal conditions in which to maintain a

2

habitat.

That's not the question that's being answered.
FROM THE FLOOR:

3

What this plan is making a

4

recommendation and -- is there a specific recommendation to

5

keep the 18-hole golf course or not?

6

question.
MS. JONES:

7
8

or another.

This plan does not recommend one way

It assumes that a golf course is there.

MS. WAYNE:

9

It's a pretty simple

Maybe if you can hold that -- if

10

there's any more about the plan itself, Daniel will explain

11

about the relationship to -- the concept that we're looking

12

at as well.

13

Go ahead.

14

FROM THE FLOOR:

15
16

What is the primary driver of the

plan?
MS. WAYNE:

So the primary driver is that our

17

commission back in 1995 directed our department to come up

18

with more detailed plans for all these natural areas.

19
20
21
22

FROM THE FLOOR:

Why?

What objective are you

trying to address?
MS. WAYNE:

Why do they want us to do a more

detailed plan?

23

FROM THE FLOOR:

24

MS. WAYNE:

25

FROM THE FLOOR:

Right.

What --

Well --- is the end result that we're

21

1

driving at?
MS. WAYNE:

2

Well, yeah, it's essentially a

3

conservation document, recreation oriented document.

4

manage -- how to -- what's the future look and use of all

5

these 31 natural areas.
FROM THE FLOOR:

6
7

But why are we trying

to conserve?
MS. WAYNE:

8
9

Okay.

How to

Well, from the City of San Francisco

we have policies in place.

I mean, I can throw a few of

10

them on the slide here.

11

know, city citizenry through, you know, there's the general

12

plan to protect these places.

13

plan from department of the environment.

14

of plans and policies in place that the City of San

15

Francisco says yes, it's important to protect and preserve

16

and to restore these natural areas.

17

for it.

18

FROM THE FLOOR:

We're required -- we, the city, you

There's the sustainability
There's a number

Now come up with a plan

There must be an underlying

19

reason for that, and here's what I'm driving at.

20

Supervisor Mirkarimi, that April 30th meeting, mentioned

21

that the driver for these arguments was because he was

22

primarily concerned about the liability that puts

23

San Francisco -- or that San Francisco incurs if it's not in

24

compliance with the Endangered Species Act.

25

People --

Now, I did my research, and I said okay, what does

22

1

the Endangered Species Act ask us to comply with?

2

asks us to comply with concerning threatened or endangered

3

species on critical habitat.

4

Sharp Park -- does it fall under applicable habitat?

5

MS. WAYNE:

6

FROM THE FLOOR:

Okay?

It has

So next question:

Is

Okay.
Looking at -- looking at

7

documents from the Department of the Interior, it is not.

8

There are only two units in the San Mateo County -MS. WAYNE:

9

FROM THE FLOOR:

10
11

Yeah.

habitat.

So why are we going through the effort?
MS. WAYNE:

12

-- that qualify as natural

Okay.

So just one thing.

This

13

planned effort is nearly 10 years old.

14

of the recent -- any of the recent meetings or any of the

15

recent resolutions.
FROM THE FLOOR:

16
17

It way predates any

But there isn't any underlying

reason why we're doing it.

18

MS. WAYNE:

And, yes --

19

FROM THE FLOOR:

20

MS. WAYNE:

I still don't get what that is.

Well, I think I tried to explain that

21

to you.

22

about that afterwards, and I can try to explain more to

23

you --

24
25

Maybe we can have a -- a separate conversation

FROM THE FLOOR:

If you tell me you have a policy,

you have to tell me why do you have that policy.

23

1

MS. WAYNE:

Because our decision makers and our

2

planning department and a lot of people have come forward

3

and said these places are valuable, and you need to manage

4

them for their natural resources and their values.

5

FROM THE FLOOR:

But there has to be something

6

that defines its value, and that's what I'm driving at.

7

What is that?

8
9
10

MS. WAYNE:

Well, I can show you the -- I can give

you references to those policies and those plans and maybe
that will help you a little bit more.

11

FROM THE FLOOR:

12

MS. WAYNE:

Yes.

And I think the other thing to just

13

keep in mind is that the Endangered Species Act is one

14

driver here, but the other driver here is that the

15

San Francisco garter snake is a fully protected species by

16

the State of California.

17

cannot touch, we cannot dredge, we cannot solve any flooding

18

problems, we can't do anything out there in that lagoon

19

until we have a permission from the State.

20

will not grant that permission unless it is in the -- it is

21

in the effort to recover or help that species.

22

FROM THE FLOOR:

So what that means is that we

And the State

I think one more point is that

23

it's a two-pronged criteria.

One is that it's a threatened

24

or endangered species, and second that species exists in a

25

critical habitat, and that's my point.

24

MS. WAYNE:

1

Yeah.

Okay.

It's -- you're right.

2

It does not -- it's not designated as a critical habitat,

3

but that does not negate what we have to do in terms of --

4

if we need to do anything on that golf course, we need to do

5

a recovery effort.

6

kind of detail that probably other people's eyes are glaring

7

over -- I would be happy to talk to you about that after.
Any other questions on the plan?

8
9

And I can -- again, I can explain the

I'd like to have

Daniel actually talk about -MR. LAFORTE:

10

Can I just mention one thing on that

11

point.

You know, the actions that we're taking in --

12

related to the Natural Areas Plan, the recommendations of

13

Natural Areas Plan will actually ultimately benefit the golf

14

course too.

15

course better and reduce -- by making improvements to the

16

hydrology and dredging it out will actually reduce the

17

incidences of flooding.

I mean, it will enable us to manage the golf

18

FROM THE FLOOR:

19

MR. LAFORTE:

20

Sure.

So it's a secondary -- a very real

secondary benefit here to what we're doing.

21

Yes?

22

FROM THE FLOOR:

Thank you.

Where in the process

23

of looking at these adoptions to the EIR or do -- will it --

24

will the conversation move around the impact on the

25

immediate neighborhood to the golf course, especially north

25

1

of the golf course?

2

Salada extends up into the neighborhood along Palmetto

3

Avenue (unintelligible) opened floods and insufficient

4

drainage.

5

at what point are you addressing the impact to the

6

neighborhood in these three scenarios and how the EIR

7

affects it and where when we input those concerns.

9

It's part of the drain.

MS. WAYNE:

8

The original ancient lake bed of Laguna

So we're concerned about

So I'll answer that in two ways.

So

the three scenarios -- that's a good segue, and Daniel's

10

going to give everyone some background, and we'll come back

11

to that.

12

The other issue that you mentioned is, you know,

13

related to flooding, and that's the kind of -- that's the

14

kind of things that would be evaluated through this

15

environmental impact.

16

MS. JONES:

So when we get to the comment portion

17

later on, that would be a great comment to make or write it

18

down and submit it in writing.

19

FROM THE FLOOR:

It's specifically what methods of

20

preventing flooding to the neighborhood would be utilized in

21

those three scenarios also?

22

discussion?

23

MS. JONES:

Is that part of this

That's -- that's -- that's what Daniel

24

is going to talk about.

That's not part of this project.

25

So that's what Daniel is going to discuss.

26

1

MS. WAYNE:

I think I'll turn it over to Daniel,

2

and I can answer more questions about the plan, but maybe

3

this is a good time to have Daniel answer.

4

FROM THE FLOOR:

I did have one more question.

5

It's sort of a two-part question about the plan.

That is,

6

when is the lead contamination at the old rifle range going

7

to be dealt with?

8

left untouched?

9

terms of something happening to it as part of this --

And two, is the archery range going to be
Or is that -- that also on the table in

10

FROM THE FLOOR:

11

MS. WAYNE:

Can you repeat the question?

Yeah, the question was -- if I can

12

paraphrase -- so are there any recommendations for the

13

archery range, and what's going to happen with the lead

14

contamination at the rifle range?

15

So those -- so the lead contamination is a

16

separate project that the -- that our department is working

17

on, and actually actively working on.

18

know the timeframe.

19

MR. LAFORTE:

I don't know if you

Yeah, so -- so our capital

20

division -- Daniel LaForte.

21

you, everyone, for coming out tonight.

22

I'm a planner with the -- thank

My name's Daniel LaForte.

I'm with the

23

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department.

And just to

24

comment on that, our capital division has prepared a draft

25

removal action work plan, and we are -- that is going very
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1

well.

2

final stages of getting their permits to implement that work

3

plan.

4

effort will begin.

5

think that's going very well, but I can get you more

6

information on that.

And I can get you some more information on when that
I believe it's in the near future.

FROM THE FLOOR:

7
8

They are working with various state agencies in the

So I

And the work in the archery

range?
MS. WAYNE:

9

Yeah, and the archery range.

The

10

Natural Areas Plan does cover the lands within and around

11

the archery range.

12

trail improvements and invasive plant removal and

13

restoration, there's no -- there are no other

14

recommendations that would directly affect the archery

15

range.

They're -- except, you know, sort of

The pond up there is an important place.

16

As you

17

probably know, salamanders and -- there's other -- other

18

important species that use that area.

19

sensitive on, you know, that area and what happens there.

20

But in terms of -- there's no plans to change that land use

21

in any way.

22

FROM THE FLOOR:

23

MR. LAFORTE:

So we do want to be

Thank you.

Excuse me.

If there's anyone who is

24

standing, there are seats up front here if you need to find

25

a seat.

28

1

Thank you, Lisa, for that presentation.

2

Again, my name is Daniel LaForte.

I'm a planner

3

with the Recreation and Parks Department.

4

you know, there's been a lot of discussion of late on

5

looking at possible scenarios to the reconfiguration of the

6

Sharp Park golf course.

7

that and how it relates to why we're here today on the

8

environmental analysis for the -- the significant

9

Natural Resource Areas Management Plan.

10

And as many of

And I'd like to say a few words on

The department was given a mandate by the City and

11

County of San Francisco Board of Supervisors to -- which

12

basically says that they mandated three things:

13

look at possible co-management of the golf course with --

14

with the GGNRA, and two is to look at possible -- to develop

15

three concept plans.

16

one is to

One -- the one concept plan would look at an

17

18-hole golf course with maybe slight modifications to the

18

golf course to improve hydrology as Lisa mentioned.

19

that is -- we are looking at that.

20

description for the environmental document.

21

And

That is a project

The other two concept plans that we are mandated

22

to develop is, one, to look at a limited golf concept, where

23

possibly a 9-hole golf course.

24

concept plan would be to look at no-golf scenario.

25

would be no golf there.

And then the third, the
There
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And we are undertaking that effort now.

1

We just

2

begun.

3

and GGNRA and other stakeholders on the development of those

4

concept plans.

5

next few months.

6

We look forward to working with the City of Pacifica

And we should have them developed in the

I want to make clear that any action related to

7

those -- implementing those concept plans, with the

8

exception of the 18-hole scenario, would require a separate

9

environmental review.

10
11

They are not going to be covered in

this environmental review that we're undertaking currently.
And with that -- so I understand there's a lot of,

12

you know, concern about the future, you know, uses of the

13

golf course, but I wanted to make that clear that that --

14

that is -- would be a separate a -- separate process, and we

15

look forward to working with the City of Pacifica on that.

16

So thank you.

17

MS. JONES:

Okay.

Uhm, now we're going to move on

18

to talking about what we are actually working on, doing here

19

under the environmental review process.

20

My name is Sarah Jones.

I work with the planning

21

department in the major environmental analysis division.

22

Our division of the planning department is charged with

23

doing environmental review under the California

24

Environmental Quality Act for basically all projects that

25

occur on any lands within the jurisdiction of the City and
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1

County of San Francisco.

So that is where planning comes

2

into this -- into this effort.
We have a few slides that discuss the California

3
4

Environmental Quality Act, or CEQA, as it's commonly called,

5

analysis process.

6

it will also be a little bit of an idea of the documents

7

that we prepared so far for this project.

So I will go through those with you, and

CEQA is for the purpose of public information.

8

It

9

is required to conduct analysis under CEQA of the potential

10

environmental impacts of any projects, you know, whether it

11

be a new building or whether it even be, you know, some of

12

the actions that are anticipated under the Natural Resource

13

Area Management Plan.

14

public and decision makers of these potential environmental

15

effects of their projects.

And the purpose is to inform the

Preparing a CEQA document and certifying that that

16
17

document is complete does not constitute approval of any

18

project.

19

take in order to make sure that decisions are occurring in

20

an informed way.

It is simply a required step that one needs to

We look at a lot of topic areas under our CEQA

21
22

analysis.

These are spelled out by the State law that

23

governs CEQA.

24

17 different types of topic areas that are looked at, and

25

within each of those topic areas we have several questions

There are, as you can see, 18 -- or really
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1

that we need to answer.
I don't know if anybody here has gotten a chance

2
3

to really review the initial study that we prepared, but

4

you'll see that each of these topic areas is addressed.

5

Each of the questions within these topic areas are

6

discussed, and what we have prepared so far for this project

7

is an initial study.

8

each topic area and identified those topics for which there

9

are potentially significant environmental effects where we

What that is is that we have analyzed

10

think there could be substantial adverse effects on the

11

environment.
As you can see, we highlighted the -- and just

12
13

to -- back to that -- the areas where we do think there

14

might be substantial adverse effects are the ones that we go

15

on to study in the Environmental Impact Report.
In the case of National Resource Area Management

16
17

Plan, we are going to talk about land uses, land use

18

planning, aesthetics.

19

around the tree removal that's proposed.

20

cultural and paleontological resources, historic resources,

21

archeological.

That's primarily tied to the issues
We're looking at

That's what's covered under that.

Recreation, again, since we're focusing on the

22
23

content of the plan itself, that's going to look at dog play

24

areas.

25

activities that occur within the areas now.

That's going to look at trails, the recreational
Biological
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1

resources, obviously, is a big topic here.

2

water quality, where we'll start getting into some of those

3

flooding issues.

4

impacts of this project in association with related, you

5

know, past, present or reasonably foreseeable future

6

projects.

7

Environmental Impact Report.

8

Hydrology and

And then we also look at cumulative

So that is -- that's what we'll cover in the

One thing to note right now in the process we're

9

in the scoping period for this Environmental Impact Report.

10

Particularly upon reviewing the initial study you feel that

11

there might be a topic area for which there are additional

12

issues to discuss or you see a different conclusion, you

13

know, that's the purpose of this meeting, is to take those

14

comments, and you can also submit them in writing.

15

So we'll just walk through the process.

We

16

actually have some handouts that go through all the steps in

17

the CEQA process and maybe help to explain why it always

18

takes so long.

19

notice of preparation, saying we intend to prepare an EIR,

20

and the initial study where we do that first read of all the

21

potential impacts of a project.

22

scoping meeting, which is required for certain projects of

23

regional significance like this one.

24
25

We are right here at the beginning, the

And today we're having a

After we get through this process and we conduct
some more detailed analysis of those topic areas I
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1

mentioned, we will put out our draft Environmental Impact

2

Report.

3

public hearing before our planning commission.

4

of those comments that we receive on the draft Environmental

5

Impact Report, and we prepare a comments and responses

6

document where we address each of those comments in writing

7

and also make any changes to the text of the EIR that are

8

necessary.

9

Environmental Impact Report to the planning commission to be

10

That report is circulated to the public.

We have a

We take all

At that point we are ready to bring a final

certified as being adequate and complete and accurate.

11

Is that the last slide, John?

12

Oh, of course, this is the -- details a little

13

more how to participate in this current process that we're

14

in right now.

15

May 26 to make your comments.

16

although we have a time limit, but -- so if you have more

17

lengthy comments to make, then please submit them in

18

writing.

19

that's said versus written.

20

anything in writing.

21

We are in the scoping period.

You have until

Make them orally tonight,

There's no different weight given to anything
So please feel free to submit

You can actually review the document that we

22

prepared on our website.

23

review the actual plan on the website that's maintained by

24

Recreation and Parks.

25

You can also, as Lisa mentioned,

Here's the address to which you can send your
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1

written comments, and if you want any more information, you

2

can contact Jessica.

3

Environmental Impact Report, and you can also e-mail your

4

comments to her as well.

She's the coordinator for the

So that's it.

If you have general comments or questions about

5
6

the CEQA process, I'm happy to answer them now.

7

comments specifically about what you think should be

8

addressed in the context of this EIR, then save them for the

9

actual scoping period.

10

comments.

11

that's just a tip.

During that time we just take

We don't respond to questions.

12

I see a woman in the back.

13

FROM THE FLOOR:

14

General question.

15

a blond moment.

16

EIR?

17

If you have

So that's --

Thank you, Madam Planner.

I'm sorry.

I'm still confused.

Must be

Is flooding going to be addressed in the

MS. JONES:

Any flooding that's resulting from the

18

project would be addressed as an impact in the EIR.

19

existing condition of flooding, if there's existing

20

flooding, that's part of the existing setting, and it would

21

be described, but it's not an impact of the project.

22

FROM THE FLOOR:

23

MS. JONES:

24
25

The

What role --

I'm sorry.

Did that help?

Do you

want to talk more afterwards so -- okay.
FROM THE FLOOR:

It's just really important that I
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1

understand that the issues of flooding, whether it be -- I

2

mean, the existing flooding and how that originated or not,

3

and I don't know that -- how that's going to work, just that

4

flooding is an annual issue out here.
MS. JONES:

5

Sure.

Well -- and we would look at --

6

we would look at anything that resulted from the project

7

that affected that flooding.
FROM THE FLOOR:

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Okay.

And the problem as a

result of that flooding extends far beyond defining the golf
course.
MS. JONES:

Sure.

And that's, again, a scoping

comment to make.
FROM THE FLOOR:

What role does the

coastal commission or County of San Mateo play?
MS. JONES:

We circulate our environmental review

16

to those agencies, and they have -- one of the purposes of

17

this whole process is to provide information to agencies

18

like that, some of which are decision making agencies, and

19

some of which are interested agencies.

20

information, and they have the opportunity to comment on

21

what they feel they need to be addressing.

22

Yes?

23

FROM THE FLOOR:

We provide them

Ask you, all the things in the

24

planning, one thing I notice is missing and -- when do you

25

do a cost analysis of how to accomplish these things?
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MS. JONES:

1

Socioeconomic impacts are impacts

2

under CEQA only to the degree that they result in physical

3

impacts.

4

kinds of issues is in land use or in population and housing,

5

although that's not such an issue here, obviously, but

6

socioeconomic impacts in and of themselves and costs are not

7

considered physical environmental effects.

8

I didn't make clear earlier on, is that CEQA is looking at

9

the physical environmental impacts of a project.

So one of the areas where we often address those

10

Yes?

11

FROM THE FLOOR:

That's one thing

You mentioned agencies that might

12

be interested and that you do communicate with.

13

communicate with the City of Pacifica in terms of the

14

Sharp Park area?

15

MS. JONES:

16

Yes?

17

FROM THE FLOOR:

18

change or global warming?

19

MS. JONES:

Do you also

Yeah, certainly we do that.

Does the EIR incorporate climate

Yes, that's one of the -- that's one

20

of the topics we address in all the EIR's -- I'm sorry -- in

21

all the environmental review processes.

22
23

FROM THE FLOOR:

I wasn't going to speak up, but I

just have one question from what Daniel had stated.

24

MR. LAFORTE:

Yes.

25

FROM THE FLOOR:

Daniel, you said that the board
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1

of supervisors -- the direction that had been provided by

2

the board of supervisors was to develop the concept plan in

3

and work with the GGNRA, but I didn't hear -- I know you

4

said that you work with the city of Pacifica, but I thought

5

that ordinance had been approved by the board of supervisors

6

last week said both the GGNRA and the city of Pacifica

7

and/or the County of San Mateo, so --

8

MR. LAFORTE:

Yes.

9

FROM THE FLOOR:

10

MR. LAFORTE:

11

FROM THE FLOOR:

12

MR. LAFORTE:

13

-- I wanted to clarify that.

I left that out, yes.
Okay.

Worked very hard for that.

Yes, that was in the legislations.

Thank you for mentioning that.

14

FROM THE FLOOR:

15

MS. JONES:

16

FROM THE FLOOR:

Thank you.

No problem.

No problem.

Yes?
You said you had something like

17

31 natural areas that you were looking at.

18

those are CEQA -- are under CEQA that we have to do this

19

kind of review for?

20

MS. JONES:

We -- this environmental review is

21

looking at all of the natural areas.

22

by the project.

23

San Francisco.

24

every -- everything.

25

How many of

They're all affected

But we do CEQA review for everything in
We look at downtown skyscrapers.

FROM THE FLOOR:

We look at

Of course, what are we looking at
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1

for a timeline, then, for what's going to happen in

2

Sharp Park and, like, McClaren Park?

3

different areas to work with, some of them are really big

4

and some of them are small.

5

the draft EIR?

6

MS. JONES:

There's so many

You know, when should we expect

That's partially going to depend on

7

what -- what we hear in this scoping process because of

8

issues are raised that take more analysis than we had

9

originally anticipated, and that would affect the timeline,

10

and we are working with the consultant.

11

partially driven by the amount of time that they would take.

12

I don't -- I can't -- I can't say off the top of my head

13

what I expect the schedule to be.

14

MR. LAFORTE:

It's partially --

I can comment on that.

We have a

15

draft -- a draft schedule, subject to change, as Sarah

16

noted, but we expect to have a draft Environmental Impact

17

Report in October, 2010.

18

FROM THE FLOOR:

19

MS. JONES:

20

FROM THE FLOOR:

Year-and-a-half?

Yes.
Yeah, then the question I had,

21

you're saying that you're responsible for part of the

22

project you're doing, but then you've been working at this

23

since 1995.

24

been soaking in and getting worse, and so the lack of action

25

is what's creating the flood.

There was no flooding in 1995.

So the pond's

So -- but then you don't have
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1
2

any responsibility for that as long as you're doing studies?
MS. JONES:

We are looking at the effects of the

3

project on the setting as it is now.

4

is basically what it -- what it is as of April or May, 2009,

5

but we would certainly as part of that discussion of the

6

setting discuss what led to that condition.

7

FROM THE FLOOR:

Our baseline condition

It was in 1995 they actually were

8

doing some dredging, and they stopped.

9

no flooding at that time.

So -- and there was

So what I'm saying is that you

10

let the pond soak in long enough, it's going to fill up the

11

whole basin eventually.

12

then apparently you're not responsible for that

13

(unintelligible).

14

MS. JONES:

If you haven't finished the study,

That might be either a comment in the

15

context of the scoping as to something that you think we

16

need to address, or I think something maybe to discuss with

17

Recreation and Parks.

18

FROM THE FLOOR:

I have something to say with

19

respect to this point, right.

As a geologist, I understand

20

hydrologic patterns, right.

21

about is a drainage area.

22

will naturally collect.

23

silt, and that's what's settling inside the pond.

24

of the -- they've developed areas surrounding that point,

25

water has nowhere to go.

That area that you're talking
It's the lowest point where water

And with water, it brings with it
With all

But there --
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MS. JONES:

1

Okay.

I'm not trying to cut you off,

2

but that is -- the comment that you're making right now is

3

exactly the -- when we're done with the general questions

4

about the environmental process, that's something to raise

5

in the -- you know, as soon as we get everyone's questions,

6

this is something to raise once we open the public scoping

7

comments.
FROM THE FLOOR:

8
9

Okay.

What I don't understand is

how are you going to say that the influence of the project

10

with respect to water is this, with respect to existing

11

conditions is this.

12

demarcation.
MS. JONES:

13

I don't know how you can make that

I think that my understanding is that

14

one of the purposes of the project is to address that --

15

that existing condition.

16

the degree -- what we are looking at is whether the actions

17

under the project would result in a substantial adverse

18

effect, and that is, in this case, an increase in the

19

flooding.

20

issue when we get to the next step.

So it would -- to the degree -- to

So -- but again, you know, please raise this

21

Yes?

22

FROM THE FLOOR:

Is CEQA and the management plans'

23

definition of recreation, does it now include watching a

24

polliwog develop into a frog, watching a snake slither along

25

the fork, watching a piece of grass grow as the native
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1

species?

Does that part now -- is that part of the term

2

"recreation?"
MS. JONES:

3

The term recreation in the context of

4

CEQA isn't -- that's not specifically defined.

What we look

5

at in terms of recreation in our analysis has to do with

6

whether -- whether we are affecting or removing some

7

recreational resource, whether -- whatever -- you know,

8

whatever -- whatever we may define that to be.

9

if you -- if you feel that those -- that that passive

And, again,

10

recreation that you mentioned should be considered within

11

that, then please raise that in the scoping comments.
We also look at whether a project would result in

12
13

greater use of a recreation area that would -- that would

14

deteriorate -- that would hasten its deterioration.
FROM THE FLOOR:

15
16

Yeah, maybe I wasn't clear.

I

was asking what CEQA's definition is.
MS. JONES:

17

CEQA doesn't particularly define

18

recreation in terms of the specific activities that it

19

involves.

20

FROM THE FLOOR:

21

MS. JONES:

22

FROM THE FLOOR:

Okay.

Thank you.

Yes.
I think the point was well -- the

23

point there that before 1995, before the reeds were thinned

24

out, there was dredging there.

25

that we're in this predicament to begin with right now

It's really the city's fault
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1

because they dragged their feet for the last 15 years

2

towards this.

3

doing what they were doing, we wouldn't be having this

4

problem.

5

What's happening, if the city would have kept

MS. JONES:

Okay.

And I'm not trying to minimize

6

any of that commentary.

7

that's -- if you feel that that's something that we should

8

be addressing, then when we open the public scoping

9

comments, please mention that.

10
11

I just -- you know, I think that

FROM THE FLOOR:
addressing that.

I'm sorry.

Of course, it should be

You just brought it up here addressing.

12

MS. JONES:

13

MS. WAYNE:

Okay.
Maybe I can just chime in there a

14

little bit.

15

had a lot of history with the Recreation and Parks

16

Department here at Sharp Park, and what happened, you know,

17

within relatively recent -- in the last decade or so is that

18

a lot of regulatory agencies began to look closely at what

19

was happening at Sharp Park and the things that we were

20

doing were in violation of the Endangered Species Act, and

21

so to do dredging, to -- it affects wetlands, and that's

22

permitted by the Corps of Engineers through the Clean Water

23

Act, to do dredging, it potentially harms and kills

24

endangered species.

25

I know there are others in the crowd that have

And in 2005, in fact, our general manager was
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1

served with basically a letter that, you know, was

2

essentially -- what would you say? -- a notice of violation

3

of the Endangered Species Act, and he and our department

4

were basically, you know, threatened with severe fines

5

and/or, you know, imprisonment.
So the protection's out there.

6

I know for many,

7

many years things were done differently, but in recent years

8

more attention has been brought to that place and -- and we

9

received, you know, direct communications from these

10

regulatory agencies that we need to stop what we were doing

11

out there.

12

FROM THE FLOOR:

The point here is

13

that (unintelligible) San Francisco, this created the

14

endangered species, not -- the endangered species wasn't

15

endangered to this extent when they were doing this.

16

only become endangered since they've stopped doing that.

17

it was hampered by the -- going by the bureaucratic

18

regulations really created -- further created the problem.

19

MS. WAYNE:

It's
So

Well, yeah, undoubtedly, the

20

sedimentation is a real future threat to -- particularly to

21

red-legged frogs, but -- but those species were categorized

22

by the federal and state governments as endangered and

23

threatened many, many decades ago, like, in the seventies,

24

and, you know, since then.

25

identified as, you know, in periled state long, long ago.

So -- so they have -- they were
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MS. JONES:

1

One thing also to note is that under

2

CEQA, we also are required to look at what's called a

3

no-project alternative, which is a -- what would happen --

4

what would be the impacts of the project not taking place,

5

or what would the scenario be if the project did not take

6

place.

7

at that as well.

So -- just so you're aware of it, we'll be looking

FROM THE FLOOR:

8
9

Actually, that was the -- seem to

be contradictory to what you're proposing.

The three

10

scenarios:

11

or doing other dredging is actually much more harmful to the

12

environment than leaving it as is.

13

leaving the park alone, making a 9-hole course,

MS. JONES:

Well, as Daniel mentioned, the three

14

scenarios that were -- that were discussed under that

15

legislation, under Supervisor Mirkarimi's legislation, those

16

are not part of the project.

17

environmental review project request.

18

FROM THE FLOOR:

They are subject to a separate

One last question.

If it all

19

becomes part of the project, where does Sharp Park fit in in

20

priority versus the other park areas of the group?

21

priority number one, or where does that fall in the list?

22
23
24
25

MS. JONES:

Is that

That would be a question for

Recreation and Parks.
MR. LAFORTE:
really two paths there.

That's a good question.

There are

There's the EIR, and then there's
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1

the separate permitting path that we have to go through

2

extensive steps to obtain the necessary permits to clean out

3

and dredge the Laguna Salada, which will -- in the end will

4

help the flooding problems that have occurred out there.

5

And once we receive those permits from the government

6

agencies, we can begin to do that work.

7

our resources, and I can project -- you know, as we develop

8

this process and move through the permitting process, we can

9

have a better understanding of the conditions that we have

It's dependent on

10

to abide by that may, for example, escalate the cost

11

associated with that work.
We can't -- as Sarah alluded to, it's very

12
13

difficult at this time to provide estimates on the cost for

14

a lot of this work, but as we move through the process and

15

learn what we need to do in terms of protection of the

16

species, barriers, relocations, you know, we don't know the

17

full extent of the cost at this time, but we may have a

18

better -- better answer for you as we move along this

19

process.

20

MS. WAYNE:

One more thing that I'll just add to

21

that, you know, as you probably know, the golf course at

22

Sharp Park is, you know, flooded for a good three months of

23

the year, and you know, a lot of that is related to the

24

protection of the red-legged frog that, you know, lays their

25

eggs in Horse Stable Pond.

And, you know, what that means
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1

is that it's a very difficult situation for us because, of

2

course, it's -- reduces our revenues.

3

So, you know, when we do get through all of this

4

permitting, I would think that -- that attempting to solve

5

some of the flow problems, the hydrologic and sedimentation

6

problems are going to be relatively high on the Recreation

7

and Parks Department's radar and priorities because, of

8

course, you know, the flooding is somewhat related to that

9

sedimentation and how the water flow happens.

And we don't

10

like the fact that the course closes, you know, for as long

11

as it does over these periods of time.

12

So of course, our agency is just as, you know,

13

under siege by all the economic conditions, but it's -- it's

14

been something that we have been trying to find a solution

15

to for a long, long time.

16

would be out there the next day with our backhoes, but it

17

is -- it is a high priority for our parks.

18

FROM THE FLOOR:

So I can't guarantee that we

Well, that's what I'm saying.

19

Seems to me now that Sharp Park has become an issue, that's

20

becoming priority of this whole project, is now let's do

21

something with Sharp Park versus all the other wetlands, all

22

the other areas that are in San Francisco.

23

Sharp Park has become the focal point, it's now a priority

24

on all the rest of the projects, which I think is

25

ridiculous.

Now because

Why wouldn't the other projects be taken care
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1

of before Sharp Park became an issue?

2

become Sharp Park's priority?
MS. JONES:

3

Why is this now all

Is the question related to

4

that Sharp Park is more of a priority than the other

5

31 natural areas in San Francisco?

6

FROM THE FLOOR:

7

MS. JONES:

That is the perception.

Oh, I don't think that's necessarily

8

the case.

I don't think -- you know, we -- we're trying to

9

accomplish a lot of things on an -- on many different fronts

10

all at once.

You know what would be required at Sharp Park

11

is, you know, can happen -- it would need to happen

12

independent of, say, the Natural Areas Program staff because

13

we're not backhoe drivers and, you know, heavy equipment

14

operators.

We're doing other priorities in San Francisco.

15

San Francisco's got a trails bond that is supposed

16

to fund a lot of trails improvements within the city, and so

17

they're is that motivating factor there.

18

you know, tempting to go where the resources are.

19

try to maximize what we can do right now or in the near

20

future.

21

FROM THE FLOOR:

22

MS. JONES:

So it's really -You know,

Well --

I think this permitting for Sharp Park

23

is somewhat more complicated than the permitting that would

24

be required in other areas.

25

FROM THE FLOOR:

When in your timeline do you
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1

consider consequences of health issue and safety issues and

2

compare them with the Environmental Impact Report?

3

MS. JONES:

4

FROM THE FLOOR:

5

I guess you're going to have to --

health considerations when you are in a group environment.

6

MS. JONES:

7

FROM THE FLOOR:

8

MS. JONES:

And also there's safety issues,

Those issues fall under the topic

areas that we discussed.
FROM THE FLOOR:

11
12

Certainly --

those -- when do all those come together?

9
10

I mean, the isolation of any

We have some blank checklists,

don't we?
MS. JONES:

13

If you look at our checklist of all

14

of -- all of the questions that we're answering or that

15

we're trying to answer, a lot of them are related to human

16

health and safety types of issues.

17

health and safety is an issue under CEQA as much as the

18

health and safety of non-human -FROM THE FLOOR:

19
20
21

So that's -- human

So what's a reasonable timeline

to expect?
MS. JONES:

Well, again, as Daniel mentioned, we

22

are anticipating publishing our draft EIR around October.

23

I'm sorry, October of 2010.

24
25

MR. LAFORTE:

I'm sorry.

I misspoke earlier.

We

are expecting a draft EIR October, 2009.
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MS. JONES:

1
2

Okay.

I was thinking that's an

awfully long time.

3

Yes?

4

FROM THE FLOOR:

One of the things I'm wondering

5

is that idea that, say, the process is finished and can't do

6

anything about the dredging in the pond, but we know from

7

several reports that San Francisco's already done that, the

8

silting problem, mainly throughout the north end, which

9

takes all the moss from the highway and roadway and feeds it

10

into the pond.

So why instead of worrying about the frog

11

and dredging don't you just take care of getting that water

12

to go somewhere else, get it pumped out.

13

MS. JONES:

That would be a question --

14

FROM THE FLOOR:

15

MR. LAFORTE:

Has nothing to do with frogs.

All of these issues are going to be

16

looked at in the Environmental Impact Report.

17

performing, you know, hydrologic studies, sedimentation

18

budgets, imaging maps, a lot of technical studies that will

19

evaluate the flooding issues at Sharp Park.
FROM THE FLOOR:

20
21

issues.

We're

I'm not talking about flooding

I'm just talk back sedimentation --

22

MR. LAFORTE:

Run-off sediment.

23

FROM THE FLOOR:

-- sedimentation's a problem.

24

You know where the problem is coming from, the north end of

25

the park where streets and everything are emptying all their
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1

sediment into the pond.
MR. LAFORTE:

2

We'll identify the inputs and --

3

possibly, and, again, that would be analyzed in the EIR and

4

mitigated for.

5

I should mention that the Natural Areas Plan --

6

the recommendations in the Natural Areas Plan call for --

7

call for dredging and clearing out the Laguna Salada.

8

EIR is completed, that will allow us to begin that work.

9

we are, you know, taking the necessary steps to take action

10

FROM THE FLOOR:

I'm not talking about dredging,

just talking stopping the water that's going into the lake.
MS. JONES:

13

That would be something to suggest in

14

the context of your comments on the scope of the EIR,

15

something to look at in our alternatives analysis.
Are these still general CEQA questions, or should

16
17

we move on to the -FROM THE FLOOR:

18

My question, I think, is more for

19

Daniel.

20

process, are they on parallel tracks, or do you have to

21

finish EIR before you can go asking for your permits?

22
23

So

at Laguna Salada.

11
12

Once

In terms of the permitting process and the EIR

MR. LAFORTE:

They are on parallel tracks.

So we

are -- our goal is to complete them around the same time.

24

FROM THE FLOOR:

25

MR. LAFORTE:

Okay.

Again, there's a lot of variables
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1

involved in that, but that is how we began this effort, and

2

that is our goal, to have permits in hand around the time of

3

the EIR is certified.

4

FROM THE FLOOR:

5

MS. JONES:

6

FROM THE FLOOR:

Thank you.

In the back.
If GGNRA comes on board here, do

7

their rules -- are they -- are their rules going to render

8

your hard work redundant?
MS. JONES:

9

Uhm, other agencies would rely on the

10

environmental analysis that we are conducting.

11

know what you mean exactly by GGNRA coming on board.

12

exactly you're referring to in terms of -FROM THE FLOOR:

13
14

Uhm, I don't
What

I see them as kind of a predatory

group.
MS. JONES:

15

Oh, in terms of whether they take over

16

the -- they would -- they would basically need to, you know,

17

to adopt independently certify the environmental work that

18

we do.

19

Any more?

Oh, hi.

20

FROM THE FLOOR:

Yeah, is Supervisor Mirkarimi

21

aware that you've done all this that work on the natural

22

areas, and if so, why is he asking now to do it again?

23

already taken 10 years.

24

information in his request for habitat restoration.

25

MS. WAYNE:

It's

And is he intending to use this

Well, I can't speak to the motivations
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1

of the supervisor, but I can tell you that we -- he is aware

2

of this plan.

3

trying to keep him apprised of our moving forward with this

4

environmental review and its relationship to the cost

5

benefit analysis of these three scenarios.

He has been for a long, long time, and we're

6

MS. JONES:

Yes?

7

FROM THE FLOOR:

Just again to clarify, so in your

8

estimation, the planning department, when you complete the

9

EIR in October of '09, does that in essence satisfy

10

Objective 1, how to keep Sharp Park golf course with all of

11

the recommendations that you make in order to keep our

12

species?

Does that satisfy that first part of this?
MS. JONES:

13

Well, first of all, October of '09

14

would be the publication of draft EIR, and then there's a

15

comment period, so that's for clarification.

16

the details.

17

FROM THE FLOOR:

18

MS. JONES:

That's just

All right.

My understanding is that the policy

19

analysis that's going to be done of the 18-hole, 9-hole, no

20

golf course options is looking at issues that go beyond the

21

scope of our CEQA analysis, and they are looking into some

22

of these socioeconomic issues that may even be covering

23

that.

24

degree, I think that this EIR is not fully going to answer

25

those questions that need to be explored in the context of

Somebody asked about a few minutes ago.

So to that
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1

that -FROM THE FLOOR:

2

Just the one.

Just the first one

3

now.

Not -- because we're not talking about your study of

4

the EIR destroying anything.

5

about -- we're talking about protecting what we have

6

basically, and enhancing it as such, but by keeping it an

7

18-hole golf course.

8

on, that's a different issue.

We're not really talking

The other two, which will come later
We'll talk about a later.

But right now we're just talking about doing the

9
10

things that you studied and keeping the 18-hole golf course

11

would satisfy the first objective.

12

studied?
MS. JONES:

13

What else is going to be

Well, I really -- you know, our

14

purpose here is not to satisfy any of the objectives having

15

to do with the golf course analysis, so I don't -- that's

16

not something that is in our scope of our environmental

17

analysis on the Natural Areas Program.

18

a separate process, and, obviously, the information that's

19

gained in this will help inform that, but we are not making

20

any effort to satisfy any of the objectives of that effort.
FROM THE FLOOR:

21
22
23

So that's -- that's

So it's not an integrated effort

at all?
MS. JONES:

This is a separate project.

So we

24

have to look at the overall setting, and we have to look at

25

cumulative factors, but this is its own project.
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MR. LAFORTE:

1

As just -- just add a little bit to

2

that.

3

of this will be some improvements to the wetlands that will

4

ultimately benefit the species in keeping -- under the

5

scenario of 18-hole golf course.

6

effort, yes.
FROM THE FLOOR:

7
8

You know, there will be some -- some what comes out

Is that more to keep that than to

try to get rid of it?
MS. JONES:

9

There's no intent either way under

10

this EIR about the golf course.

11

course exists.

It's assuming that golf

Yes?

FROM THE FLOOR:

12
13

That is part of this

Does the CEQA have intention to

turn around and make a 9-hole golf course?

14

MS. JONES:

15

quiet so I can hear.

I'm sorry.

FROM THE FLOOR:

16

I need everybody to keep

Does the city of San Francisco

17

have an intention to turn around and build 9-hole golf

18

course down the line?
FROM THE FLOOR:

19
20

Can you repeat the question,

please?
MR. LAFORTE:

21

Your question was, so if something

22

changes down the line, how would that affect the golf

23

course?

24

FROM THE FLOOR:

25

MR. LAFORTE:

To make it 9-hole instead of 18.

Yeah, okay.

So I should make clear
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1

that, you know, things change, anything can happen.

2

projects can change, and if that's the case, then we would

3

take the necessary steps to address a change in the project,

4

and we would -- we would look at -- you know, we would need

5

to look at how that affects the environmental review

6

process.
And Sarah, maybe you could address in the event

7
8

I mean,

that the project would change, how would you address that.
MS. JONES:

9

Well, it sounds like your question's

10

whether the city intends to change it to a 9-hole golf

11

course, and that's -- you know, I don't believe there is an

12

intent one way or another with regard to the golf course.

13

That's why there's a policy study that's being conducted by

14

the park department.
If a project does change during the course of the

15
16

environmental review, which is sort of a separate issue --

17

if a project were to change, we would -- you know, we need

18

to address the impact of the changed projects.

19

we're not going to rely on an out-of-date project

20

description essentially, although we would basically need to

21

talk about whether the changes were covered under the scope

22

of our review.

23

course is not something that is being driven by this EIR in

24

any way.

25

You know,

But, again, the number of holes on the golf

FROM THE FLOOR:

Because, you know, if they want
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1

to make a 9-hole golf course, it's going to cost them a lot

2

of money.

3

They cannot address Sharp Park golf course.

4

the problem they got today is something only that maybe

5

somebody over there tell them what to do, how to do it, and

6

let them do it, and won't be no more problem.

7

they got that come on the golf course, it can be cured.

8

can be adjusted, and they will have no more problem like

9

they have years and years and years ago.

10

Instead the problem they got to date, it's minor.

The water
It

Why all the ones

in the last few years that we have these problem.

11

MS. JONES:

12

FROM THE FLOOR:

13

Very simple,

Okay.
We never had those problems

before.

14

MS. JONES:

Okay.

15

FROM THE FLOOR:

16

MS. JONES:

It sounds -Why now?

It sounds like maybe it's time to move

17

on to the scoping comments on the scope of this EIR because

18

people seem to want to talk about that.

19

if anybody has any more questions about CEQA, Jessica and I

20

will be around afterwards.

So let's start, and

Let's just go over how we want to run this part of

21
22

it.

Please be respectful.

People might say something you

23

don't agree with, but that's -- you know, that's why

24

everybody gets a chance to speak.

25

the court reporter can accurately get it, and also we can

State your name so that
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1

keep up with you in the future and get you information as we

2

go along.
Speak clearly.

3

Stick with our time limit.

We

4

have a three-minute time limit and we have a very visible

5

clock up there for you to see.

6

comments on what you think should be in the scope of this

7

EIR, on the Natural Resource Area Management Plan, not the

8

golf course.

And most of all, focus your

So that is the -- that's the story.

9

And has

10

anybody who wants to speak turned in their speaker cards?

11

Okay.

Great.

So John will get that going.

MR. BOCK:

12

Great.

Thanks a lot.

Thank you, Sarah.

So as we

13

mentioned, in order to speak tonight we ask you to fill out

14

a card.

15

So if you haven't filled one out and you're interested in

16

speaking, please drop one at the sign-in table.

I've got just under 20 cards filled out already.

And we are going to keep it to a three-minute

17
18

limit.

19

presentations and questions and answers, so we're trying to

20

give everyone an opportunity to speak tonight, so we're

21

going ask you to adhere to that.

22

We ran a little bit long in the opening

I do have one gentleman who was unable to stick

23

around, so he asked me to read his comments into the record.

24

That's Mr. Laurie Frater.

25

"If anything less than the full 18-hole golf
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1

course is retained, the economic and environmental impact on

2

my family will be great.

3

or elsewhere to play his golf.

4

impacted.

5

water.

6

Thank you."

Please don't throw out the baby with the bath

So our first public commenter will be
Mary Keitelman, followed by Ron Maykel.
MS. KEITELMAN:

9
10

Others will be similarly

Andrew says please don't take away my golf course.

7
8

We'll need to ferry Andrew to HMB

on.

Testing.

Thank you.

It's not on.

Test.

Mary Keitelman.

I don't think this is
Test.

Test.

Thank you for having this here in Pacifica.

11

I

12

just want to make a couple of comments and hope that they

13

are addressed.

14

already addressing them, regarding the Sharp Park, one of

15

the 31 areas that you're looking at.

16

Pacifica.

17

Pacifica aspect of it particularly.

18

My guess is, from what I've heard, you're

I live here in

My name is Mary Keitelman, and I'm interested in
Okay.

Number one, chloramine in the water affecting

19

amphibians.

20

I would like that that be addressed so that there is no

21

chloramine affecting them.

22

If it's there -- and I don't know if it is, and

Number two, and I think you're probably doing this

23

already as well, however the property gets looked at, the

24

other properties that are abutting it, such as Mori Point or

25

anything else that's near it, I hope that you will look at
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1

the endangered species that use Sharp Park and how they also

2

use those contiguous lands and think of it as a whole

3

picture.

4

My guess is you probably do.
And let's see, third thing is I hope that the

5

beach will be looked at for the western snowy plover

6

threatened under the Endangered Species Act, black oyster

7

catcher, which I think is just not even of concern.

8

just a very -- it's on the edge maybe being threatened.

9

other birds that use that beach for roosting, as well as,

10
11

It's
And

you know, well, breeding.
And then let's see.

The last item, on

12

East Sharp Park there's a large population of newts in the

13

pond that drains under the freeway, and it's of concern to

14

me and to a lot of other people that those newts are free of

15

chloramine and able to survive and thrive.

16

of other animals there as well, but I think those newts are

17

very vulnerable.

There are a lot

18

Thank you.

19

MR. BOCK:

20

And I apologize if I misstate anyone's name, but

21
22

That's it.
Thank you.

Ron Maykel is next, followed by Reiner Binsfeld.
MR. MAYKEL:

Yeah.

Hi.

My name is Ron Maykel.

23

I've lived in Pacifica for many, many years, almost

24

30 years, as a matter of fact.

25

San Francisco Natural Areas for making the city program

First I want to thank
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1

(unintelligible).

You guys have a good program going in the

2

city.

3

members spend some time in your program.

4

bit of education in that area.

As a matter of fact, I'd like to see the city council
Could use a little

I just want to point out -- first, I want to

5
6

answer some questions about the lagoon, you know, and the

7

flooding.

8

had where the berm blew out, pushed tons and tons of sand

9

that came in there, and there's like a two- to three-foot

You have two things that took place there.

You

10

wide area where the lake is extremely shallow where the sand

11

came in.

12

a factor that has caused -- contributes to the flooding.

13

And also the tules and the cattails, these are

This took place back in 1983, I think.

So that is

14

deciduous plants.

15

the thatch from these plants creates -- basically assists in

16

the build-up, which creates -- makes the lake become

17

shallower and shallower over years and years.

18

just builds up.

19

there.

20

reasons why that's happening.

21

You know, they die off and then all of

The debris

And that's a big part of the siltation

And I think that's one of the bigger -- bigger

The other -- you know, I really want to see this

22

lagoon area protected.

I would like to see -- there's a

23

couple of golf holes roaming around.

24

those removed.

25

pulling golf away from that lagoon.

I would like to see

I think that we really need to focus on
And also I'd like to
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1

see some emphasis on the creek.

2

It's been channelized over the years, and it has been

3

negatively impacted when they developed the golf course.

4

There's a lot of trees that create kind of dead zone:

5

eucalyptus, pine, and cypress.

6

look at possibly some fixing up the creek, too, that

7

Sanchez Creek.

I would like to see you guys

At any rate, that's all I have to say.

8
9

It's a beautiful creek.

Thank you

very much for your time.

10

MR. BOCK:

Thank you for your comments.

11

Reiner Binsfeld followed by Steve Rush.

12

MR. BINSFELD:

I just like to say I appreciate you

13

guys coming today.

14

environment.

15

can't co-exist down at Sharp Park.

16

in there, and the lagoon's huge.

17

out, and snakes and frogs can do what they do.

18

it environmentally, you know, protected area.

19

in there.

20

scientists, everybody stay out.

21

And you know, I think we're all for the

We all are.

And I see no reason why we just

Golfers don't go there.

There's no reason to get
You know, you can clean it
Just making
Nobody goes

Environmentalists,

There's no reason why we can't co-exist.

As he

22

said, we had a big storm in '83, and those frogs and snakes

23

took a hit, and they still be able to come back to the

24

numbers that they have today on their own.

25

I'd also to like to address -- you're saying
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1

trails.

The park is absent in trails.

2

trails here in Pacifica.

3

fantastic.

4

is our old Highway 1.

5

almost two-and-a-half hours, and I barely scratched that

6

whole area.

I use them all.

They're

I go up old Higgins Road here yesterday, which
It's a fantastic walk.

I was up for

We also have Sweeney Ridge, which is just vast.

7
8

It's huge.

9

Rockaway Beach.

10

We have a ton of

Of course, Mori's Point, which is fantastic.
And also let you know that when the tunnel

comes in, that whole area is going to open up into trails.
So come 2012, my God, we're just going to get

11
12

miles and miles of new trails.

13

goes, I think it just needs to be dredged, cleaned out, let

14

those frogs and snakes do their thing, allow the golfers to

15

go around it as it has for last 70 years, and I think

16

there's no reason why we just can't co-exist and, you know,

17

make this thing work.
Great.

So as far as Sharp Park

18

MR. BOCK:

19

Steve Rush followed by Rob Bakewell.

20

MR. RUSH:

Hello.

Thank you for your comments.

Thank you.

My last name is

21

Rush.

I come from a history of Americans.

Two of my family

22

members are Declaration of Independence signers, and I'm a

23

history buff.

24

that Alister MacKenzie designed the course.

25

of history involved with it.

And one of the things about Sharp Park is
That has a lot

Goes back to a lot of the
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1

famous golf courses that are currently being used, and I

2

think that should be taken into consideration.

3

Secondly, I have -- my profession is an inspector,

4

and a lot of what I teach people when I go around inspecting

5

their homes is drainage.

6

property, and sometimes the easiest thing -- the most

7

simplest things are the most correct ways to correct a

8

problem, which too much time and effort into something, it

9

can actually cause much more problems.

Drainage, how to maintain their

So I think that the easiest solutions can also be

10
11

the cheapest:

dredge and direct water if you're trying to

12

save a species.

Keep the golf course intact, keep the

13

history intact.

And do minimal amount of impact to the

14

environment and do the things that it takes minimally, and

15

it won't cost the taxpayer a lot of money doing it.

16

MR. BOCK:

17

Elizabeth Claycomb.
MR. BAKEWELL:

18
19

Next is Rob Bakewell, followed by

Lisa.

Hi, everybody.

Nice to see you,

A whole lot of stepping here in front of me.
I"m currently the volunteer steward, the volunteer

20
21

steward for the Oak Woodlands in Golden Gate Park, and I'm

22

involved in Natural Areas Program for several years.

23

submitted written comments, but I'd just like to say one

24

thing, which is natural areas, there's a big volunteer

25

component.

And I

So in my experience with what goes on in the Oak
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1

Woodlands in Golden Gate Park, there's a big feedback that

2

takes place between the community, school kids,

3

environmentalists, stakeholders of all kinds, and the

4

natural areas staff.

5

situation.

6

down and telling us what to do, when to do it, and how to do

7

it.

8

participation.

9

So it's not only an adversarial

There isn't -- there isn't some big hand coming

There's a lot of feedback.

There's a lot of community

So I just want to make that clear.

The Oak Woodlands is somewhat of a different

10

situation than Sharp Park, but you know, we've had -- we

11

have tree issues.

12

and so on, and so far we've been able to work those out and

13

added a lot of value to Golden Gate Park and really improve

14

the public safety.

15

Woodlands, and public safety is improved dramatically.

16

We have trail issues.

We have dog issues

That's been a big issue in Oak

I spoke to the Richmond District police captain

17

today, and he thanked us for our efforts.

So if any one of

18

you want to talk to me about what it's like to participate

19

in the natural areas, you can talk to me after the meeting.

20

Thank you.

21

MR. BOCK:

22

Elizabeth Claycomb followed by Daniel Lim.

23

MS. CLAYCOMB:

Thank you.

Good evening, Lisa, Jessica, Sarah,

24

Daniel, John, Mayor Lancelle, Council Member Nyhart,

25

Brayland, Planning Commissioner Clifford and members of the
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1

public.

2

tonight.

3

Thank you very much for the opportunity to speak

The City of Pacifica is pleased that the initial

4

study acknowledges that the City of Pacifica has land use

5

policies and regulations that may be germane to the proposed

6

Natural Areas Management Plan.

7

the Environmental Impact Report include an analysis of the

8

project's consistency with the Pacifica local coastal band

9

rules and policies, and any pertinent Pacifica land use

We respectfully request that

10

regulations.

We also believe that a local coastal

11

development permit may be required and ask that the EIR

12

include an analysis of that requirement.

13

In addition, it might be of interest to note that

14

Pacifica is in the process of updating its general plan and

15

local coastal plan, which could alter or modify existing

16

land use policies or result in new policies that could

17

impact the areas covered in the proposed Natural Areas

18

Management Plan.

19

Thank you very much.

20

MR. BOCK:

21

Daniel Lim followed by Dave Diller.

22

MR. LIM:

23

Thank you, Elizabeth.

Thank you for hearing us.

My name is

Daniel Lim.

24

Sharp Park golf course was built in the early

25

1920's, designed by Alister MacKenzie, as you may know.

The
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1

areas in dispute are the brackish marsh that floods every

2

January through April.

3

still closed today, but the area is open when the frogs

4

hatch and the water recedes.

5

it created a (unintelligible) the marsh.

6

a saltwater lagoon, very similar to some of the beaches

7

along the California coast like San Gregorio Beach, which is

8

one example of salt water kind of lake.

9

right now for the frogs and snakes from Mori Point to move

10
11

As a matter of fact, the area is

When the sea wall was put in
Prior to that was

It's a good place

up.
The golfers have co-existed for over 70 years with

12

the frogs and the snakes.

13

something that isn't really broken?

14

improved, most definitely.

15

course and many of the holes are flooded, and those holes

16

are closed, and the pots that are usually there removed --

17

aren't used until frogs hatchery -- has hatched their eggs

18

and moved on.

19

Why do you insist on fixing
I'm sure it can be

Every year the rains flood the

People say the golfers are predators of the frogs

20

and snakes, but really it's more like the raccoons, 'possums

21

and red tailed hawks.

22

continue so we can co-exist with nature.

I beg you, please let the Sharp Park

23

Thank you.

24

MR. BOCK:

25

Next we'll have Dave Diller, followed by

Thank you.
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1

David Marshall.
FROM THE FLOOR:

2
3

close.
MR. DILLER:

4
5

Can you hold the mic really

enough.

I'll speak loud

you'll be able to hear me.
Good evening.

6

That's all right.

Thank you for allowing me to speak

7

to you.

One thing that I wished would stop, and that is the

8

use of the word restore and substitute the word preserve.

9

We want to preserve what we have.

Every time I hear the

10

word restore, it says to me taking something that we have,

11

getting rid of it, and restoring.

12

good.

13

We already have something

Let's just preserve what we have.
The one question that I still have not gotten

14

answered, and I think there still is a lot of confusion, we

15

have one proposal which you are studying -- however you want

16

to phrase it -- it's going to study how to -- I know you

17

don't want to talk about the golf course, but with what's

18

there, how to preserve what's there and then to enhance our

19

red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake by dredging,

20

by doing some of the things that you were talking about.

21

There are two other proposals on the table, and

22

what's confusing to me -- and I know to a lot of people --

23

which of these proposals will take precedence?

24

up with a good way here, which I know you're going to, how

25

to do the things that you're doing, can one of those other

If you come
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1

proposals override what you're already going to come up

2

with?

3

doing a very careful study.

4

We're almost to the conclusion of it, as I understand it.

5

You're going to come up with some great ideas, great ways to

6

preserve what we have, and then we're going to come up with

7

two other possible studies, such as nine holes or close the

8

golf course.

9

you've already done?

That's what we're concerned about because you are
It's been studied since 2007.

Could one of those take priority over what
And that's what I would like addressed

10

and answered because that's, I think, why most of the people

11

are here.

12

We want to work in cooperation with you to do the

13

things that you're doing now.

14

you already have a good plan, you don't need to come up with

15

another one.

16

But the other alternatives --

That's what we're getting at.

Already over $400,000, as I understand it, has

17

been spent.

I know you don't want to talk about how much

18

these continued studies with Tetra Tech are going to cost,

19

but I suspect it's going to be another 400-, 500-, 600- or

20

whatever it's going come up to.

21

point when you finish this study, those can be addressed

22

because we want to know where we go from here.

So I just hope that at some

23

Thank you.

24

MR. BOCK:

25

David Marshall followed by George Ambrosio.

Thanks for your comments.
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1

MR. MARSHALL:

Hi.

2

Couple of things.

My name is David Marshall.
First of all, I heard some

3

people earlier talking about how rains came in 1983 and

4

filled in the pond.

5

up, but the problem was that when that happened, the

6

Corps of Engineers built the wall.

7

wall, they blocked a natural stream that was on the north

8

end of the park.

9

It's not true.

Indeed, waves did come

When they built the

I have pictures of it from 1941, and the flow is

10

natural all the way down.

The Corps of Engineers then

11

changed it so that the drainage went into the Laguna Salada.

12

They then attached all the drainage to the freeway and

13

everything else to that drain.

14

actually put all that silt in there.

So the Corps of Engineers

15

What happens is that that gets full, and it's

16

starts backing up and flooding the streets of Pacifica.

17

Now, it's full in backing up because San Francisco hasn't

18

done anything about it.

19

stream or exited the north end or anything else, which means

20

the city of Pacifica then has to spend money pumping out the

21

water, which doesn't make any sense to me.

22

Pacifica doesn't just send San Francisco a bill.

They haven't either replaced the

I don't know why

23

I understand that these studies take a long time,

24

and I -- you know, I think that lot of the work that you're

25

doing is very good.

But I think that one of the problems

70

1

that I have with this is you have a study -- that pro study

2

or 93 pages -- it says the north end is silting up, and

3

that's what's causing the silt and cattails and things in

4

the pond.

5

800 pages of -- 93 pages you got of 800 pages.

6

getting around a thousand pages of absolute no action.

7

Nobody has done anything, and the problem is getting worse

8

and worse.

And I think they got that from part of your
So we're

Now we get people coming out on the golf course

9
10

going, well, the water level's here.

11

there.

12

pond's going to be all the way down to City Hall.

13

think that that's one thing.

That's where the pond goes to.

I'm making a mark
Pretty soon the
So I

The second thing is that there's another issue

14
15

which is the recycled water.

San Francisco PUC is supposed

16

to kick in some money for recycled water, which will help

17

keep the pond in a more consistent level, but as part of

18

this new study, it's my impression that they're trying to

19

just renege on the whole deal.

20

got some serious responsibility for taking care of some of

21

these things and don't have to wait until the end of this

22

report.

So I think San Francisco's

23

Thank you.

24

MR. BOCK:

25

Next we have George Ambrosio followed by

Thank you for your comments.
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1
2

Dan Briesach.
MR. AMBROSIO:

Thank you.

By the way, I'm a

3

32-year Park and Rec employee.

4

environmentalist.

5

the Sierra Club and the Greenpeace society.

6

the golf course was detrimental to the frogs and snakes, I

7

would be in the forefront of opposition to the golf course.

8

But I know differently.

9

I'm a golfer and an

A member of the Loma Prieta chapter of
If I thought

Since it was made known that public overflow of

10

water off the course was detrimental to the frogs and the --

11

the pesticides we're using, this has been stopped over the

12

last two or three years.

13

If they're not, it's not because of the golf course.

14

golf course is not what's harming the frogs.

15

herring argument.

16

environmental sensitive areas.

17

Sacramento, Modern Bay in San Lorenzo and Stonebrae in

18

Hayward, which has been -- just got built over a little over

19

a year ago, which is prime red-legged frog territory.

20

built the golf course.

21

I'm sure the frogs are increasing.
The

This is a red

Many golf course goes through
Bodega Bay, Teal Bend in

Still

I hear the argument about using this location for

22

children environmental education, but this lagoon has a

23

large area to the south of the course that is easily

24

accessible to the public for this cause.

25

hardly ever used by the public.

But I see it

There is plenty of open
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1

space area surrounding the golf course and Mori Point,

2

hiking, nature studies, et cetera.

3

is in the middle of urban San Francisco.

4

Not like the golf course

The planning commission -- I wrote this before I

5

came here, but I'm glad you're on the same page.

6

planning commission should look into thinning the reeds,

7

choking the lagoon, which would give the water more area and

8

prevent overflowing in the golf course.

9

the flow and keep the course playable during the wet season

10
11

The

This would protect

and enhance revenue actually for the course.
Sharp Park is a -- is an art, is a work of art,

12

designed by one of the most famous golf course architects in

13

the world, Alister MacKenzie, one of only four architects in

14

the Golf Hall of Fame.

15

destroy one of San Francisco's finest athletic recreation

16

venues unnecessarily.

17
18

Would be tragic and criminal to

Thanks for the three minutes.

We usually only get

two, and I really appreciate being here.

19

MR. BOCK:

Thanks for your comments.

20

Dan Briesach followed by Kathleen Manning.

21

MR. BRIESACH:

Good evening, everybody.

Thank

22

you, folks for coming down to Pacifica.

We appreciate it.

23

We like to be involved in the situation.

24

you especially.

25

Natural Areas Plan -- you and probably everybody else, but I

I like to thank

I know how much hard work you've put in the
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1

know how long you've worked on it.
I'm glad that the EIR is coming out now, at least

2
3

there's an effort right now because it ties in with

4

Supervisor Mirkarimi's three-option plan, which I think a

5

lot of the people here thought we were going to discuss

6

tonight.

7

Areas Management Plan, and I'm very glad to see, and I want

8

to repeat that I think the most important part of this --

9

well, I'd like to say that the environmental people that are

But it works -- it ties in anyway with the Natural

10

here tonight and the golf people that are here tonight

11

really need to get together and work to solve our common

12

problems, which I think is painfully evident now, is the

13

lagoon is dysfunctional.

14

really need to go.

15

that in itself will improve the habitat and will improve the

16

golf course, and it will solve some of Pacifica's flooding

17

problems down at that end.

18

focus should be.

19

certainly would improve the natural area and, you know,

20

improve California natives and all those kinds of things

21

you're working on.

22

And that's where the efforts

If we can solve the lagoon problems,

So I think that's where the main

And certainly it fits in here because that

And I'd also like to say that -- one man was

23

saying that the drainage coming in down off the road -- ever

24

since they put in Sharp Park Road, I guess about 1985, the

25

drainage has just been ripping through that golf course and
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1

they're just dumping it in there.

I think it is a great

2

idea to look at how to divert some of that water coming off

3

Sharp Park Road.

4

Highway 1 and all that -- and I think that could be done

5

without damaging the creek.

It's just a big spillway right now, and

We don't want to just turn the whole thing into an

6
7

underground pipeline.

8

working fine for that watershed that's there, but the

9

drainage coming off the road is really something, and it's

10

So the creek is very viable.

It's

causing silt problems and of course flooding.
So I hope that also if you look at -- there's an

11
12

overflow pipe at Horse Stable Pond that used to function,

13

and now it's silted in, and with the tules and -- the whole

14

thing is dysfunctional.

15

there.

16

used to just flow.

17
18

But there is an overflow pipe

It used to work so that we didn't have to pump.

Anyway, thanks a lot for coming down.
Pacifica appreciate being involved.

It

People in

Thank you.

19

MR. BOCK:

Thanks for your comments.

20

Kathleen Manning followed by Cliff Smethers.

21

MS. MANNING:

Hi, thank you.

I'm from the --

22

Kathleen Manning from the Pacifica Historical Society.

23

we have a long history in Pacifica of caring for the

24

environment and for protecting and really cherishing the

25

environment.

And

The history the last -- since the city was
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1

founded in '59, we've done tons of things to keep the hills

2

green and to do wonderful things.
Now, the historical society is very proud of the

3
4

wonderful golf course we have here.

5

historical and cultural part of the environment, it is a

6

famous golf course, and we've heard from people all over the

7

world that have said, "Please keep that golf course.

8

the Alister MacKenzie golf course."

9

different societies, and it's been very, very interesting to

10

Looking at the

Keep

And we've heard from

see the number of people that care about that.
And also I wanted to mention that the clubhouse

11
12

was done by the Willis Polk firm.

13

reasons that we care about that part of the environment.

14

Thank you.

15

MR. BOCK:

Great.

So those are some of our

Our next speaker will be

16

Mitch Monroe followed by Chuck Egiziano.

17

Chuck Egiziano.
MR. EGIZIANO:

18

Hi.

So we'll have

My name is Chuck Egiziano, and

19

I'm a retiree in Pacifica, and I love the golf course.

And

20

if you -- if it disappears, I guess I'd have to leave

21

Pacifica.

22

frogs and the snakes on behalf -- excuse me -- on behalf of

23

all the bird life out there because they sure make a feast

24

out of all the little frogs as soon as they start coming

25

out.

I want to thank the people trying to preserve the

And the hawks and ravens and seagulls really enjoy
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1

them full life.

2

I had a question is -- and you said that this is

3

really not the Parks and Recs end of the spectrum, that is

4

Parks and Recs motivated by dollars in this whole scenario

5

in considering changing the golf course, the size of it or

6

limiting it, and the -- I guess eventually we'll get around

7

to that.
And the second question I had is, is there any

8
9

consideration if the Parks and Rec is not interested in

10

maintaining an 18-hole course in Pacifica, would they

11

consider selling it or doing a long-term lease to the city

12

of Pacifica so we could have some economics in the town of

13

Pacifica?

14

this little town, so that's basically all I wanted to ask.

We don't have a lot of money being generated in

15

MR. BOCK:

Thank you.

16

Our next speaker is Jack Rauch followed by

17

Suzanne Valente.

18

So if anyone else is interested in speaking, please turn in

19

your cards now.

Suzanne is the last speaker card I have.

MR. RAUCH:

20

My name is Jack Rauch, and I am a

21

resident of Pacifica and also a San Francisco archer.

I

22

want to thank you very much for coming here and explaining

23

this to us today the way this process is going to go.

24

encouraged by the fact that recreation is a focal point for

25

discovery.

I'm
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I want to remind everybody that the land at

1
2

Sharp Park was donated to the city -- to San Francisco for

3

recreational purposes by the Murphy family and others, and I

4

think it should continue that way.

5

report.

6

I look forward to the

I'm also encouraged by the fact that you've

7

retained an outside firm to do the study.

I'm very much

8

concerned about the pressures put on people by environmental

9

groups, many of whom don't know what they're talking about.

10

I find it quite distressing when I read things in the

11

newspaper that are simply not true.

12

and the studies that you're -- that you're doing.

13

want to reiterate that this is recreational land, and I

14

think it should continue in that vein.

15

Thank you very much.

16

MR. BOCK:

17
18

So I welcome Tetra Tech
Again, I

Next up will be Suzanne Valente

followed by Robine Runneals.
MS. VALENTE:

Good evening.

There is a widespread

19

perception that the Natural Areas Program is spinning out of

20

control and it has overreached far beyond its goal of

21

preserving the remnants of natural vegetation still left

22

standing at SF park lands, and now engaging in a campaign of

23

restoration ecology in which overwhelmingly human modified

24

or created landscapes are being removed to allow for the

25

recreation of -- re-creation of natural ones, or more
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1

accurately, a small from thereof.

2

has its place, and it needs to be kept in that place.

3

cannot be allowed to trump the clear preferences of the vast

4

majority of park land users in San Francisco.
That's not my rhetoric.

5

The Natural Areas Program
It

That's the rhetoric of

6

Arthur M. Shapiro, professor of evolution, ecology, and

7

entomology from the center of population biology at

8

U.C. Davis.

9

people in this audience and outside this room, but we just

He -- I think he echos the thoughts of many

10

don't have the credentials to say it.

11

tonight is that I think that the NAP proposal for Sharp Park

12

as well the other park locations intends to make major

13

changes in the ecosystems, sometimes with no apparent

14

benefit to wildlife and perhaps detriment to important

15

wildlife.

16

But what I can say

Additionally, the NAP park proposal ignores the

17

serious public safety issues that should be addressed,

18

especially at Sharp Park.

19

to the precautionary principles, which was adopted in 2003

20

by the City of San Francisco, must cover the public safety

21

issues for humans at every park in detail, as well as

22

provide substantial, reliable, scientific evidence to

23

justify the proposed ecosystem changes.

And EIR, if it intends to conform

24

Closure of the park or the entire golf course to

25

create a natural areas wetlands restoration to benefit the
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1

red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake is the latest

2

proposal under consideration by SFRPD.

3

U.S. Fish and Wildlife did not designate Sharp Park as a

4

critical habitat for the red-legged frog or SF garter snake.

5

Therefore, by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife's own definition,

6

whatever happens to either species in this area will have no

7

impact upon the ultimate survival or failure of the species.

8

There is no legal imperative for expansion of the habitat to

9

benefit these two species.

This is pointless.

Environmental attorneys explained that there is

10
11

critical habitat and everything else.

So Sharp Park has the

12

same requirements as a habitat as your home's driveway does.

13

The NAP report acknowledges that the quality of the habitat

14

at Laguna Salada, Horse Stable Pond, and the adjacent

15

wetlands remains excellent.

16

biologists recommend and leave the rest of Sharp Park alone.

17

The plan for Sharp Park is the worst of any of the

Make the minor alterations

18

SF park system.

It is clearly in violation of the mission

19

statement.

20

safety, which includes West Nile Virus and the need to

21

control mosquitoes and the recent ruling by the court

22

indicates that they no longer can spray pesticides to

23

control adult mosquitoes.

24

Clearly we cannot ensure that the public be will be safe if

25

you expand the wetlands.

Uhm, they do not take into consideration public

They can only drop larvicide.
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1

Thank you.

2

MR. BOCK:

3

Our next speaker is Rabine Runneals,

followed by Mike Pacelli.
MS. RUNNEALS:

4

My name is Robine Runneals from

5

West Shore Park here in Pacifica, and I'd like to thank you

6

for coming down and doing this here in town.

7

meetings in San Francisco, a lot of people have been

8

attending.

9

A lot of

So thank you for bringing it here.
And West Sharp Park and that golf course and

10

Palmetto Avenue, that is the center of our city.

11

very important to all of us.

12

So this is

Thank you.

Things that I'd like you to please consider in the

13

EIR or CEQA is flooding impact -- flooding impact including

14

out into the neighborhood and proposed methods to prevent

15

flooding in all three of the scenarios.

16

Mosquito impact.

If there is more fresh water --

17

well, if there's more fresh water, they're going to come,

18

and how that will be controlled.

19

How would views from the surrounding residences be

20

impacted by the three scenarios, views into the park as well

21

as our views to the beach and the ocean.

22

Impact of the decrease of golfers visiting

23

West Sharp Park and the area, and the potential economic

24

impact to the city of Pacifica and the impact of a loss of a

25

public golf course serving northern San Mateo County's
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1

recreation needs as well that of San Francisco's.

2

impact of the loss of a golf course, which is a historical

3

attraction to city of Pacifica also, and how that would

4

affect and tie into the city of Pacifica's current efforts

5

to take the Palmetto Avenue business district and emphasize

6

upon the historic characteristics of that neighborhood and

7

develop that into Pacifica's historical district, which is a

8

current plan is being developed in Pacifica here.

9

And the

And all of the historical references that Pacifica

10

is attempting to draw upon for the work done in this

11

neighborhood is all linked to the golf course and everything

12

that the city had in that neighborhood, which is the

13

original downtown, prior to the city's incorporation.

14

Thank you.

15

MR. BOCK:

16

Next we'll have Mike Pacelli followed

by Mitch Monroe.

17

MR. PACELLI:

18

I'd like to consider the impacts of the storm

19

drainage system off Sharp Park Road, you know, the golf

20

course area, the possible partnerships with the City of

21

Pacifica on the golf course, the economic impacts of both

22

golf and other recreational uses into the city of Pacifica

23

and consideration of the berm, the conditions of the berm

24

that are there right now.

25

MR. BOCK:

Mike Pacelli, Pacifica resident.

Next we'll have Mitch Monroe followed
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1
2

by Allan Eisenberg.
MR. MONROE:

Hello, my name's Mitch Monroe.

I'm

3

here to support off-road cycling in the other areas of

4

Sharp Park, particularly up to the archery range, also up

5

there beyond the archery range where it connects up to -- up

6

beyond the ridge.

7

there up through the archery range.

8
9

That used to be a fun trail coming off of

One of your -- one of your proposals in your
plan -- I can't remember which part -- that says trails

10

would be created in previously inaccessible areas.

11

it's important to link that lower area, like, particularly

12

the archery range and also where the shooting range is, that

13

you guys clean that up, up to the upper ridges so that you

14

can access the southern parts of Pacifica.

15

I think

I also think it's important to keep GGNRA out of

16

Sharp Park because they seem to be taking over all the city

17

open spaces and kind of going over them with a fine tooth

18

comb and sanitizing everything and turning everything into,

19

you know, basically paved fire roads, and it's getting

20

pretty boring out there.

21

You guys talked about volunteerism, the

22

stewardship was part of this plan, and a group I represent

23

is called SF Urban Riders and we've merged with Craig Dawson

24

Mt. Sutro, and we logged over 500 collected hours -- man

25

hours of volunteerism.

And we plan to do a lot more.

So if
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1

you guys do end up getting a project up there and want to

2

open up a multi-use trail that's bicycle lane, I think

3

you'll have a lot of manpower to help get that done, and you

4

won't have to pay for labor.

5

That's all I got.

6

MR. BOCK:

7

Allan Eisenberg followed by the Steve Sinai.

8

MR. EISENBERG:

9

I live in San Francisco.

10

Thanks.

Thank you for your comments.

Hello.

My name's Allan Eisenberg.

I belong to the Sharp Park golf

club by choice, obviously.
In your presentation you talked about the

11
12

socioeconomic issues that go to every park and facilities

13

with -- throughout the general population to use.

14

to point out that Sharp Park is -- is a community golf

15

course.

16

evening and find fellows who want to talk over there,

17

constantly enjoying themselves with their friends, which is

18

something that does not exist at the other two courses that

19

are run by the City of San Francisco, 18-hole courses, which

20

would be Harding and Lincoln.

21

I'd like

As a community, you can go down there almost any

Also Sharp Park offers the opportunity for high

22

school teams to play golf.

They cannot play golf at Harding

23

because it's cost prohibitive.

24

standpoint, I think it is important that it be kept as it is

25

for the general community.

So from the socioeconomic

84

1

Thank you.

2

MR. BOCK:

Up next is Steve Sinai followed by

3

Ellen Edelson, which is currently the last speaker card that

4

I have.

5

out a card.

So if you haven't gotten a chance yet, please fill

6

MR. SINAI:

Hi, everyone.

7

Two questions or things I'd like to look at.

8

One's already mentioned, which is take a look at how much

9

the golf course contributes to Pacifica's economy versus how

10

much the (unintelligible) how much that contributes to

11

Pacifica's economy.
Second, if you could do some kind of study on

12
13

populations of San Francisco garter snake, red-legged frog.

14

I'm hearing from the group that wants to shut down the golf

15

course that Sharp Park is basically the only habitat for the

16

two animals.

17

seems to know.

18

County and see what the different habitats are and how the

19

dropping of the population of the frog, what the causes

20

might be.

I just can't believe that, but nobody really
So take a look at throughout San Mateo

Appreciate that.

21

Thanks.

22

MR. BOCK:

23

MS. EDELSON:

Next up is Ellen Edelson.
Ellen Edelson from San Francisco,

24

and I'm with the (unintelligible).

25

front of a group.

And I hate speaking in

Makes me nervous.
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But I do favor the idea of restoring Sharp Park

1
2

and restoring the -- I'm too nervous -- but city water

3

corridor as well, and how it connects with other green

4

spaces in the area.

5

impact of leaving as many trees as you're suggesting

6

leaving, see what that impact would be.

7

95 percent is an awful lot of trees in my view.

I would like to ask we consider the

That we would --

I would like to encourage consideration of the

8
9

trails and the impact that the trails have on hiking, which

10

is increasing in importance by many studies of recreational

11

activities, whereas other activities have gone down on the

12

list.

13

education that would have on the students -- on the students

14

and other people out there to see the bigger picture, to see

15

where humans fit into the larger frame of things.

16

we're very egocentric in our use of the land, and we need to

17

use space for (unintelligible).

But consider the use of hiking and environmental

MR. BOCK:

18

Thank you.

I think

That's our last speaker for

19

the evening.

So unless there's anyone else who is

20

interested in speaking, I'll encourage you to take advantage

21

of -- in roughly two weeks between now and the end of the

22

public comment period that's May 26th, you're welcome to

23

turn in any written comments you had tonight, send in a

24

letter.

25

those comments to help frame the environmental analysis we

We'll keep this period open until the 26th and use
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1

do in the EIR, which public review we anticipate in the fall

2

of this year.

3
4

Thank you, everyone, for coming out, and have a
good night.

5
6

---oOo---

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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1

CERTIFICATE

2
3

I, the undersigned, a Certified Shorthand Reporter

4

for the state of California, hereby certify that the

5

foregoing proceedings were reported by me, a disinterested

6

person, and were thereafter transcribed under my direction

7

into typewriting; that the foregoing is a full, complete,

8

and true record of said proceedings.

9

Executed this 27th day of May, 2009.

10
11
12
13

___________________________
LAURA AXELSEN, CSR NO. 6173

14
15
16
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Appendix D
Written Scoping Comments
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San Francisco. CA 04122
May 2. 200\)

Bill Wycko
S.f. Planning Dept
Natural Areas Management ricin

1650 Mission St, Suite 400
SF, CA 94103
Dear Mr. Wycko:

I am writing concerning the SNRAMP as it relates to the steep sand covt:red (¡ieas or ihe
Rock Outcropping at 1llh Ave belween OrLega and Pacheco 5ts. I cannot attend the
meeLing on on 1\1ay i 2. Therefore I take this opportunity to expies~ concern regarding

the very unstable nature ofihesc areas_ I have no objection to modifying a ùilfeieriilloia
in this area, however as a long-term resiùt:nl or the neighborhood I wish to inform you
LhaL any signitìcant denuding of areas in preparation for this will likely have a disastrous

effect on sand retention.
Also. ihe CiLy does a very poor job of clearing sand in the roadway below, and this
causes a traffic hazard on a narrow stretch of 14'1. Ave that cannot accommodate crossing

traffc as is, despite being a two-way street.
you wish to change the plants on the steep portions, it should be done very slowly over
a number otyear~. verifying that new planls are II lact being established. Please do not
allow areas more than a few feet across to be denuded of existing plants each vear
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CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY
Yerba Buena Chapter
338 Ortega Street, San Francisco, California 94122
To San Francisco Planning Department: Planning Case No. 2005.1912E
I spoke at the Scoping Meeting at the San Francisco County Fair Building on May
12, but I don’t speak well at public meetings and wasn’t able to articulate my
thoughts. I ask that these written comments supersede my verbal remarks.
The City’s Natural Areas Program (NAP) is responsible for 31 natural areas, but
many of those areas have been severely compromised by conflicting uses. The
City has made political compromises in some areas, such as Bernal Heights, and
do not enforce laws in any of the 31 areas. Nevertheless, the EIR should weigh
the values of restoring the areas for maximum biodiversity enhancement, and the
effects of this enhancement on citizens of the city, who have little chance to be
exposed to our biological riches. This review should look at the whole issue of
off-leash in our natural lands. Currently 90% of dog-play-areas are on natural
lands, a shocking state of affairs. Regardless of the City’s ability to enforce laws,
all our natural areas—ie, the remnants of the original landscape--should be
evaluated for their natural assets.
For prioritization purposes the NAP divided its lands into management areas:
MA-1, -2, -3. All three categories have the potential to be restored to diverse
richness. One Commissioner has proposed divorcing MA-3 areas from the NAP
and charge another entity with their management. This makes no sense at all.
These lands are interwoven with MA-1 and MA-2 areas in a jigsaw-puzzle pattern
and separating MA-3s would create administrative confusion. There is nothing
to argue in favor of doing this and everything to be said against it. Fragmenting
the natural lands only adds to the burdens of this already overburdened,
insufficiently funded, program.
Tree plantations, such as on Mt Davidson, Glen Canyon, Lake Merced, Pine Lake,
Sharp Park, Dorothy Erskine Park,and Bayview Hill have proliferated well
beyond their original plantings and have had severe negative impacts on the
City’s biodiversity and biological health. Plan proposals for thinning are
politically-motivated and absurdly low and should be reconsidered. The term
“weed” as used by those engaged in ecological restoration, does not distinguish
between plant life form: It can apply to a tiny annual plant as well as to trees and
anything in between. Certain trees—in this case primarily the Tasmanian blue
gum, Eucalyptus globulus—have aggressively spread beyond the original
plantings and have had devastating impacts on our natural heritage. Those
impacts should be analyzed, and the analysis should include the possibility of
removing all of the weed trees.
There are a surfeit of trails, some of which should be closed. New trails should
not be built where native plants exist, for the reason that soil disturbance is very

damaging. When soil is disturbed weeds move in to pre-empt the space, and it
becomes forever after a weed patch.
Sharp Park golf course should be analyzed to ensure that the plans are
scientifically-based and that they ultimately select the alternative that will ensure
that the San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog recover. The
golf alternatives should include analysis of the environmental impacts of no golf,
golf, and a modified golf course.
Jake Sigg, Chair
Conservation Committee
415-731-3028
N.B. Your Public Notice states that “The SNRAMP proscribes both general
management activities that apply to all Natural Areas and management activities
specific to each Natural Area.”
I have interpreted this as a typo for prescribes, and my remarks are based on
that.

-Miraloma Park Improvement Club
May 16. 2009
Bill Wycko
Environmental Rcview Ottcer

San Francisco Planning Department
Natural Area Management Plan
1650 Mission St
San Francisco, CA 94103
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CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MF .,

Re: Initial Study. Significant Natural Resourcç Areas Plan: Mount Davidson Park
Dear Mr. Wycko.

While the Miraloma Park Improvement Club supports the creation of a natural area plan
(NAP) for Mt. Davidson to help preserve th~ natural area on the east side of the park. \Ve
are concerned about the environmental impact of

the planned tree removal and trail

the initial study that
the proposed project may have a significant potcntial negative impact on Mt. Davidson
Park, \vhich is an important example ofa major periodofCalifornia history. and may
have environmental etlècts that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings.
Wc ask that a full environmental impact report bc completed and that it address the
following potential impacts:
closure in the historic forest area. We therefore support the finding of

the trees to the great extent proposed in the NAP would significantly
reduee the quality of human experience of this unique forest and viewpoint atop
San Franciseo's highest hill by: (I) eliminating a buffer from substantial noise
pollution from the 280 freeway. BART. and Portola Drive: (2) altering the wind

1. Clearing of

and fo¡2 paltern in the park and adjoining ncighborhoods. becausc the trees
providc protection from the prevailing westerly \Vind and fog: (3) promoting thè

grovvth of poison oak along trails. which fills in the areas whcre the trces are cut
down and makcs the trails unsak for public use: and (4) promoting erosion and
landslidcs onto trails and adjoining homes. cnvironmental damage that is
prevented by the existing trees.

Î Thc substantial cost of removing and replacing thc trees would divert limited
Recreation and Parks Departmcnt rcsources for providing basic maintenance of
Mt. Davidson Park. including litter and grattti removaL, trail maintenanee, and
signage. Diversion of these funds would degrade the public's expericnee of the
park.

3. Removal of

as many trees as proposed in the NAP would significantly impair the

current habitat fOï birds and animals provided by thc forest.

Additionally. we believe that the NAP should also bc assessed for the appropriateness of
its proposals \vith rcspect to the status of both the Park and the Mt. Davidson Cross as
important historical entities. The park and monument are important examples of a major
period of C A history. as the historic trees weri' planted on Mt. Davidson over a century

ago by Mayor Adolph Sutro to celebratc the nation's first Arbor Day. Naturalist poet.
Joaquin Miller. inspired the planting of
the trees. The forested hill was named for George
Davidson at the rcquest of
the Sierra Club. Thc park's creation was a three-year
eommunity effort in 1929 in order to protect the trees as a scenic rcsource for enjoyment
by the public. If not for this historic cffort t(ì protect the trecs from destruction to make
way for housing. there would not be a natural area left undevcloped on the east side of
Mt. Davidson. Therefore. the NAP should record and document the existing resourees in
pr¡'pâ,-(i1i.¡;¡ ft,¡ l!s!!!!g :miiw Califúrnia Reg::;:..r af J Jisto,'jcctl Rcs;iuïC.'S. F,,;ihClliiort'.

any historieal trails created and enhanccd as Works Progress Administration projeets
during the Great Depression proposed for closure by the NAP should be maintained and
should remain open to the public.

Mitigation measures for any approved NAP tree removal and trail closure should include
documentation of all trees removed or fallen fì'om storm in the park: advanced public

notice of any further trec rcmoval: removal of any downed trees to maintain the aesthetic
quality of the forest and park: quarterly rcmoval of all poison oak within i 0 feet of trails:

and maintenance and protection of WP A trai Is and retaining walls. Any activity for
implementation of the NAP should not restrict public use of thc park or aceess to the
historic area or viewpoints for more than 30 days at a time.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

t?~--~

Dan Liberthson. Corresponding Secretary

c: Supervisor Elsbernd
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If you wish to submit written comments on the above project, you may do so on this sheet
(although use of this form is not required), Please submit written comments at today's public
scoping meeting, or by mail to Bil WYCRO, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission

Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103. All comments must be submitted no later than
5 P.M., May 26, 2009.
Write your comments regarding the environmental review for the projed here. Use the back of

the sheet or additional pages if necessary.
IIH'I flc.it£. (nb (I tNVllJJiJ'!1'i.I'Xl\ll.,r (A Çíui..~ (luß ,l ¡,ii~l;tr,ib~ SòUz-T¡ I1i;BUiJ. \t: 1 ~cudlT
'n\~ c.lr ~O¡)p.si W(l) HJly-t1Ir.&.'TIL t:(U~) ftiJb SrJ/,;t£3 r wcuUi ß9. J)f nl~, r:)Il~r~,cl\í "t 0tfO')lí,ò~
To í\t ~ C Co J r CcL'RS ~ . ßui I jl.,,:'Ov) ~ l i-hl-lsll.y .

Sll-ê.$: IT¿JflS t1lrb2k1JwtJ TU~r l~MfJrJG~dVüiFkt~/rJ(,-~~T~l:l~W~~ ~û~F.CcvP.~,W,r¡~ ,
DST.r'Il'1'UrA~ To DH. ryUî~'~ Avt-l)fl ~rJUl_IQ A'S l.Jtl_ (t'j -ti~1 J t i~! ~s¿ c.~,D,~b A h~L /,UI.ft"

ß(l¥ i r'r) Sl.\((.i1lË ft(dJiJMl)'tlÚ L.M~ J"'CRrMH. iF TIhy HIWEN i r M ~l-I~S l~:i tJt.f
ßr' C ili) t. t;r- 'Tf. Gv i f clL"~:i¿ ~ Trf f ~ i r ê1Du(('5¿ 15 tJ¿T H Ilf:.r~ ¡lÚ(, Tl~~ ~.()(~. i H ¡ S is n
t.'it H ~.p'~t-ir A-f!G0l- :tl-r

~l'wt GuìF tc'-f'-)~Ji (;-0 THR-C()(.~ èivii'í R~tJïi~bVT S~~~Sll/lt. /'Ut$, ßCbcMI ß(lriT¡~tß2tJD.
(ÇI1ctn-l/'f,('fò) M6fJ1HGd-/ ß('( (SIt l:i.r,fJt)(U~ fhJb SiorJl.ß(l-;fì-~ CHrljLJJWb)~)1-II,:JLjl)Sj ("r~~~
i~ t(~iMt. R£t) L~GGi¡t) F~,ß~- i1n,ßirflT) /+~Æ jc)f (l 0~ :J:Mv'rtJ( Sl)('J-1 ÚÓ1LS£,S DInT td"l,s

Tó tllt-D.
r Hí'nfd~ T~/?" HCcD'L'l1a-,.T A1YI..!T U:;:/J':O- -nUii, C;l:I¡: t¡)()l)S~_ t)F.~nr'1 'H1(~ !.ric,(.,Df.'¡ rr'r-,

CtIi-RtN') r;tL\/IIZ;l-1MC¿~r fbucnTi",J RvlJ ()f"ct-¡ SpflCf ~ Bur ',(l is L,fHj,ôit." £)1 r~JÙ()~ firY01JD
-nl¿ ~()(,:H~~ ßoC!~I:~ .ót n1t. C c.\,r ~,('~\.::~~~- ~1i nT IS. îH)1 ~7 fh~:C~ "Sf\B~ To ':nl;; ~u13Uc

Fop- TU I~ t~'S2 ) ßU\ J HrwIJL7 Lv'f.e. S~cN ir US2D f-Mè TH ¡:.í' ~ lrCTiV¡'f.I~.S,
'nl21~ is lUI,,)'~ ot Df)2.,r0 $l/HL (i:~Uf Suf2p4)Ut0I:I"ji~ TI.I£ C"'D/F C-èL\(~~£1 (.rJf) ~/¡)i:¿,zylç'

lCi01 fl-p llI)2lil'; b¡)(~ING 1 rJ(1'I¿)I'~ srd7f ffL rrs f0uf fIY:"-¿ 'HI~ GöìF tl\L-\t')~
/) r/L' 'T¿ \"lbtL¿ 0'' b(C:'LL:0íOl.tJ ()I\l\\fr~lrJL(S (ó..

,/." ,. 'l. n \

I. () v (. /'''-- j

Name: GtJl'L (lM8¡¿6$ 10
Organization (if any): S ftN r¡(/H)C i ç co IJ ,,) l tJt Gcl r

Address: 1/191 cJ N ¡fi\fl (JAY . S Ih) ßru) J, ò

Ii

E-mail Address:

www.sfplanning.org

.d . \
L :?~YHR- ~\ur~~;(,~tf\~pX t~kfl RiJIK£1)/

qLfD¿ C;

Tltst!~ iS No (.zLflSc-i TO ALTtf-o ML ~¿~TPl 711') G'¿U¡r R~IRfnT-~Ô1J FnuLiTrl

íH£. tt-t'f'T/rJ&- C~MrvíSSld.. )HouLt l-k ItJTo ÏlAlrJN!lJCr THt, lQu-j)S
ê,Ho ~ i,J(, TH ~ LA GMt0 kH"1(~_l/ wiLL eil! £ M D f. ~ Rø H çy- T1 ~ W~t£ (N 1l L

l-l~0M)J i THis wøùLD p~fÁ/£J' o¡ju¿-høw (HJ 71ü Cyt)F ~Ul-SL wì-(ii WilL
H~l fH~ F~ (.b r)A ri hi ç ~(jP'q¿, Mn-ki rJC- iT MO~S fWynBLt 1)U(GlrJ~

7H ~ Wf:T )ws~iJ yf0t) ~i+cTî f\ tJ)6(""': C(', I rÚi~ n-t-H) t tvlPj) U uJl- FÆ).¡fß() (-l

SflllfZ f/lr.k lY IS l) Wi~r- of (MT CRSTu, By Ot0t oj: Md'iT Fi~óU' c"if
Ccvr.Sò t:11d'4iì"f(T's ~'ÎP ,r+LI\\U~ ~ÎntkUJ21i., (('tv~ 6f ONL¡ f;Vfè, Gtr lir,-t:Ar,rE-iE
e-10 S ¡"R ) rJ~~ I tJ 7l¿ G-ó \ t l- rd-L- 6t fltl1 f

Srlfl1' rf.~k: I~ r+b SHQu~ ßi ötJ¿ Dl SM 1li-A~C(SGó's GPÆ/rr AS5E~rS.

"IT wo~'Lß ß¿_T¡(("t. A ~b t(~iHI",~L Tc MT'i (J~ liÚIJ'or ,: f0c c-\' )f\ lÌ1cIS/'i;,
Fi tJ ~ sì ,~T1i ~t i ie r;:¿Cf¿£ltT t ûN ft~ V~ NUbS U lJ ~£ (. t ~ S ~ i iy.

RECEIVED'
San Francisco Planning Department
EIR Public Scoping Meeting Written Comment Forrh1AY 1 9 2D03

Natural Areas Management Plan CITY & COUNTY OF S F

Case # 2005.1912E PLANNINGMDtÄARTMENT ..
If you wish to submit written comments on the above project, you may do so on this sheet
(although use of this form is not required). Please submit written comments at today's public
scoping meeting, or by mail to Bil WYCRO, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, All comments must be submitted no later than
5 P.M., May 26, 2009.
Write your comments regarding the environmental review for the projed here. Use the back of

the sheet or additional pages if necessary,

1- + (S in '1 v'l- ,i ,ILJ I,.¡.. ,(f .U'i '¡/¡,"l f /JJl,,:.tl fo -rlu:' j ,',lto, t II Ih(-'7 hl- " I r~I t I 17.\ '-l-J-v--;J f-t'~
Lif-/,-il.,i- ~.,~/ra'i) f),',,,," ~ H'o:"c lr,oJ-h!-(' it,vii i-ut-/'- (t.'(., .r-c. (,, ,

I. .h
r/i
frv
/
a'V' v ii) 1-11' ,
e,"t.'(
('I T/t
,70)J,
7,1-"¡/U7/
f /c./f 'K,Li
1/ .

L"?" '+-/v
/LLÁ ¡vHe
/. ffi-i
(

/1../ /4 , /-A',~,

f ! Tk Cc-/¡lc-l't/L-/' .....C'c',Á!J ~1-/l/¡t';')d-i-tC!
r7'
,.f' II ((,(.. c ~ i . (/
,1 IIc-cf.Y ¿/k,( /7,- r/¿ c.'of -C't"/¿l

rh J-¿( iJ~ I! l-, -r/i /\ l-, l-,i l!d,,~,A IF

~/ , j ,/ -./ t ,-/ L s. /;t"iV¿, c T"L,I,l-v ¡ ./À/C hll'l-,t, '
¿;_ r rk 11.(.
d ,// '-'Il-¿''1 /' ,-.~//I _e' i.'¡ .: l r

- . ¡" ¡-i ¿"~,, It'í
ro ¡'!i fUii ('1

-lM ¿./J. k/ ¿, If~' ( rr

~-I kill-l "'c: ä (/U" '-'17 -rc --/__ ¿. c e,/!& /U 'J
.. /,.c/ C /l-, d h ~ ~ l-/L ,:, /",1.; -5 Ai,; h,- T-rJ./-

f?,iL I-il;? ~ ¥ i iV'~ I~-'"
í i )i ,'r- -r/i-

T/v c:' f-r /Ut' '1 iV c/ X' '1 .-iX r-/r,-f j/M /J /t- /i-, I
I-Lc/ / j /.-'L~/ ¿ h(~
¿ iLk 0; (T _ I /LP /:)/L- .lle"'1
/J (l IIL-,/ (l / Y' ~ ,,/' i::
-l j i -L I J , iV( -( r-k c /t.r-¡(j "~'-';'
/ /lk r, ;r-(/. I' c;
/ri/i-d t 'k /7 C-t. -1-, l~
~ ¿ Il-,U Ii' r4l'k (¿.f' /; e /j-/( i-.6/c" 4 ("i J~,/ir-j/\J

/'.,A'.Jj I /

/V.:~/L 7 Ii -' ,r

-IIV' /),ic,l,(C'"

77v f' c z-,,¡'/f .. / L-~ -c ¡r (r~h¿ ¿ /v ~ ~ rzÆ) ,J /k-u ¿ ",-f

/ /\ I-c 7--/.. C"C (',-('1/

,'c/.', /~i ,i. r- c/ tV ¿,-~ e'''/ -,¿;
/; c' 11(" Cl(/U',' 4 (/ .t-c -r,l ri -ëL0' c;/ /1

/-7.-,tj-: c /i-t-v +i'-/? \ .~ j, /1/,2 1('l-;1 (/),). /tJ, hi 6/i (--/J /i~ '7 "" /Í¡r(/ "
i-k-'e ~-e¡.,- ,jJci-i./l- /\-' i-il--= ¿,.,~~-c' .. "'VJ, J.l.,'/u. (.'C'7,.('",/ CL.~t'~c,r~ ~ //l.,~A'-'v,. iName:

1;/2, //1/ ILi'"

Organization (if any):

-l~

Pi.' rf ~// i~

r71-/! ,'(, ( Ie:

I/¿d/1/,
/;/1;.//
/

iJ" ~ /.; (;7'/1 ¡:CC/~

Address:
(C'/
I' ( t,fe',/r-',)//
¿.J /¿TI/.
J /,F
()i T'/(il
/
/ Ad.L
E-mail Address:

¿/7 -/"YC'''r

-- ,l- d!c; ñ L- (¿ (l, c-'yJ-/i r/, II fv C . '-/7 r rwww.sfplanning,org

T ÆaM j( f:lf

l/'(\~V\--p -

NO(/

.

Dayton Crites
c:dayton(gsfurbanriders .org~

Sent by:
daytoncrites(gg mai I. com

OS/20/200902:31 PM

To Jessica, Range(gsfgov .org
cc

bcc
Subject Consider off-road bicycle use in SF's open space EIR.

Ms. Jessica Range,

I am writing you to address the EIR that will analyze various needs and uses of San Francisco
natural areas. I feel that too often, the needs of recreational trail users are overlooked, especially
those of mountain bike users.

I urge the goyemment of San Francisco to consider the development of multi-use trails, and
bicycle skills parks to be considered as sustainable uses of our open spaees and parks. I work
closely with SF Urban Riders, a non-profit committed to working with the city to provide these
resources to her citizens.
Off road cycling is a fast growing sport that already enjoys a diverse and large following in the
bay

area. Besides its healthy benefits to the community and users, Mountain bikers are a largely

untapped resource of volunteer labor and stewardship for our public lands, as has been
demonstrated in the successful partnership between sfurbanriders and mt. sutro stewards in

creating San Francisco's first true multi-use trail system.

Lastly, Mountain Biking has been shown to be of equal or less detriment to trail systems than
hiking, and less damaging than equestrian use. Resources that back this claim can be found here.
Please let me know you have any questions, and thank you for your time.
Sincerely,

Dayton Crites
sfurbanriders.org

MAYOR

CITY HALL

Julie Lancelle

170 Santa Maria Avenue . Pacifica, California 9404-2506
www.ci.pacifica.ca.us
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FAX (6501359-8947
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FAX (6501359-6038
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CITY & COUNTY OF SJ

Mr. Bill Wycko
San Francisco Planning Department
Natural Areas Management Plan
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

PLANNING DEPARTMEN1
~~ E' n.

CITY COUNCIL

TEL (6501738-7301
FAX (6501359-6038
ENGINEERING

TEL (650) 738-3767
FAX (6501 738-3003
FINANCE

TEL (6501 138-7392
FAX (6501138-1411

Re: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
dated April 22, 2009 Project Title: Natural Areas Management Plan (aka Natural
Resources Areas Management Plan)
Dear Mr. Wycko:

TEL (650) 738-7381
FAX (650) 738-2165

Thank you for providing this initial study and Notice of Preparation ("NOP") and
for conducting a scoping meeting in our community. We appreciate the
acknowledgement that since the Sharp Park property is located within the
the City of Pacifica, we are naturally very attentive to any changes
boundaries of
or alterations proposed for this site. Upon reviewing the NOP, we noted several
items related to our Land Use regulations that were not included in the NOP and
that should be acknowledged in the EIR documents.

PLANNING &
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

This letter serves as the response of

FIRE ADMINISTRATION

TEL (6501991-8138
FAX (650) 991-8090

HUMAN RESOURCES
TEL (650) 738-7303
FAX (650) 359-6038
PARKS, BEACHES
& RECREATION

TEL (6501738-7341
FAX (6501359-5807
. Building

TEL (650) 738-7344
. Code Enforcement
TEL (650) 738-7343
POLICE DEPARTMENT

TEL (650) 738-7314
FAX (6501355-1172
PUBLIC WORKS
TEL 16501 738-3760
FAX (650) 738-9747

the City of

Pacifica ("Pacifica"), a

Responsible Agency as defined in Califomia Public Resources Code Section
2 I 080.4(a) and 14 Califomia Code of Regulations Section 15082(b), to the above
referenced Notice of Preparation ("NOP").
r he NOP docs not identify discretionary approvals lequired by Pacifica for the
Natural Area identified as "Sharp Park", which is located in the jurisdiction of
the City of Pacifica. The City and County of San Francisco ("San Francisco")
must comply with the Califomia Coastal Act. Pacifica has a certified Local
Coastal Program ("LCP") pursuant to which Pacifica enforces Coastal Act
regulations in the Coastal Zone within Pacifica's boundaries. That portion of
Sharp Park west of Highway One is within the Coastal Zone, and is identified in
the LCP. Thus, for projects affecting west Sharp Park such as this, San Francisco
needs to obtain a Coastal Development Pennit ("COP") and comply with it.
Please include the COP in the list of discretionary approvals required to be
analyzed in the EIR and throughout the discussion in the document.

Path of Portola 1769 · San Francisco Bay Discovery Site

.,
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Further, the proposed project is subject to Pacifica's Logging Operations
Ordinances, Ordinance Numbers 636 C.S. and 673 C.S. Any tree removal,
destruction or harvesting of twenty or more trees within one year is prohibited
unless in conjunction with a Pacifica permit (such as the CDP) or unless the
Pacifica Public Works Director makes specific findings regarding the tree
removal operations. Again, please include these regulations in the environmental
discussion.

In addition, Topic 14, "Hydrology and Water Quality", subsections (a), (c), (d),
(e) and (h) reference the need for the ElR to study the proposed project's impacts
on drainage pattems and flood hazards within the Sharp Park area. Pacifica
concurs that the EIR must study those potential impacts, and emphasizes the need
to study the risk of flooding not only within Sharp Park itself, but whether the
the adjacent residential areas, and, if
proposed project will result in flooding of
so, propose appropriate mitigation. In addition, the EIR should address the effect
that removing 54,000 trees will have on erosion and drainage pattems.
Pacifica reserves its rights to comment in greater detail on the contents of

initial study until the City has the opportunity to review a full draft EIR.
We appreciate your attention to these matters.
Sincerely,

Aiú~ ~c~dlt/
CJJie Lancelle

Mayor

Cc: City Council

City Manager
City Attomey
City Planner

the

May 21st, 2009
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Department
Natural Areas Management Plan
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Wycko,
Thank you so much for the enlightening Public Scoping meeting last May 14th. I very
much appreciated being presented with Lisa Wayne’s Management Plan and with the
CEQA objectives.
My family frequently uses Glen Canyon Park and Bernal Hill for walking and enjoying
the outdoors as well as introducing our daughter to the wildflowers, plants, rocks, birds
and bugs that can still be found in these exceptional areas. We also enjoy exploring Billy
Goat Hill, Tank Hill, Duncan-Castro and McLaren Park.
I have reviewed the SNRA Management Plan. I was encouraged to see that in the MA-1
and MA-2 areas described in the Management Plan, there will be a comprehensive effort
to attempt to restore natural areas to their original state.
I would like to suggest that the MA-3 areas be treated in a manner similar to the MA-2
areas. I understand that it is imperative to move quickly to preserve the native plants and
geology in the MA-1 and MA-2 areas. The MA classifications are obviously meant to
prioritize this. However, in order to create a congruent landscape in the long run, the
MA-3 areas should be managed congruently with the other areas.

Replant MA-3 Areas with Bay Area Native Oak Savannah Trees
As the SNRA Management Plan now stands, there is no plan to gradually replace the
eucalyptus groves with native trees such as coast live oak:
Recommendation GR-15b: In order to maintain the forest as it ages, it is necessary to
maintain a stocking rate that will perpetuate the urban forest and promote forest health.
Over time, it will be necessary to grow a new age class of trees, which will eventually
replace the existing mature canopy. This will be accomplished through natural and
artificial regeneration methods. Natural regeneration refers to the seedlings and saplings
that establish naturally. Blue gum eucalyptus is likely to be the primary species that
regenerates naturally although the other invasive species also regenerate. Artificial
regeneration refers to the planting of trees by people for management purposes.
California native trees that offer the greatest value to wildlife such as Monterey cypress,
Monterey pine and Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) will be used. Tree planting can
take advantage of openings in the urban forest canopy that are created either naturally or
from other management activities.

I would ask that the decision to include Eucalyptus, Monterey Pine and Monterey
Cypress in the reforestation of these GR-15b areas be reconsidered. These trees
discourage the growth of an understory in the forest. Coast Live Oak savannah, so
prevalent in the savannah areas of Yerba Buena Island and Palo Alto, obviously were
also prevalent in San Francisco. It would be a shame not to feature these beautiful,
drought tolerant, fire resistant trees and grasses in replanting efforts.

Carbon Sequestration
A concern for maximizing carbon sequestration in order not to further contribute to
climate change has been expressed. I share this concern.
I would like to mention that it is increasingly apparent that deeply rooted grasslands
sequester carbon permanently underground while rapidly growing trees such as
eucalyptus sequester carbon temporarily and not as efficiently as native bunch grasses.
I would ask that the CEQA look carefully at this. The 2008 Hohhot World Temperate
Grasslands Declaration, sponsored by the World Conservation Union, a United Nations
affiliate, states:
“Considering that temperate indigenous grasslands provide critical ecological goods and services essential
for life on earth as a source of food, fibre, human livelihoods and well being, cultural and biological
diversity, the recharge of aquifers and the sequestration of carbon, particularly in the face of global climate
change . . . we the participants of the Hohhot World Temperate Grasslands Conservation Initiative
Workshop from five continents and 14 countries, declare that temperate indigenous grasslands are critically
endangered and urgent action is required to protect and maintain the services they provide to sustain human
life. We call upon all sectors of society to collaborate towards this goal.”

The United States is a signatory of this declaration. According to the signatories of this
declaration, the relative sequestration of eucalyptus forest versus native grassland is not
well understood. However, it is becoming increasingly clear that native grasslands play a
key role not only in carbon sequestration, but in the preservation of the world’s
biodiversity. It seems that the indigenous grasslands of San Francisco are critically
endangered as are most of the world’s grasslands.

Maintain Management of MA-3 areas in NAP
I would also ask that the MA-3 areas be managed, along with the MA-2 and MA-2 areas,
in the Natural Areas Program. This will allow for management economies in the use of
labor and forestry resources. The suggestion that the MA-3 areas be managed by the
Bureau of Urban Forestry would be disastrous for the overall goal of the Natural Areas
program.
If there is any doubt that the Bureau of Urban Forests is terribly under resourced, I would
ask CEQA and the Bureau of Urban Planning to consider this example: The Bureau of

Urban Forests repeatedly claims that they do not have the funds to fix a College Avenue
city sidewalk in their jurisdiction which poses a tripping and liability hazard to the city.
Again, a partitioning of the management of MA-3 areas would be disastrous for the
overall goal of restoring esthetic and biological continuity to the city’s natural areas.

Work toward Walkability in and between the City’s Natural Areas
I was encouraged to see that the Management Plan included a vision of trail building.
There are many beautiful trails in the city. Some of these are in the process of being
rebuilt. I was lucky enough to be on a trail building crew in Glen Park last year.
I would suggest that an overall plan be made for the Natural Area trails. The plan should
extend beyond the boundaries of the natural areas, interconnect natural areas where
possible, and connect natural areas to public transit. An attempt should be made to map
trails or walking routes that exist through open spaces, city parks and urban areas. They
should incorporate the city’s neglected stairways. Such a plan might take many years to
execute, but it would mean that there are not wasted efforts with trails built to nowhere.
Some examples of potential trails that I can think of are to connect Glen Canyon Park to
Twin Peaks or Glen Canyon Park with Walter Haas Park and Billy Goat Hill.

Reconsider the Impact of Off Leash Dogs
As the parent of a small child and as a life long owner of dogs, I have spent quite a while
considering how the city’s dog policy works in practice, rather than theory.
First, I would suggest that San Francisco does not have the rain that most North
American cities have. In fact, it is a highly populated area in a near dessert. Virtually all
of the rain the city gets is in the winter. The rest of the year, the city has no rain. By
August, I find myself avoiding going to areas such as Bernal Hill and Glen Canyon Park
because of the dog urine and general dirtiness of these areas. It is always a great relief to
get the first rain.
I have also observed that most dogs are not walked on leash, even in leash areas such as
Glen Park. I try to be considerate toward dogs and their owners on this matter. However,
I find myself carefully assessing the breed and disposition of dogs as to their risk to my
child. Many people are not as comfortable or knowledgeable with dogs. I know many
people who avoid natural areas for this reason, especially parents of young children. This
does represent a lost opportunity for children. They are less likely to be taken into
natural areas due to the ubiquitous presence of off leash dogs.
Research does indicate that children are more likely to be bitten by a dog than an adult.
Children are often at eye level to a dog. Many dog attacks are unprovoked and can result
from something as simple as the dog misinterpreting eye contact or an outstretched hand.

In dog play areas, such as the road on Bernal Hill, I have found that I am increasingly
uncomfortable going there. There almost always seems to be a dog fight or a dog rushing
me in the legs. Many dogs are walked by dog walkers with multiple dogs and these dogs
are thus poorly under control.
Again, if the intent is to allow people to experience natural areas, the current behavior of
dogs and their owners is limiting this experience. The policy of allowing dogs, who are
almost never on leash, access to natural areas should be reassessed. Dog Play areas
should be reexamined in light of the lack of control of dogs and the environmental
impact. The need to allow children to experience natural areas should be considered, not
just the needs of dogs and dog owners.
I thank the Planning Department for the opportunity to express my appreciation for this
planning process as we work toward a management plan of the natural areas in our
beautiful city.
Most sincerely,

Marnie Dunsmore
118 College Avenue
San Francisco, California
94112

May 21, 2009
Bill Wycko

San Francisco Planing Department
Natural Areas Management Plan
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Comments on Notice of Preparation of an EIR for
The Natural Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP)
Case Number 2005-1912E

RECEIVED ~
MAY 2 1 2DD9

CITY & COUNTY OF SF
PLANNING DEPARTMENT "

MEA

Dear Mr. Wycko:

Enclosed are our comments on the notice of preparation of an EIR for the Natural Areas
the Natural
park advocates with a vision of
Management Plan (SNRAMP). We are a team of
Areas Program (NAP) that acknowledges the co-existence of recreation and urban natural areas,
which is guided by science, that embraces a diverse biophilia, and that ensures the public's safety
in our parks. Our combined experience to achieve these objectives includes:
2002 SF Recreation and Park Department, Green Ribbon Task Force for NAP plans
2002 - present CC of San Francisco, Parks, Recreation, Open Space Advisory Committee
2003 - 04 SF Deparment of
Environment, Task Force for Quail Recovery Plan
2003 SF Board of Supervisors, NAP Citizen Advisory Committee
2004-05 SF Recreation and Park Department, members of negotiation team to revise
NAP plans and plan public process in preparation for approval of plan in 2006
2007-08 SF Mayor's Open Space Task Force

The Natural Areas Program enjoys the passionate support of many citizens, as well as equally
the program. A
passionate citizens who question some ofthe strategies and methods of
comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) represents an opportunity to resolve some of
the controversies that the program has generated in the past 10 years of its operation. Our
comments are intended to help those who prepare the EIR to answer the many questions that
have been raised about the management plan. In answering those questions, we believe it will be
necessary to conduct independent studies of the potential impacts on recreation, the loss of
thousands of trees, exposure to hazards such as herbicides, fire, erosion and other concerns that
originate with past experience with native plant restorations in the area. Since the Initial Study
has not conducted such studies or taken into consideration present conditions in the natural areas,
the EIR must do so now.
You have been assigned an important task, to put to rest years of concern and disappointing
experiences with the Natural Areas Program. We urge you to take this task as seriously as the
public does. This is the final opportunity to do so, as we have no desire to resort to legal means
the public's safety and
achieving the necessary assurance of
(as provided by CEQA) of
enjoyment in our parks.
Sincerely,
Karin Hu
Mary McAllister
Nancy Wuerfel

Comment on the Notice of Preparation of an EIR for
The Natural Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP)
Case Number 200S.1912E

May 21, 2009
The Initial Study of the environmental impacts of SNRAMP is inadequate in many respects:
· It dismisses as "insignificant" environmental impacts that have been experienced in the natural
areas in the past and that caused considerable damage as well as public concern.
· It makes sweeping statements, dismissing environmental and safety issues without providing
any evidence to support these dismissals
· It demonstrates that the author has either not read SNRAMP or has not understood important
portions of it
· It demonstrates that the author has ignored basic scientific principles needed to analyze
potential impacts, such as carbon sequestration and release
· It demonstrates that the author has not visited the natural areas and is unaware of the 10-year
history of environmental and safety problems and public concern since the Natural Areas
Program began to operate

The Initial Study (IS) proposes further study and analysis by an EIR of only a few environmental
issues for which there "is not suffcient information available at the time on the potentially
effected resources or site conditions" (IS page 61). The following comments request that the
proposed EIR be expanded to include several environmental issues for which the Initial Study is
inadequate, inaccurate, or is inconsistent with the reality of past actions of the Natural Areas
Program both in the present and in the past 10 years of its existence.
E.l Land Use and Land Use Planning

E.9 Recreation

A. Chane;es in land use bv the Natural Areas Proe;ram
"There would he no change in land uses and no impact under the project..." (iS page 59)
SNRAMP changes land use by restricting access to the natural areas:
· "Public use in all Natural Areas, unless otherwise specified, should encourage on-trail
use.. . park signs should. ..include 'Please Stay on Trails. ..If off-trail use continues.. .
permanent
fencing shall be considered..." (SNRAMP, Recommendation GR-ll, page 5-14)
· "Recreation goals: To provide opportunities for passive recreational uses (e.g., hiking, nature
observation) compatible with conservation and restoration goals." (SNRAMP, Management
Approach, page 2-2)
· "Some MA-l areas may require installation of elevated boardwalks or permanent fences."
(SNRAMP, page 1-5)
. 10.3 miles of 40 miles of trails within the natural areas will be closed (SNRAMP, Table 3-6)

The Recreation and Park Deparment has recently restricted bicycles to paved roads. There are few
paved paths within the natural areas, which effectively bans bicycles from the natural areas. Plans to
improve trails within the natural areas will not include paving.

Recently installed sign at the Overlook Parking lot on Mansell Street in McLaren Park

On November 19,2008, the following comment was posted to the Natural Areas blog: "San
Francisco's Significant Natural Resource Areas are now being assaulted by a new menace: mountain
bikes... One thing needs to be perfectly clear: Rec & Park Department policy prohibits bicycles in
the parks except on PAVED surfaces...The RPD should place signage at all entrances to all parks
clearly prohibiting bike riding in any Significant Natural Resource Area." (sfnaturalareas.org)

"Of the San Francisco Natural Areas, trails would increase at Edgehil Mountain and Interior
Greenbelt." (IS, page 58)
On April 27, 2009, the Natural Areas Program installed this sign at the only entrance to the Interior
Greenbelt, one of
the natural areas: "No Public Access"
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The site-specific plan for the Interior Greenbelt does not indicate any trail closures in that natural area.
In fact, the plan indicates the expansion of the existing trail (SNRAMP, page 6.23-2). Yet, the reality
is that the Natural Areas Program is apparently closing this natural area to the public.
Both of
these new signs in the natural areas cite Park Code 3.02 as the authority for these access
restrictions. Park Code 3.02 provides: "Signs To Be Obeyed. No person shall wilfully disobey the
notices, prohibitions or directions on any sign posted by the Recreation and Park Commission of the
Recreation and Park Department." In other words, the Natural Areas Program apparently gives itself
the right to put ANY prohibition on a sign and the public is obligated to observe their prohibition.

When there is a conflict between the plans as stated in SNRAMP and the reality of what is happening
in the natural areas, the latter should trump the former in the EIR evaluation. The EIR must
acknowledge what has actually happened and presently exists in the natural areas.

these restrictions on recreational access are mentioned in E.9 Recreational element ofthe IS.
These are omissions that must be corrected by the full EIR of the Recreational element.

None of

B. EversonlDie;by Lots should not be included in this EIR
The Initial Study announces the existence of a new natural area: "A portion of

the Everson/Digby Lots

park was recently determined to be a Natural Area" (IS, page 46). The Initial Study provides no
information about this new natural area or what is planned for its future. Neither the Natural Areas
Program website (sfnap.org) nor the Recreation and Park Department website (sfgov.org) acknowledge
the existence of
this new natural area, let alone provide any information about it. The Initial Study
does not inform the reader if the Recreation and Park Commission has approved the designation of this
natural area. Nor do we know if
the visitors to and neighbors ofthis park are aware ofthis designation.
SNRAMP was subjected to a lengthy public process, including public meetings and hearings by the
Commission that eventually resulted in its approval. Everson/Digby Lots have not been through this
process and are therefore not ready for an EIR until this process is complete. A management plan must
be written for this new natural area. After the public has considered this proposal and if the
Commission approves it, it will be ready for environmental impact review.

C. Chane;es in land use resultine; from existence/reintroduction of lee;ally protected species
One of the objectives of the SNRAMP is the protection, enhancement, and reintroduction of sensitive
species of plants and animals: "Augmenting existing populations and (re )establishing or
(re)introducing additional populations where they once occurred (or were likely to have occurred) will
help to ensure their continued survival in the City" (SNRAMP, page 5-3). Management actions in the
MA-l and MA-2 areas include "reintroduction of sensitive species" (SNRAMP, page 1-5). MA-l and
MA-2 areas are 623.0 acres (58%) of all natural areas. The definition of
"sensitive species" includes
federal and state legally protected species (SNRAMP, Table 3-6).

Consistent with that mission, the Natural Areas Program and its volunteers have successfully lobbied
the Board of Supervisors to develop Sharp Park as habitat for legally protected species to be managed
by the GGNRA: "This Thursday, April 30, (2009)...you'1l have the opportunity to tell the Board of
Supervisors to stop wasting our tax dollars operating the money-losing Sharp Park golf course. The
Government Audit and Oversight Committee will consider legislation 'to develop a plan, schedule and
budget for restoring Sharp Park habitat for the California red-legged frog and the San Francisco garter
snake in conformance with the requirements of
the Endangered Species Act, and transferrng Sharp
Park to, or developing ajoint management agree with, the Golden Gate National Recreation Area and
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making environmental findings. ", (sfnaturalareas.org) On May 5, 2009, the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors unanimously approved this proposal verbatim as an "ordinance amending San Francisco
Park Code Article 3 by adding Section 3.20.. . "
There are legally protected species in many other natural areas (SNRAMP Table 3-5), which could
lead to similar changes in land use. For example, access restrictions will be required at Lake Merced
to protect the Western Pond Turtle (WPT): "Recommendation LM-6c: To prevent native turtles from
being disturbed during breeding season, restrict public access to the waters and shoreline of East lake
between April 1 and August 31. It may be possible to achieve these access restrictions through signage.
If not, temporary barriers that would prevent boat access to East Lakes could be installed."
(SNRAMP, Lake Merced, page 6.1-17)
In Oregon, where the WPT is an endangered species, the recovery plan for the WPT requires
restrictions on all human access-recreational and agricultural-within 500 feet of the water to protect
the potential nesting range of the turtle. The recovery plan also requires that the entire potential
nesting range be unshaded in order to maintain the optimal temperature for the turtle's eggs. This
would require removal of all trees-native and non-native-within 500 feet of
the perimeter of
the
East Lake and North Lakes, where the turtles have been found.

The Natural Areas Program is presently reintroducing the Mission Blue Butterfy to Twin Peaks
(Oakland Tribune, 5/1109). The Mission Blue Butterfy is a federal endangered species. The Xerxes
Society lists as one of

the management actions required to preserve populations of

the Mission Blue,

fire may have
reduced habitat quality and negatively affected the historic population. In other words, the
reintroduction of the Mission Blue on Twin Peaks has the potential to reduce recreational access and
require periodic prescribed burns. The Endangered Species Act legally obligates management actions
required to maintain a legally protected species, whether it has been reintroduced artificially or occurs
naturally.
"protection from excessive recreational use." It also suggests that suppression of

In addition to access restrictions defined by SNRAMP, the Natural Areas Program has identified new
restrictions on recreational uses needed to protect natural areas and their resident wildlife. Therefore,
the Initial Study is inaccurate to claim that the Natural Areas Program will not change land use.
SNRAMP has the potential to eliminate all forms of recreation other than walking on a designated path
as it implements its goals "To maintain viable populations of all special-status species" and "To
maintain and enhance native plant and animal communities." (SNRAMP, Management Approach,
page 2-1) The proposal to "transfer" or develop "joint management of' Sharp Park with the GGNRA,

indicates the potential for ownership of natural areas to change in the pursuit of restoration goals.
These changes in land use must be acknowledged and evaluated in the EIR. Recreational access
restriction not identified by the Initial Study, must also be evaluated by the EIR.
E.2 Aesthetics

Most trees desie:nated for removal wil NOT be replaced with native trees
"Generally, trees removed would be replaced with native tree species at a roughly I: I replacement
ratio, although not necessarily at the same location. In some locations, trees would he replaced by
native scruh or grassland ~pecies." (IS page 63)

SNRAMP contains no such commitment to replace all trees designated for removal with native trees in
the same location or any other location. In most cases, SNRAMP says specifically that the trees
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designated for removal will not be replaced by trees, but rather with grassland and dune scrub. All
designated tree removals are in MA-l and MA-2 areas (see Attachment A).
urban forest management in MA-l and MA-2 areas is to slowly convert
those areas to native scrub, and grassland habitats or oak woodlands." (SNRAMP, Forestry

. "The long-term goal of

Statement, page F -1 )

. "The goal in most of the MA- i and MA-2 stands at Sharp Park is the same as for the Natural
Areas within San Francisco: eventual conversion of invasive forest into grasslands and scrub."
(SNRAMP, Forestry Statement, page F-6)
. Most site-specific recommendations regarding tree removal say specifically that the trees will
be replaced by scrub or grassland (SNRAMP, Forestry Statement, pages F-8-F-ll):
o Lake Merced: "These openings will remain as the forests in these areas are gradually
converted to low-growing coastal scrub."
o Mt. Davidson: "... tree removal will result in the conversion of some areas of forest to
scrub and grasslands."
o Glen Canyon: "... gradually converted into scrub habitat.."
o Bayview Park: "Tree removal will focus on the existing edge of forests to preserve
existing scrub and grassland."
o McLaren: "Grasslands will increase in magnitude and the area... wil support.. .diverse
coastal scrub."
o Interior Greenbelt: "... these areas will be converted to coastal scrub..."
o Dorothy Erskine: "... scrub will fill in where trees have been removed."
Only the site-specific Forestry Statement for Corona Heights predicts long-term conversion to oak
woodland. And, "Within MA-l and MA-2, these sites (of
tree removals) would then be replanted with
native shrb and grassland species. Within MA-3, urban forest species would be planted or

encouraged (see Section 5, GR-15)" (SNRAMP, Forestry Statement, page F-3)
These long-term goals for the conversion of the urban forest to scrub and grassland are consistent with
the natural history of San Francisco: "Prior to the colonization and the stabilization of dunes and
introduction of invasive species, trees were not a dominant feature of the San Francisco peninsula. It is
likely that scrubby coast live oaks grew on north-facing slopes in moist drainages and that buckeyes,
bays, and oaks lined creek channels that flowed to the bay or ocean. However, much of the area
probably resembled the coastal scrub habitats of San Bruno Mountain or the grassland-scrub mosaics
of
the Marin Headlands. Management ofMA-l and MA-2 is focused on the gradual conversion of
these areas into native scrub and grassland habitats. This is the long-term goal." (SNRAMP, Forestry
Statement, page F -1 )

the native landscape, most native plants are not
adapted to shade, as there was little shade in native San Francisco. For that reason, attempts to restore
the native landscape would not be served by planting native trees. Trees create shade whether they are
native or non-native. A related issue also predicts that native trees will not be a conspicuous feature in
the restored natural areas: "In many Natural Areas, trees capture moisture from the coastal fog. The
moisture drips onto the ground creating arificially wetter than normal conditions which favor invasive
weed species." (SNRAMP, Forestry Statement, page F-l)

As one might expect, given the treeless nature of

Because most of
the natural areas are rock outcrops and sand hills that were treeless prior to the arrival
of Europeans, there is little acreage within the natural areas that is capable of supporting trees that are
native to San Francisco: "Two native forest series.. .
comprise approximately 17 acres, 2 percent of
total vegetation (in the natural areas)" (SNRAMP, Setting, page 3-11). Obviously, it would not be
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physically possible to plant 18,500 native trees in the small areas in which they would be able to
survive.
The Natural Areas Program has also demonstrated in the past that it cannot successfully replace with
native trees those non-native trees that it has already removed. Nearly 10 years ago, the Natural Areas
Tank HilL. The neighbors
the 24 non-native trees on the top of
Program removed approximately 12 of
of
Tank Hill were angry about their removaL. The Natural Areas Program planted native trees in an
attempt to satisfy the angry neighbors. These native trees did not survive, as one might expect given
the windy, rocky conditions on Tank Hil to which native trees are not adapted. Alders were also
planted to replace the healthy non-natives removed from the western end of Pine Lake. The Alders did
not survi ve one year.

The Initial Study is mistaken that any commitment has been made to replace all removed trees with
native trees. Nor would such a commitment be advisable, given that planting native trees in most of
the natural areas would not be successful because they are adapted to sheltered areas that are not
representative of
the natural areas. If
they were planted, they would be unlikely to survive.
Therefore, the EIR must evaluate the impact of proposed tree removal, based on the accurate premise
that most wil NOT be replaced.

E. 7 Air Quality

A. Trees desie:nated for removal have NOT been selected because they are not healthy
.. Trees would be removed to promote forest health and would focus on dead or dying trees, trees with
disease or insect infestations, storm-damaged or hazardous trees, and trees whose growth is
suppressed hy overcrowding." (iS page 87)
This statement is also inaccurate. A generous interpretation of this misstatement of fact is that the

the Initial Study has confused General Recommendation GR-15 with the site-specific plans
for tree removals in MA-l and MA-2 areas. General Recommendation GR-15 says, "To promote
forest health, removal of trees shall focus on the removal of dead or dying trees, trees with disease or
insect infestation, storm-damaged or hazardous trees, and trees that are suppressed because of
overcrowding." (SNRAMP, General Recommendations, Page 5-19) However, General
Recommendation GR-15 applies only to non-native trees in MA-3 areas: "Urban forest stands that
contain significant native plant understory and are planed for native plant and animal habitat
restoration are classified as MA-l or MA-2 and are not considered here. Recommendations for MAL and MA-2 areas are described in individual chapters in Section 6 and Appendix F (Forestry
Statement) describes the species to be removed, removal methodology... and other tree removal
impacts." (SNRAMP, General Recommendations, page 5-18).

author of

Recall that all tree removals designated by SNRAMP are within MA-l and MA-2 areas.
Recommendations for their removal described within Section 6 and the Forestry Statement do not state
that recommendations for their removal were based on their health or lack there of. Rather they were
selected for removal if
their removal would enhance or expand an adjacent native plant habitat. There
is no basis upon which the Initial Study may assume that the non-native trees designated for removal
are anything but healthy. Some may not be healthy, but that is not why they were selected for removaL.

Removal of non-native trees within MA-3 areas are not specifically identified or quantified by
SNRAMP. Ifthey are removed, they would be incremental to the 18,500 trees that have been
designated for removaL. However, SNRAMP states clearly that management ofMA-3 areas is a low
6

priority. Given the limitations on NAP resources, it is unlikely that any trees will be removed in MA-3
areas unless they fall down, as they do frequently.

B. SNRAMP implementation wil NOT increase carbon sequestration or decrease e:lobal
warmine:
are not as effective as young trees at taking
up carbon. Replacing dead, dying and diseased trees that have limited capabilty to sequester carhon
with young saplings that have long-term carbon sequestration capabilties would result in a net GHG
henefit." (iS page 87)
"Although old large trees are good at storing carbon, they

The author of the Initial Study does not provide a complete reference for this claim. A name is
provided in parenthesis, but the complete citation does not appear in the list of references, so the reader
is unable to verify its accuracy.

San Francisco's urban forest. It
reports that, "The amount of carbon annually sequestered is increased with healthier trees and larger
The USDA's "Urban Forest Effects Model" includes an assessment of

diameter trees" (UFORE, page 8). In other words, a study by the US government specifically written

for the City of San Francisco refutes the claim that young saplings have greater capabilities to
sequester carbon than larger trees. Recall that the trees designated for removal by SNRAMP are not
necessarily unhealthy. Clearly saplings are smaller than the mature trees over 15 feet tall that have
been designated for removaL.

Furthermore, the release of carbon stored in the 18,500 trees that would be removed would certainly
swamp whatever benefit there may be in replacing some of

the trees. Trees release their stored carbon

as they decay. SNRAMP states that the trees would be left in place to slowly decay if they provide
habitat or chipped, composted and used throughout the parks. In other words, all of the removed trees
wil release their sequestered carbon over time, as they decay in San Francisco's parks.

Finally, the Initial Study announces (page 11) that prescribed burns wil occur in the natural areas and
that the SNRAMP will be "updated to reflect this change." Fires release the stored carbon of the
burned plants into the atmosphere as well as releasing pariculate matter into the air. This is yet
another source of increased carbon release and increased air pollution that may result from
implementation of SNRAMP. Because of the accumulative effect of all the sources of carbon release
predicted by the SNRAMP, the effect of
prescribed burns on carbon release and air pollution must be
considered by the EIR. Consideration of prescribed burns by a separate and later environmental
review (as the Initial Study announces its intentions on page 11) is not acceptable.
"Although the net effect on carbon sequestration capacity is unknown for the proposed replacement of

mature eucalyptus with native saplings, replacing dying trees with healthy trees typically enhances the
carhon sequestration process ...As such tree replacement is expected to result in a net increase in the
amount of carbon sequestered within the Natural Areas" (is page 88)

Even if it were true that only dying trees were being removed or that they would be replaced-and as

noted above, neither is true-this statement is inaccurate. Carbon sequestration by trees and plants is
directly proportional to their size (UFORE, Appendix II). Therefore, a small sapling is incapable of
sequestering as much carbon as a large tree, whether it is healthy or not.
Furthermore, even if this statement were true, it does not take into account that within the MA-l and
MA-2 areas, the SNRAMP proposes to remove all seedlings and saplings (defined by SNRAMP as
trees less than 15 feet tall) of non-native trees in order to convert these areas over time to scrub and
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grassland (SNRAMP, Forestry Statement, page FA). The removal of
these seedlings and saplings are
not quantified by SNRAMP because they are not defined by SNRAMP as trees (SNRAMP, Forestry
Statement, page F -2). Therefore, their removal is incremental to the designated removal of 18,500
trees over 15 feet talL. In other words, countless small, young trees will be removed, reducing carbon
sequestration in the natural areas further than can be quantified because their numbers are unknown.

Finally, the Initial Study assumes that all native trees-both those that presently exist and those that
are planted in the future-will survive and continue to sequester carbon. The author of
the Initial
Study does not consider the potential for the death of many native trees if Sudden Oak Death continues
to spread. It kills many species of tree that are native to San Francisco. It presently exists in Golden
Gate Park. It is spreading throughout coastal California. The Nature Conservancy recently reported
that more than one million trees have been killed by SOD in California.
forest canopies, thereby keeping
8 degree Celsius...grassland and scrub habitat could act as a

"...grassland above 50 degrees latitude reflects more sun than
temperatures lower hy an average of.

signifcant carbon sink." (iS page 88)

Once again, the author of the Initial Study does not provide a complete citation for this claim, so the
reader is unable to verify its accuracy. However, this reader is familiar with this claim, which will
enable a response.

the so-called "reflected light"
argument that forests might actually increase global waring by absorbing light. Caldeira's argument
is based on the comparson between dark forests and the reflected light of snow in northern latitudes.
The contrast between forest and snow is much greater than the contrast between forest and grass and
scrub. It is clearly a stretch ofthe concept to apply it to the local climate where there is no snow.
Ken Caldeira of

Stanford University is one of

the proponents of

Caldeira also makes it clear in his New York Times oped of Januar 2007 that he is not advocating for

the destruction of forests: "Clear-cutting mountains to slow climate change is, of course,
nuts... preserving and restoring forests is a valuable activity, regardless of its impact on climate-we
need more trees, not fewer."
The Initial Study makes an ilogical connection between increased temperature on the forest floor
resulting from the absorption of light and the ability of the forest to sequester carbon. There is no such
connection. Increased temperature on the forest floor does not reduce the carbon sequestering abilities
of the forest that are a by-product of photosynthesis.
The USDA's "Urban Forest Effects Model" for the city of San Francisco also reports that the "tree
cover" is less than 12% of
the city's land. Yet, "Trees remove about 19 percent more air pollution than
shrubs in San Francisco" (UFORE, page 7). This finding refutes the claim that converting many acres
of trees into grassland wil benefit air quality in San Francisco.
this argument can be applied to the local situation, it assumes that the native plant
the Initial Study does not acknowledge that
the ranges of native plant populations are changing in response to global waring: "Two-thirds of
California's unique plants, some 2,300 species that grow nowhere else in the world, could be wiped
out across much of
their current geographic ranges by the end of
the century because of
rising
temperatures and changing rainfall patterns according to a new study... California oaks could disappear
from Central California in favor of cooler weather in the Klamath Mountains..." (Los Angeles Times,
Furthermore, even if

populations will survive in the long-term. The author of

June 25, 2008)
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Other researchers find that invasive weeds are frequently better adapted to conditions that are altered
invasive
by man. For example, C02 levels are higher in urban settings and promote the growth of
weeds that thrive in higher concentrations of C02. Fire suppression is another means of promoting
weed growth at the expense of
native plan populations. "New research...suggests that invasive
species, at least in some instances, aren't so much the causes of environmental degradation as ecoopportunists taking advantage of disturbed habitats." ("Can Weeds Help Solve the Climate Crisis,"
New York Times, June 29, 2008) In other words, simply removing invasive species does not
necessarily enable the survival of native plants if they are no longer adapted to the conditions that have
been altered by man.

These studies would explain the singular lack of success of the "restorations" of the Natural Areas
Program for the past 10 years. Many natural areas have been planted repeatedly, only to fail
repeatedly. It may not be possible to reestablish native plant populations in an urban setting that has
been significantly altered by hundreds of

years of

human habitation.

If non-native plants and trees are removed from 25% of all park acreage in San Francisco (the size of
the natural areas in SF) and it proves impossible to successfully grow native plants in those locations,
there will clearly be no carbon sequestration benefit from these efforts.
Since the Initial Study has made mistaken assumptions in evaluating the impact of proposed tree
whether or not a "restored" landscape wil survive, the
EIR must now fully analyze these issues. Since the author of
the Initial Study has demonstrated a
stunning lack of scientific knowledge regarding carbon sequestration, air quality, and global warning, a
consultant with the necessary expertise must conduct the EIR.
removal and has not considered the question of

E.8 Wind and Shadow

Tree removal HAS altered wind conditions in the natural areas resultine: in windthrow hazard
"...removals within the Natural Areas are planned to take individuals or very small groups of
trees
within existingforest and scruh habitats to avoid altering the wind conditons. As such tree removal

would not include wind-toughened edge trees and would not result in increased wind hazards or

expose trees within a stand to high wind'ì. Therefore, the potential wind hazard of windthrow that
would result
form the project is expected to be less than signifcant. (iS page 90)

It is patently false that tree removals "are planned to take individuals or very small groups of trees
within existing forest and scrub habitats to avoid altering the wind conditions." Here are a few
examples of

the large number of

trees that will be removed from small areas (SNRAMP, Forestry

Statement, Appendix F-14-F-1 7):
. Mt. Davidson: 1,000 trees will be removed from MA-1c (3.5 acres)

. Glen Canyon: 100 trees will be removed from MA-2e (.6 acres)
. Sharp Park: 1,476 trees will be removed from MA-2j (5.6 acres)

. Corona Heights: 10 trees will be removed from MA2C (less than .01 acre)
. Bayview Park: 140 trees wil be removed from MA-ld (.02 acres)

. McLaren Park: 600 trees wil be removed from MA-2b (9.9 acres)
. Interior Greenbelt: 100 trees will be removed from MA-2a (1 acre)

Tree removal on this scale canot be done piecemeal, taking only a few individual trees on separate
occasions. The game of
"pick-up-sticks" is a good metaphor to understand the problem. Felling one
9

tree will impact those in close proximity. Whether intended or not, neighboring trees are likely to be
felled by the falling tree.
Removing that individual tree will not be possible unless its neighbors are also removed. One can't
pick up that felled tree when other standing trees surround it. Felled trees must be dragged out. As a
qualified arborist said, when expressing his opinion of
the proposed selective method of
tree removal,
"I don't have tweezers to pick these trees out of

the forest."

Leaving the felled trees on the ground until they are all destroyed is not an option because the
the

restoration objective is to plant the bared ground with native plants, which can't be accomplished if

ground is covered with dead trees.

Even if it were true that only "very small groups of trees" wil be removed, it does not follow that "tree
removal would not include wind-toughened edge trees" nor that removals "would not result in
increased wind hazards or expose trees. . . to high winds." In fact, most of the tree removals wil occur
on the edge of the existing forest, which is consistent with the stated goal of the removals to expand the
adjacent native scrub and grassland (SNRAMP, Forestry Statement, pages F-8-F-l1):
the forest."

. Mt. Davidson: "Additional removals will occur..on the eastern edge of

. Bayview Park: "Tree removal will focus on the existing edge of forests..."

. McLaren Park: "... removal wil occur along forest edges.. ."
. Interior Greenbelt: "Tree removal will focus on the eastern border and the western tip of

this

Natural Area..."
the location of
tree removals, SNRAMP contains detailed
maps of the natural areas in Section 6 that indicate the location of the tree removals. These maps reveal
the vulnerability of
the remaining trees as a consequence of some ofthe tree removals.
In addition to these narative descriptions of

We will use Lake Merced only as an example, although identical logic could be applied to many other
natural areas in which large tree removals are planned. Over 100 trees will be removed from the
eastern shore of the South Lake. The Harding Park Golf Course is adjacent to this shore, to the east of
the lake. The wind blows from the west. The golf course is presently sheltered from the wind by the
trees that will be destroyed on the eastern shore of

the lake. There is an old population of

huge Cypress

trees on the golf course that are nearing the end of their life span of about 100 years. These trees will
be exposed to wind from which they were previously sheltered. Massive tree failure could result. One
hopes it wil not occur during a PGA TOUR golf tournament when there are thousands of spectators on
the course.
San Francisco has contracted with PGA TOUR, Inc, "for certain golf
tournaments at
Harding Park over the 15 year period beginning 1/1/05." The contract requires strict course
maintenance standards be met as an obligation to hold any tournaments at this facility. The EIR should
indicate that the PGA TOUR has been informed of
the tree removal adjacent to the golf course and that
the management actions in SNRAMP wil not violate the terms of
the contract between PGA TOUR
The City of

and the City.

10

The eastern shore of

the South Lake at Lake Merced. The western edge of

Harding (JolfCourse.

San Franciscans have had a preview of the tree failure that could be precipitated by the removal of
thousands of

trees in the natural areas. Pine Lake and Stem Grove Parks are contiguous parks that

essentially form one park of approximately 70 acres. It has been undergoing extensive capital
improvement, beginning in 2000. There is a natural area at the western end of
the park, including and
surrounding Pine Lake. The wind enters this park from the western end. The entire park is a narrow,
upwardly slopping canyon that funnels and accelerates the wind as it travels from the western to the
eastern end of

the park.

In 2003, in connection with the capital project, a survey of all trees in Pine Lake/Stern Grove was
conducted by a certified arborist, resulting in a Tree Management Plan identifying hundreds of
hazardous trees recommended for removaL.

In early 2004 approximately 20 healthy non-native trees were removed from the western end of the
park to accommodate the expansion of a native plant garden that requires full sun. This removal was
documented and acknowledged by RPD at an RPD Commission hearing on 5/5/2004. A few Alders
were planted to replace the trees that were removed. The Alders did not survive.
The concert meadow renovation in Stern Grove was the first phase of

the capital project. In

connection with that project, many trees were removed to accommodate that renovation. Some had
been identified by the arborists report as hazardous. Most had not. Funding was not suffcient to
remove all of
the 363 hazardous trees in Stern Grove recommended for immediate "priority removal"
in 2003. Most hazardous trees in Stern Grove were left in place while many healthy trees were
removed to accommodate renovation of the concert meadow.
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Pine Lake was the second phase of the project. In 2007 hundreds of trees-of which most were
considered hazardous--were removed during the Pine Lake Project. Recall that Pine Lake is west of
Stern Grove, the windward side of Stem Grove. The removal of hundreds of trees from Pine Lake
exposed Stern Grove to wind from which it had previously been sheltered. Recall that hundreds of the
trees remaining in Stern Grove had been deemed hazardous in 2003. Shortly after removal of
hundreds of trees in Pine Lake Park trees began to fail throughout the park at an alarming rate.
On April 14,2008, a park visitor to Stern Grove was killed by a Redwood branch about 20 feet long
that fell on her and her car, destroying her car (SF Examiner, 4/30/08). The Tree Management Report
of 2003 had specifically identified this branch as potentially hazardous. The Redwood tree had been
topped in the past, creating an unsupported "horizontal branch with poor taper and weight" (Tree
Management Report). The branch extended over a heavily used parking lot, in which the park visitor
was killed. Her family has sued the City of San Francisco for the negligence that caused her death

because the dangerous branch had been identified 5 years earlier and hundreds of trees to its windward
side had been removed, making the branch even more vulnerable to failure (SF Examiner, 9/24/08).
About two weeks earlier, an equally large branch fell onto the road that leads to the same parking lot.
Park visitors were trapped in the parking lot. They called RPD, using their cell phones, but no one
came to their rescue. They finally freed themselves by dragging the branch out of the road, using a
rope and a truck of one ofthe visitors. These visitors notified RPD of this incident and recorded the
incident in a weblog created for park visitors. This was the wake-up call that could have prevented the
death on April 14,2008.

Since then there have been approximately seven major tree failures in Pine Lake/Stem Grove.

12

Two of the tree failures in Stern Grove/Pine Lake in the past year.

SNRAMP mentions the removal of hazardous trees at Pine Lake, noting that these removals have not
been quantified by SNRAMP (Forestr Statement, page F-2). The author of
the Initial Study was
therefore alerted to this opportunity to evaluate the potential for dangerous windthrow subsequent to
large tree removals. The Initial Study makes no mention of Pine Lake tree removals, nor the
consequences of those removals.

Given this experience with large tree removals in natural areas, the conclusion of the Initial Study that,
"Therefore, the potential wind hazard of windthrow that would result form the project is expected to be
less than signifcant" is irresponsible and potentially tragic. There is no basis upon which the Initial

Study can dismiss the potential for significant tree failure in this cavalier manner.
SNRP makes similar efforts to dismiss the potential for windthrow in the Forestry Statement (page

F- 1 I-F-13). It states repeatedly, "potential windthrow hazard to people is minimal because there are
no residential areas near the stands where tree removals will occur." In other words, SNRAMP's sole
concern is for propert, not for the people visiting the parks. Some of
these parks are heavily used by
people. The golf course at Lake Merced and the concert meadow in Stem Grove both have thousands
of people in them during special events.

Of all the many issues in this Initial Study, this refusal to consider the seriousness of tree failure and
consequent danger to the public is perhaps the most egregious. After a park visitor paid with her life
for this failure to mitigate the consequences of massive tree removal, RPD appears to have learned
nothing from this needless loss. The EIR must evaluate the potential for windthrow resulting from the
removal of 18,500 trees. This evaluation must be done by a qualified consultant with expertise in

forestry management.

E.I0 Utilties and Service Systems
Native plant restoration WILL reQuire new irrie:ation and water use
"Reinstating native ~pecies and replacing trees would require irrigation until they become established
However, irrigation needs would be met by existing water supply capacity and would not require new
or expanded water supply resources. Therefore, impacts on water supply would be less than
signifcant. (iS page 94)
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Natural areas have been established in previously undeveloped portions of the park. It is simply not
true that these areas were irrgated prior to being planted with native vegetation. The naturalized, nonnative vegetation does not require irrigation. Any irrgation in natural areas is new and incremental.
time wil be required to

An adequate Initial Study would evaluate how much water over what period of
irrigate native plants and trees until they are established. It is typical of

this Initial Study that no

attempt is made to evaluate that need. It merely dismisses potential impacts on water supply as "less

than significant" and eliminates this question from further study in the subsequent Environmental
Impact Report, as it does with virtually every controversial issue. The EIR must now include the
analysis of additional water use not provided by the Initial Study.

E.12 Biological Resources

A, Impact on wildlife of herbicide use bv Natural Areas Proe:ram must be evaluated
"...certain actions could disturh these (wildlife) species..." (ID page J09)
the
the Natural Areas Program to impact wildlife is one of
few controversial issues that the Initial Study proposes to study further in the Environmental Impact
Report. The impact of herbicide use in the natural areas on wildlife must be considered in that EIR.
Herbicide use by the Natural Areas Program is not even mentioned by the Initial Study.

The potential for management actions of

"chemical control" as one of its "management methods:" "chemical
control, which involves the use of
herbicides to suppress wildland weeds" and "...herbicides are used
to control invasive weeds in Natural Areas." (SNRAMP, Integrated Pest Management, page 4-4).
However, it downplays the significance of
that usage: "on a per-acre basis pesticide usage in the
Natural Areas is significantly less than usage rates in other park maintenance programs." (page 4-5)
SNRAMP reports its use of

This apologia is ineffective for two reasons:
. The natural areas are, by definition, undeveloped areas of the park. Clearly developed areas of

the park, such as lawns and landscaped areas, make greater demands for pest and weed control.
Any herbicide use in previously undeveloped areas of the park is new to these areas, which
prior to the establishment of
the Natural Areas Program, were left untended.
. The removal of thousands of eucalyptus trees wil require application of herbicides such as

Garlon and Round-Up to prevent resprouting ofthe trees: "Tree stumps of some exotic species
may be treated (hand painted or sprayed) with herbicide to prevent re-growth." (SNRAMP,
Forestry Statement, page F-4) This will substantially increase the use of

herbicides by the

Natural Areas Program as the SNRAMP is implemented.

The affect of many herbicides (including the active ingredients in Garlon and Round-up) on declining
amphibian populations is well known and documented in the literature (e.g., Tyrone Hayes, UC
Berkeley). In fact, the Center for Biological Diversity sued the US Deparment ofFish and Wildlife
regarding the use of these chemicals in the proximity of populations of the legally protected,
endangered red-legged frog ("EP A to limit use of 66 pesticides," SF Chronicle, 10/20/06). In
response, Fish and Wildlife has prohibited their use within a certain distance of these animals. Based
on research, these chemicals are equally likely to be harmful to other amphibians such as salamanders
and newts that are ubiquitous in the natural areas.
The Environmental Impact Review must evaluate the impact on wildlife of herbicide use in the natural
areas on wildlife.
14

B. The potential impact of West Nile Virus must be evaluated
wetlands at Sharp Park to support the red-legged frog may increase the
mosquito population, and the potential for West Nile Virus (WNV). This raises several questions that
should be addressed by the EIR. Will spraying of pesticides to control the mosquito population be
prohibited to protect the red-legged frog population? If so, is there potential for an increased mosquito
population to spread WNV to birds and humans? These questions should be analyzed and evaluated

The planned expansion of

by the EIR.

C. Do tree removals at Sharp Park violate the Pacifica loe:e:ine: ordinance?
"...Signifcant Trees Ordinance of

San Mateo County and Ordinance 636-CS, which limits logging

within Pacifca and applies to tree removal at Sharp Park. Management actions would not conflict

with these or other applicable ordinances. (iS page 109)
The meaning of this statement is not clear. The first sentence seems to say that the Pacifica ordinance
that limits logging, applies to the removal of 15,000 trees designated by SNRAMP. The second
sentence seems to say "management actions" (that is, the removal of 15,000 trees at Sharp Park) do
not violate this ordinance. This is an unsubstantiated claim that requires explanation. The ordinance
requires permits for removing more than 20 trees per year. At that rate the removal of 15,000 trees
would take 750 years. Has a permit been obtained, as required by this ordinance, to remove more than
20 trees per year? The reader deserves some explanation for how the requirements of this ordinance
have been satisfied, IF they have been satisfied.
D. Conflct with the General Plan

"Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance? No Impact" (iS, page 87)
Tree removals designated in SNRAMP are in conflct with Policy 2.9 of

the General Plan to "maintain

and expand the urban forest." As we have noted earlier, 18,500 trees will be removed in the natural

areas. Most will not be replaced. Most are presumed to be healthy, mature trees. In addition,
countless trees less than 15 feet tall will also be destroyed to prevent the regeneration of the urban
forest. The EIR must acknowledge this conflict.

E.13. Geology and Soils

Potential for further erosion problems requires further study
the proposed project is relatively small, and while these activites may result in
some increased erosion and loss of topsoil in the Natural Areas, these impacts are generally
considered less than signifcant... This topic wil not be discussed in the Environmental Impact
Review." (iS page 112)
"The overall scale of

Once again, the Initial Study dismisses a serious, controversial issue with a cavalier wave of its
invisible hand. The removal of non-native plants has caused erosion in many natural areas, and the
increased removal of non-native trees and vegetation prescribed by SNRAMP is likely to exacerbate
the situation.
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Many of the natural areas are on sandy hils that are surrounded by residential housing. As these
residential neighborhoods were developed, the sand was stabilized with non-native vegetation, such as
ice plant. When the Natural Areas Program began removing the ice plant from these sandy hils, the
destabilized sand inundated the surounding neighborhoods.
Eng, President of
the Golden Gate Heights Neighborhood Association testified
to the Recreation and Park Commission regarding the adoption of SNRAM (Attachment B). One of
the concerns he expressed on behalf of his association was, "That the NAP continue to protect the
remnants of native vegetation without damaging surrounding private properties, for example, causing
erosion and resulting blowing sand."

On July 26, 2006, Jeff

NAP has repeatedly denied that the removal of ice plant has destabilized sand in Golden Gate Heights.
I have heard them claim in public hearings that ice plant is actually less capable of stabilizing sand
than the plants that are native to the sand dunes. However, the reality of
the experience of
the
neighbors of natural areas in Golden Gate Heights contradicts this claim. An adequate Initial Study
would evaluate this concern and respond to it in a meaningful way, rather than merely wave it away, as
it attempts to do.

There are also several natural areas that have experienced serious erosion in the past, although I will
focus only on Lake Merced in my comments. During a heavy rain year (2004), the eastern and
southern shores of
the Impound Lake (one of
the lakes of
Lake Merced) collapsed, undermining paved
trails and roads. This is just one of several areas on the shore of all four lakes of which Lake Merced is
composed that have collapsed into the lake in the past.

. . . ~ ..-

'"

F;ast shore of Impound IJake at Lake Merced

The planned removal of all trees on the steep, sandy eastern shore of South Lake has the potential to
precipitate a massive collapse of
that shore. The trees on that shore now help to stabilize the shore.
The roots of trees are responsible for holding soil in place, particularly on steep slopes. As the roots
decay slowly over time, their ability to hold the soil in place slowly declines. Certified Arborist, Ray
Moritz, explained the process in the context of a question about the clear-cutting of bay laurels on a
steep slope: "If the stumps have been killed with an herbicide, the root matrix, and its contribution to
soil cohesion will only persist for approximately five years, generally diminishing over that period.
So, in that case, you have only a short time to get another soil binder established." (Ray Moritz, SF
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Chronicle, 7/5/08) In a personal email communication he confirmed that the same considerations

apply to eucalyptus.

Recall that the eastern shore of South Lake is the western boundary of the Harding golf course. The
the golf course.
collapse of
that shore has the potential to undermine the western side of
The removal of 18,500 non-native trees from the natural areas has the potential to cause significant
erosion in many natural areas. SNRAMP proposes the use of "wood mulch, fiber rolls, and silt fences
to minimize erosion." These strategies have not been successful in preventing erosion in the past. An
adequate Initial Study would either analyze this potential or recommend that it be included in the
Environmental Impact Review. It does neither. The EIR must now study past erosion sites in the
natural areas and evaluate the SNRAMP for its potential to cause further erosion in the future.

E.14 Hydrology and Water Quality

Potential for drainae:e problems requires further study
There are no activites included in the proposed project which would signifcantly alter the existing
drainage pattern of the sites, or suhstantially increase runoff such that flooding occurs. " (iS page 122)

It seems very unlikely that 15,000 trees can be removed from a steep canyon wall in Sharp Park
without "significantly altering the existing drainage pattern." Water and sediment wil drain down
from this canyon into the water features on the western side of Sharp Park, where endangered species
make their home.

The eucalyptus tree is notorious for its ability to absorb water. It was used early in the development of
Australian agriculture to drain swamps and wetlands. Ray Moritz, Certified Arborist, says of the
eucalyptus and the role it plays in erosion and drainage, "Trees, particularly Eucalyptus trees, reduce
erosion in several ways. Eucalypts not only help hold the soil in place with their roots, sheltering

canopies and deep ground litter, they are tremendous water pumpers. So much so that they were used
throughout the world to dry out wet areas for malaria control, and got one of their mid-1800's
nicknames, "the fever tree." (If Eucalypts are removed) the replacement plants (must be) wellestablished within five years." (private communication)
The removal of 18,500 non-native trees from the natural areas has the potential to significantly change
drainage patterns in many natural areas because many are steep hills and canyons. An adequate Initial
Study would either analyze this potential or recommend that it be included in the Environmental
Impact Review. It does neither. The EIR must evaluate the impact of tree removals on existing
drainage patterns in ALL natural areas. .

E.1S Hazards and Hazardous Materials
"Management of

the Natural Areas would include removing trees, including those that are diseased

loads. Also implementing recommendation GR13a should reduce the presence of vegetation with high fire hazard ratings, such as dense and aging
French broom and eucalyptus." (is, page 129)

and dying, thereby reducing easily combustible fuel

As previously noted in this comment, the 1 8,500 trees that have been designated for removal are not
necessarily "diseased and dying." They have been selected for removal insofar as they enhance and
expand native plant populations.
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native grassland and dune scrub is not less flammable than the
non-native that will be removed. Here are comparison data from the Hills Emergency Forum, which is
a group of East Bay agencies and organizations such as UC, EBRPD, and EBMUD.
Secondly, the restored landscape of

the burning zone at the base of

Flame lengths: the distance from the average flame tip to the middle of

the fire.
Type ofYegetation

Flame Length

Grassland
Brush and Scrub
Hardwoods forest (e.g., Oak)
Monterey pine forest

2 to 7 feet

Eucalyptus forest

6 to 21 feet

12t038

feet

14 to 69 feet

1 to 34 feet

Whether a plant or tree is native or non-native has nothing to do with how easily it ignites or how
readily it will be burn. Here are a few quotes from experts about the flammability of grasslands and
scrub:
"The more critical concern for this vegetation type (grassland) is the rate at which grassland
fires can spread and the ease of ignition. This is one of the most dangerous types of fires for
fire fighter safety due to its rapid frontal speed." (Management Recommendations of Hils
Emergency Forum)

"Shrblands with their enhanced fuel loads produce more intense fires that are more diffcult to
suppress and result in somewhat larger fires." ("Fire History of

the San Francisco East Bay

Region and Implications for Landscape Patterns" (John E. Keeley, USGS)
It is a popular myth that eucalyptus is more flammable than other trees and native landscapes. Here
are a few quotes from experts about that myth:
".. .

many trees are highly fireproof, like redwoods and eucalypts..." (The Tree: A Natural
What Trees Are, Colin Trudge)

History of

"Fire fuels (those with a diameter of v. inch or less) and not tree trunks are what contribute to
the intensity ofwildfire...the university (Ue) has not reduced but compounded its wildfire
danger problem in the UC hill area by replacing groves of eucalyptus trees with grassland."
(Evaluation of Fire Management Plan for UC hil area by Alexander Kerr)

SNRAMP also acknowledges the important role that fire plays in the native landscape: "... fires may
help native species germinate..." (SNRAMP, page 5-4). For this reason (and also to help control nonnative vegetation) SNRAMP includes fires as a possible management action in Recommendation GR3b (page 5-4).

The Initial Study announces the intention to use prescribed fires to manage the natural areas:
"SNRAMP no longer is proposing prescribed burning would not occur. The SNRAMP will be updated
to reflect this change." (IS, page 11) However, the Initial Study has not considered the potential
hazard of employing fire as a management tool: "Should the SFRPD determine prescribed burning to
be a desirable, feasible method for managing native grasslands, a separate environmental review would
be required to comply with CEQA..." In other words, this Initial Study does not include the potential
environmental impacts of prescribed burns.
18

Restoration efforts on San Bruno Mountain provide a test case for the use of prescribed burns to
support restoration efforts. San Bruno Mountain has been undergoing extensive restoration efforts for
many years. The focus of

those efforts has been to increase the population of

the Mission Blue

Butterfly. As noted earlier in this comment, the San Francisco Natural Areas Program is reintroducing
the Mission Blue to Twin Peaks. In 2003, a prescribed burn on San Bruno Mountain raged out of
control, nearly destroying the adjacent residential neighborhoods:
Forestry to burn off dry
vegetation and restore natural habitat in San Bruno Mountain State Park... The blaze, fed by 25
mph afternoon winds, spread rapidly out of control, jumping across Guadalupe Canyon
Parkway and moving southeast toward a couple of hundred homes along the mountain's eastern
approach. At one point, it crossed a steep ravine and threatened the Mission Blue Drive
neighborhood, where firefighters stopped the flames just spitting distance from some homes
and condominiums under construction.. .
state firefighters called for mutual aid and received
reinforcements from fire departments, including Daly City, San Bruno, Brisbane,
dozens of
Burlingame and South San Francisco... The fire was supposed to be contained within three to
five acres in the Wax Myrtle Ravine area, but it spread to about 50 acres before it was
contained.. .said CDF Capt. Claire Frank." (San Francisco Chronicle, July 9, 2003)
"The fire was lit Tuesday morning by the California Department of

In other words, the track record for the use of prescribed burns to support restoration efforts indicates
that they can burn out of control. Therefore, fire hazards and the use of prescribed burns must be
analyzed by this EIR. It cannot be delayed to a later date because it is inextricably related to other
issues, such as air pollution and increased carbon release, contribution to global warming.

In Conclusion
The Initial Study has failed to meet the most minimal standards of CEQA. All environmental issues
should be included in the Environmental Impact Review, including those not identified by the Initial
Study.

There are many important environmental issues that are not mentioned in the Initial Study that must be
acknowledged and analyzed:
. The increased use of herbicides required to prevent resprouting of vegetation and trees that are

removed and the potential impact ofthat use on wildlife
. The prohibition against bicycles on unpaved trails in the natural areas
. The intention to close the golf course at Sharp Park to benefit endangered species and the

potential for similar closures in other natural areas in San Francisco
. The fact that scientists have recently determined that the ranges of native plants have moved

and will continue to move in response to climate change. The Environmental Impact Review
must answer these questions to the public's satisfaction: "Is it still possible to sustain in San
Francisco the same plants that were native to this area over 200 years ago?" and "Have the
changes in air, soil and other conditions in San Francisco changed to the extent that they no
longer support the plants that were native to this area over 200 years ago?"
. The EIR must acknowledge the existence of Sudden Oak Death and assess its potential to kill
native trees in the natural areas.
. The EIR must acknowledge plans for prescribed burns and evaluate their impact on carbon
release, air pollution, and fire hazards.
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Attachment B

Special Hearing on Management Plan for Natural Areas Program
Recreation and Park CommissionWednesday, July 26, 2006

8:30 am
Room 416, City Hall

The Recreation and Park Commission will decide on Wednesday, July 26, whether to
accept the Management Plan drafted by the Natural Areas Program (NAP). NAP
originated out of concerns about protecting remnants of plants and wildlife that were
native to the San Francisco peninsula and whose numbers were dwindling. The program,
however, expanded to take as a main mission the re-creation of what San Francisco
looked like before "white men" came and altered the landscape by planting non-native
plants. In our neighborhood, the San Francisco that existed several hundred years ago
was a windy, largely treeless areas with dunes of drifting sand, with areas of "dune

scrub."
NAP claims nearly one-third of all city-managed parklands as "natural areas," although
the tern "native areas" is really more accurate. NAP park areas are currently quite
"natural," filled with plants and trees, most of which are not native to the San Francisco
peninsula. NAP wants to remove many non-native trees and plants (and animals) from
these areas, and replace them with dune scrub vegetation (in our neighborhood).

NAP has claimed all of Grandview Park, the Rock Outcrop (14th and Ortega), and Hawk
Hill (hillside above Hoover Middle School). They have claimed an area along the western
end of Golden Gate Heights Park (above 14th Ave). The Management Plan calls for
areas of "scattered, open sand" in all four parks within or adjacent to the Golden Gate
Heights neighborhood. NAP plans to remove all iceplant and other non-natives that had
been planted on the steep slopes of these parks to stabilize the sand and keep it from
drifting and blowing. Even with the iceplant, drifting sand frequently blocks 14th Ave near
the Rock Outcrop, clogs sewers, and impacts neighboring propert. Propert owners

adjacent to these parks have told us of hard-fought battles over the years to find the right
mix of plants to keep the sand in place, and of their concerns that NAP plans to remove
those non-native plants could destabilize the hills, with the potential for damage to their
property.
The Management Plan also calls for the removal of 3,400 healthy, non-native trees in
15,000 trees in Sharp Park in Pacifica). The
San Francisco city parks (and an additional
total number of trees slated for destruction is actually higher because the Management
Plan defines a tree as being over 15 feet tall, and therefore doesn't include any young
trees that will be removed. These trees were planted, in many cases, to provide needed
windbreaks and help stabilize areas, and their loss will increase erosion and wind
problems in the parks and in the surrounding neighborhoods.

The Golden Gate Heights Neighborhood Association has asked the Recreation and Park
Commission to revise the NAP Management Plan to better reflect the needs of San
Francisco neighborhoods. Note that the GGNHA is not calling for the end of the NAP
program. We just want changes to accommodate the following concerns:

1) That the NAP continue to protect the remnants of native vegetation without damaging
surrounding private properties, for example, causing erosion and the resulting blowing
sand, and

2) That the proposed plans for the natural areas in San Francisco be revised so that the
urban forest is maintained and increased and is not sacrificed to facilitate the introduction

of native plants, and
3) That the Recreation and Park Department be responsible for developing the natural
areas in a manner that is consistent with the health and safety, as well as the recreational
and aesthetic preferences, of the citizens of San Francisco, and

4) That the cost of implementing a management plan for the natural areas not be at the
expense of other responsibilities of the Recreation and Park Department to provide
recreational programs and clean, well-maintained facilities and parks for the people of
San Francisco.
GGHNA encourages all of its members to let the Recreation and Park Commission know
what you think about the Management Plan for the Natural Areas Program (to see the
plan, go to: http://wwparks.sfQov.orQ/site/recpark indexasp?id=1896).
If possible, try to attend the Wednesday meeting and tell them of your concerns about the

program's impact on our neighborhood.
Or write the Commission at:

Rec and Park Commisssion President Gloria Bonila at: Qloria.bonilla(Qsfçiov.orçi
Commission Vice-President Lawrence Martin at: lawrence.martin(QsfQov.orQ
The Natural Areas Program Manager, Lisa Wayne at: Lisa.Wavne(Qsfçiov.orçi
or send snail mail to the
Recreation and Park Commission
501 Stanyan Street, San Francisco, CA 94117.
Thank you,

Jeff Eng
President, Golden Gate Heights Neighborhood Association

NANCY WUERFEL. 2516 23RD AVENUE. SAN FRANCISCO. CA 94116
!-..
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The project that is the subject of this Initial study is not in compliance with the approved
resolutions from the Recreation and Park Commission (Commission).

1. The following resolutions have not been recognized or implemented in the Natural Areas
Management Plan:

At the Special Meeting of the Recreation and Park Commission held on July 26 and
continued on August 21, 2006, the Commission unanimously voted to approve
Resolution Number 0608-012 as follows:
RESOL VED, That this Commission does approve the Natural Resources Management
Plan as amended as the proposed project to be considered under the California
Environmental Qualiy Act (CEQA).

Prior to the vote on Resolution Number 0608-012 two amendments were passed by

the Commission to the Natural Resources Management Plan. Those amendments
were:
· The MA3 areas shall be maintained by parks and squares and urban forestry
Departments and may be reforested with native or non-native species. Weed
and brush removal and erosion control in MA3 areas shall be undertaken in
accordance with the Natural Areas Plan.

· That where appropriate in the plan that feral cat relocation shall be implemented
only upon a determination by the Commission that other methods of

population reduction failed to adequately reduce cat populations in natural
areas.
The Commission also voted unanimously to approve Resolution Number 0608-013 as
follows:
RESOL VED, That this Commission does approve the Request for Proposals for

consultant services to perform the necessary environmental analyses pursuant to the
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California Environmental Qualiy Act on the Final Draft Significant Natural Resources
Areas Management Plan as amended by Resolution Number 0608-012.
The staff have not done due diligence to determine that the project, submitted for
environmental review, was the project approved by the Commission that includes the
amendments as noted above. This violates the CEQA requirement for the project to comply

with the San Francisco City Charter. Sections 4.102 and 4.113, of the Charter authorize the
Recreation and Park Commission to approve plans and set policies for the Recreation and
Park Department.
In your cover letter, you referred to the Commission's approval in 1995 of the original
management plan, but you do not mention the Commission action that brought this project
to the attention of your department for CEQA review. All resolutions by the Commission
referable to this project should be cited, complied with, and included as reference

documents.
The amended project requires changes in the draft Management Plan of 2006 that have not
been made or evaluated by the consultants, since the amendments were never
acknowledged. Before the scoping for the EIR is completed, the Management Plan itself
must be amended according the Commission's resolution.
The following issues must be acknowledged in the revised Management Plan and any
environmental impacts evaluated in the EIR:
- that the MA 1, MA 2, and MA 3 zones are an inteqral part of the project
- that the maintenance of the MA 3 zone, 43% of the natural areas, is not the
responsibility of the Natural Areas Program
- that GR 15 governs the activities in the MA- 3 zone
- that GR-7 referencing feral cat control must now include the Commission's

amendment.
2. The following resolution has not been referenced in the Initial Study.

At the Regular Meeting of the Recreation and Park Commission on October 4,2007,
the Commission unanimously voted to approve Resolution Number 0710-011

RESOL VED, That this Commission: 1) accepts the recommendation of staff and the

general manager and does approve the award of a professional contract in the
amount of $800,000 to Tetra Tech for the environmental analysis in support of the
Draft Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan and to satisfy the
requirements of CEQA guidelines, NEPA, and City, State and Federal regulations and
2) requests the a full EIR be conducted for the Natural Areas Plan and all 31 Natural
Areas sites be analyzed.
From reading the Initial Study, it is not clear to me that "all 31 natural areas sites" were
analyzed as specified. There has been no quantification of the environmental effects to be
experienced at each of the 31 natural areas sites as a result of the implementation of the

Page 3

Management Plan. There is no evaluation of the cumulative effects on each natural area
site of the proposed project. i believe it is incumbent on the Planning Department to ensure
the Commission's request is complied with.
3. The Initial Study failed to discuss, in Sections C.1 and C.2 of the report, the CEQA
requirement concerning "approvals and permits from City departments other than the
Planning Dept..." . Specifically, the Administrative Code CHAPTER 63: LIMITATIONS ON
WATER USE FOR LANDSCAPING IN NEW DEVELOPMENTS AND LANDSCAPING
RENOVATIONS was not acknowledged or discussed.
Chapter 63 requires a report, plan and approval from the SFPUC for "landscaping
renovation" defined as "renovations of landscaping larger than 1,000 square feet involving
the installation of a new irrigation water meter to serve landscaping that has not been
served by the San Francisco Water Department in the previous five years." Page 94 of the
Initial Study states "Reintroducing native species and replacing trees would require irrigation
until they become established." The authors claim the irrigation needs would be met by
existing water supply capacity, but do not state what that capacity amount is, or quantify the
amount of water needed for implementing the Management Plan, or the define the square
footage of land to be irrigated. They also seem unaware that SFPUC in now required by
law to charge city departments for water that once was free, which requires meters in the
parks, which requires permission from the SFPUC to install the new meters.

4. The Initial Study failed to acknowledge that the Recreation and Park Commission, so far,
has only approved of the project with amendments to have an environmental review under

CEQA. The Commission did not Qive its approval of the project to be implemented as
presented in the Natural Areas Manaqement Plan. It has reserved this decision until after
the completion of the CEQA review, at which time the Commission will decide if there will be
further amendments to the project and what, if any, mitigations it requires to be done. This
final authority must be acknowledged.
In conclusion, the Initial Study failed to include the rulings of the Recreation and Park
Commission to amend the project and to direct the analysis of all 31 natural areas, and it
does not recognize the Commission's authority to render the final approval of the project
The project description must be modified to reflect the authorized amendments.
Compliance with Chapter 63 must be discussed. The oversights enumerated above must be
corrected, and the scope of the Environmental
Impact Report sufficient to address these

issues.
Cc: Recreation and Park Commission
Jared Blumenfeld, Interim General Manager, Recreation and Park Department
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LOMA PRIETA CHATER
San Matco . Santa (:lara . San Benito Counties

San Francisco Planning Department
Attn. Mr. Bill Wyko, Environmental Review Offcer
1650 Mission St.
San Francisco, CA 94103
May 24, 2009

Re: Natural Areas Management Plan EIR

Pacifica Scoping Meeting for Sharp Park Golf Course
Case No. 2005.1912 E
Dear Mr. Wycko:
The Sierra Club's Lorna Prieta Chapter encompasses the Counties of
San Benito, Santa Clara
and San Mateo - and the Chapter's Coasta Issues Committee has particular focus on issues

involving the Coastal Zone as defined in the California Coastal Act. The Shar Park Golf Course

is situated within the City of Pacifica within San Mateo County and, additionally, within
Pacifica's Coastal Zone Local Coastal Program, certified by the California Coastal Commission.
The Coastal Issues Committee supports San Francisco Planing Deparent's recognition of

Pacifica in its role as the permitting authority for any work requiring a Coasta Development
Permit at Shar Park, and that that be duly considered as par of the EIR process.
Previously, the Lorna Prieta Executive Committee passed a resolution that states in pertinent
part:

"THEREFORE LET IT BE RESOLVED that the Sierra Club urges the City and County of San
Francisco and the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department to fully consider habitat
protection and enhancement measures within Shar Park Golf Course that could increase and
stabilize California Red-legged Frog and San Francisco Garer Snake populations."

Given the extraordinar jursdictional issues attendant to Shar Park, we support ths paricular
public recreation propert being evaluated by the City of San Francisco in an entirely separate
maner, and not in the aggregate ofthe City's other golf courses and public lands that lie within

San Francisco's borders and land use authority. We look forward to reviewing the completed
Draft EIR analysis after the input of all of the other oversight agencies is gathered.
Than you for providing this opportunity for comment.

Sincerely,

~/l~ tß~
Merrll Bobele

Sierra Club Lorna Prieta Coastal Issues Committee

(! 392 1 E. Bayshore Road, Palo Alto, CA 94303 . 650.390.8411 Fax: 650.390.8497 · ww.lomaprieta.sierraclub.org
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The San Francisco Tree Council
May 25, 2009

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479
Re: Expand the scope of the EIR on the Natural Areas Management Plan
Dear Mr. Wycko,

Please expand the scope of the EIR to include a proper scientific study of virtues of Eucalyptus forest as
described in today SF Chronicle, by Mr. Peter Ehrlich, the foremost knowledgeable expert on Eucalyptus.
“Peter Ehrlich, the head of forestry for the Presidio Trust, which manages the interior 80 percent of the park for the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area. Mr. Ehrlich came to the Presidio in 2000 after serving as the forester for
Golden Gate Park.
"Without eucalyptus I don't think they could have stopped the winds or the moving sands in the Presidio," Ehrlich
said. "The sea foam green canopies seen as one approaches the Presidio from Marin County are a significant part of
the cultural landscape of San Francisco."
Blue gum eucalyptus trees were unique in that they would actually grow in the sandy soil and withstand the fierce
winds blowing off the Pacific. They were used to establish Golden Gate Park, and in 1886, the Army began planting
them on the ridges of the Presidio.
Eucalyptus trees also are very effective wind breaks, Ehrlich said. Studies have shown that they slow the wind down
at least 30 percent in the Presidio.

Presidio branches out with eucalyptus swap
http://sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/05/25/MNU717JSAI.DTL

Peter Fimrite, Chronicle Staff Writer
Monday, May 25, 2009

Sincerely,

Carolyn Blair, Executive Director
San Francisco Tree Council
Member SF Urban Forest Council
2310 Powell Street, Suite 305
San Francisco, CA 94133
sftreecouncil@dslextreme.com
415-982-8793
Working Together To Preserve & Protect Our Community Urban Forest,
For Nourishment for the Soul, Consolation for the Heart
And Inspiration for the Mind

..........................

Tom Borden
<tom@intrinsicdevices.com>
05/26/2009 04:17 PM

To jessica.range@sfgov.org, bill.wycko@sfgov.org,
dawn.kamalanathan@sfgov.org, lisa.wayne@sfgov.org
cc
bcc
Subject Please include off-road cycling in the NAP Recreational Trail
EIR

Attention SFRPD, NAP, SF Planning Dept. and other parties involved in
the Recreational Trails process:
I am a cyclist and member of SFBC and SF Urban Riders. I would like to
urge you to include off-road bicycling in the scope of the Natural Areas
Plan EIR. There are already lots of recreational cyclists riding in our
parks and many more who would welcome the opportunity to ride on
officially sanctioned trails. It is safer and more pleasurable to ride
on trails in a natural setting, than on the streets where cars are an
ever present danger.
I would like to see through-trails in the parks to allow cyclists to
transit the city off-street as much as possible. Systems of loop riding
trails should be implemented in some of the larger parks. Also, I would
like to see at least one bicycle skills park built in the city. This
would be an area of concentrated technical features analogous to a
skateboard park, but made of wood, earth and rock. These things could
be built cheaply and sustainably, largely with volunteer effort.
SF Urban Riders is a cyclist group working to promote off-road cycling
venues within San Francisco. We are here to represent the interests of
off-road cyclists, provide input to the city, volunteer labor, provide
technical support, whatever it takes to get legitimate places to ride in
the city.
Sincerely,
Tom Borden

CENTER f o r BIOLOGICAL DIVERSI TY

Sent via e-mail on May 26, 2009 to bill.wycko@sfplanning.org
May 26, 2009
Bill Wycko
San Francisco Planning Department
Natural Areas Management Plan
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Re: Scoping comments on Natural Areas Management Plan
These are the comments of the Center for Biological Diversity on the Significant Natural
Resource Areas Management Plan regarding lands managed as “natural areas” by the San
Francisco Recreation and Park Department - specifically those lands at Sharp Park in
Pacifica.
The environmental review for the management of the natural areas must include an
alternative that provides full ecological restoration of Sharp Park. The City of San
Francisco should select full ecological restoration of Sharp Park as the preferred
alternative for the management plan, to comply with the Endangered Species Act,
manage Sharp Park consistently with the goals of the Natural Areas Program, provide
suitable habitat for listed species at the site, and avoid legal liability to San Francisco for
illegal “take” of listed species.
The full ecological restoration alternative should:
Eliminate the golf course holes at Sharp Park that are incompatible with maximizing
suitable habitat for listed and sensitive species at Sharp Park, specifically the San
Francisco garter snake, California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, San Francisco
forktail damselfly, and salt marsh common yellowthroat;
eliminate all lawn mowing activities that have the potential to cause take of the San
Francisco garter snake or the California red-legged frog, or to adversely modify habitat
for these species;
restrict the use of all pesticides, including fungicides, herbicides, and rodenticides, known
or suspected to adversely affect the California red-legged frog or the San Francisco garter
snake, and include adequate buffer areas to prevent runoff of these pesticides into all
aquatic habitats;
Arizona • California • Nevada • New Mexico • Alaska • Oregon • Montana • Illinois • Minnesota • Vermont • Washington, DC
Jeff Miller, Conservation Advocate • 351 California St., Suite 600 • San Francisco, CA 94104
Phone: 415-436-9682 x303 • Fax: 415-436-9683 • jmiller@biologicaldiversity.org

cease all use of inorganic fertilizers, and implement a nitrogen and phosphorous
monitoring program to discover the extent of nitrogen and phosphorous pollution in
Sharp Park water bodies;
cease existing animal burrow management policies and allow development of gopher
holes and other burrows within suitable habitat as refugia for the California red-legged
frog and San Francisco garter snake;
restrict or cease all water pumping at Horse Stable Pond, at a minimum ceasing all
pumping activities between September 1 through May 31, and screening the pump
adequately to prevent entrainment of any and all life stages of California red-legged frogs
and other wildlife;
create basking and hibernating/estivating habitat for the snake, frog and western pond
turtle within Laguna Salada, Horse Stable Pond, and Arrowhead Lake;
control invasive species in Laguna Salada, Horse Stable Pond, and Arrowhead Lake such
as invasive fish and bullfrogs, using non-toxic control methods;
install unobtrusive fencing along the length of the sea wall, on its eastern slope, to keep
recreational users from entering protected areas;
post interpretive signs around Sharp Park regarding the important habitat areas at Sharp
Park and the importance of the San Francisco garter snake and the California red-legged
frog; and
remove invasive exotic plants and lawn and replant the park and Sanchez Creek with
appropriate native species.
The priority for management of Sharp Park should be to restore the park to its natural
state as a coastal wetland, and provide more diverse recreational opportunities for the
public at the site. The full ecological restoration alternative should prioritize endangered
species protection and recovery, natural flood control, outdoor recreation, and sustainable
land use.
Sincerely,

Jeff Miller
Conservation Advocate
Center for Biological Diversity

Arizona • California • Nevada • New Mexico • Alaska • Oregon • Montana • Illinois • Minnesota • Vermont • Washington, DC
Jeff Miller, Conservation Advocate • 351 California St., Suite 600 • San Francisco, CA 94104
Phone: 415-436-9682 x303 • Fax: 415-436-9683 • jmiller@biologicaldiversity.org

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

05/27/2009 09:30 AM

cc
bcc
Subject Fw: Mountain Bicycle Recreation to be considered in NAP
EIR

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 05/27/2009 09:33 AM ----Dayton Crites
<dayton@sfurbanriders.org>
Sent by:
daytoncrites@gmail.com
05/26/2009 11:24 PM

To
cc
Subject Mountain Bicycle Recreation to be considered in NAP EIR

To those it may concern,
My name is Dayton Crites, and I am one of many San Francisco citizens who values and
treasures our open spaces, and does so by recreating through them on a mountain bike. I urge
you to add consideration of multi-use trails and bicycle skills areas to the Natural Areas Program
Environmental Impact Review.
I volunteer my time as a board member of SF Urban Riders, and as such, work with SF Urban
Riders to create healthy off road cycling opportunities for all San Francisco residents. Please do
not ignore this significant segment of the park users and stewards by excluding multi use trails
and bicycle skills areas from the scope of the NAP EIR.
Off Road cycling is a fast-growing, healthy, and environmentally friendly recreational activity
that appeals to a wide demographic. Not to mention the fiscal sense in building trails to enhance
the value of our natural areas. Square foot by square foot, trails are perhaps the least expensive
land value improvement that can be made due to minimal materials and maintenance costs.
There exist many federal funding sources that favor the inclusion of bicycle trails within natural
areas. As a non-profit 501-c3, SF Urban Riders seeks to partner with SFRPD through identifying
and procuring funding, as well as mobilizing a volunteer workforce to assist in the construction
of trail systems and or bicycle parks.
To gain a sense of our vision for San Francisco's park lands, and why multi-use trails and bicycle
parks offer such a wise investment for the City, please visit our website and download our
proposal. Pardon the spelling error in the html link. I assure you the spelling is better in the
proposal.
http://sfurbanriders.org/wordpress/lead-story/unlease-the-proposal/
Sincerely,
Dayton Crites
SF Urban Riders
415.734.7243

Donjacour family <donjaco@sbcglobal.net>

To jessica.range@sfgov.org

05/26/2009 11:48 PM

cc
bcc
Subject NAP environmental impact

Dear Ms. Range,
I just heard about the Natural Areas Program's plan to remove the current vegetation, especially Himalayan blackberry, from large areas of our
city parks. As a wildlife rehabilitator and a native plant restoration volunteer, I would like to know more about this project. I understand that the
proposal will be heard by the Rec and Park planning commission only. I have serious reservations about the impact that this project will have,
both on the resident animals, especially mammals, and on the budget. It seems that in tough financial times Rec and Park's priorities should be on
more immediate things than tearing up large swaths of animal habitat. I am very much a proponent of native plant restoration and volunteer
weekly with GGNRA, but this project is misplaced and seems on a hasty path to approval. As a taxpayer I'd like to see my money spent for higher
priority projects that take into account the many many animals that live in our parks. The non-native blackberry bushes are great habitat for many
animals and provide food as well. We should carefully consider any changes that we make to plants that are so valuable to the animals that
actually live in our city parks. We should also consdier whether the money spent on a project like this could be better spent on pressing human
needs. I urge you to not approve this project. I would also like to be informed of its progress.
Sincerely,
Annemarie A. Donjacour

San Francisco Planning Department
EIR Public Scoping Meeting Written Comment Form

Natural Areas Management Plan
Case # 2005.1912E
If you wish to submit written comments on the above project, you may do so on this sheet
(although use of this form is not required). Please submit written comments at today's public
scoping meeting, or by mail to Bil Wyd~o, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission

Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103. All comments must be submitted no later than
5 P.M., May 26, 2009.
Write your comments regarding the environmental review for the project here. Use the back of

the sheet or additional pages if necessary.
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May 26, 2009

Mr. Bill Wycko
San Francisco Planning Department
Natural Areas Management Plan
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Re: Case No. 2005.1912E: Natural Areas Management Plan
Dear Mr Wycko:
The Golden Gate Audubon Society (GGAS) supports the Natural Areas Management Plan and
we are pleased that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is being prepared for it. There are
several matters of concern we wish to express, and we think that the scope of the EIR should be
broadened to cover geology and soils.
Our greatest concern is not with the EIR, but with the plan itself. There is an error of fact,
repeated several times, that the bird nesting season in San Francisco and Pacific begins on April
1. That is incorrect. The nesting season for most local bird species is from about February 15
through July 15. In fact Great Blue Herons, owls and hummingbirds may begin nesting in
January. Most birds that nest in woodlands, scrub and marshes are on territory by early to mid
March and have eggs by April 1. Should vegetation removal take place between mid February
and the end of March there will be serious negative impacts to many nesting species. If the plan
cannot be changed, this error must be addressed through the EIR process. A reasonable practice
that would ensure the safety of almost all nesting birds would be to follow the practices outlined
in the plan from February 15 to July 15. Areas that are scheduled for vegetation removal between
January 1 and February 15, or July 15 and September 1, should be surveyed for bird nests and
nesting activity. If nests are found the project should be modified to ensure that nesting birds are
not disturbed.
A4.4 Best Management Practices, Erosion Control: Wood chips may be appropriate in some
locations but the use of this erosion control method should be evaluated so that it does not
negatively impact wildlife including birds and bees. This should include consideration of birds
that require dirt areas for dust baths.
GR-6b and c: These sections suggest using nest boxes for cavity nesting birds and in particular
Wood Ducks. This idea may be more appropriate in our “naturalistic parks”. Cavity nesting
birds were probably fewer prior to the introduction of large trees in San Francisco. Nest boxes
may replace cavity nests in such woodlands, but they would be alien in other natural areas. The
issue of introducing non-native species into the City is another matter. There are no historic
nesting records for Wood Duck in San Francisco County except for one report from the San
Francisco Zoo that may have involved a wild Wood Duck with one from the zoo collection. Use

of nest boxes to enhance nesting for non-native species is questionable and is not supported by
GGAS. Use of nest boxes as part of the natural areas plan such as this should trigger
consideration in an EIR.
GR-15c: This section suggests maintaining urban forest health by removing dead and dying trees
that show signs of disease or insect infestation. This is inconsistent with GR-6a, which calls for
leaving snags and dead branches on live trees unless they are hazardous. The EIR should address
the issue of snags and standing dead trees and perhaps even suggest alternatives to guide this
plan. GGAS has long advocated for a snag policy in San Francisco and we would certainly
support developing one through this EIR process.
A 5.15 India Basin Shoreline Park: India Basin Shoreline also supports a huge number and
variety of species of waterfowl from fall through spring.
A 5.18 Lake Merced: The project description mentions the Double-crested Cormorant colonies at
Lake Merced, but fails to mention Great Blue Herons. Though not a listed species, the herons
should be mentioned in this document. In the past Great Blue Herons have shared the three
colony sites with cormorants. In 2009 herons nested only in the North Lake Colony and the Mesa
Colony.
LM-6c: Permitting access to the shores of the East Lake during any time of year should trigger
consideration in the EIR. Such access would increase erosion and if allowed in the time frame
suggested of September 1 through March 31 would be likely to impact several nesting species,
including the “San Francisco” Common Yellowthroat. This certainly requires consideration in
the EIR.
PL-2: This section should be applicable to all Natural Area sites and include Great Horned Owl,
Western Screech Owl and Barn Owl nests.
Table 2: Special Status Species…: This should not be limited to breeding birds but should
include other species that depend on natural areas during some part of the year. Tri-colored
Blackbird utilize Lake Merced during the fall and winter. Brown Pelicans and Peregrine Falcons
utilize both Lake Merced and India Basin on an occasional basis. A thorough search of bird
records for San Francisco County would identify other species of concern that use natural areas.
E.13 Geology and Soils
We are deeply troubled that impacts on geology and soils are not considered potentially
significant. In and of themselves, we see little impact from the projects. It is impacts that result
after the projects are in place that should trigger consideration in the EIR. A5.22 Pine Lake is a
case in point. Erosion due particularly to off leash dogs and their owners is a significant impact
that is resulting in destruction of restoration sites. An associated problem is soil and water
contamination resulting from dog and feral cat waste. These are impacts that are likely at other
restoration sites like Buena Vista Park, Lake Merced, McLaren Park, and other parks with sandy
soils and steep terrain. These impacts need to be treated in the EIR and solutions should be
considered. We urge that the EIR process be applied to Geology and Soils.
In the discussion of Lake Merced under Geology and Soils removal of trees on the lake’s banks is
cited as a potential cause of erosion. The EIR should also consider the impact of not removing
single cypress and pines along steep banks that cannot sustain them. Trees such as these have
historically fallen and have taken significant amounts of soil with them. There are no cases of
trees that were removed causing erosion. This matter in itself should trigger inclusion in the EIR.
Golden Gate Audubon Society
Page 2 of 3

Finally, we suggest the EIR should include an updated, comprehensive biological inventory that
identifies and describes all species of concern within San Francisco County, their distributions,
and their population conditions. If this exceeds the scope of this plan, then a comprehensive
biological inventory should be developed specifically for the Natural Areas covered by this EIR.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. If you would like to discuss these
matters please feel free to contact me at <murphsf@yahoo.com>.
Very truly yours,
Dan Murphy

Golden Gate Audubon Society
Conservation Committee
2945 Ulloa St.
San Francisco, CA 94116
(415) 564-0074

Golden Gate Audubon Society
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Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Offcer

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco, California 94 i 03

RE: Si~nificant Natural Resource Area ManaQement Plan (SNRAMP),
Environmental

Impact Report, Case No. 2005.0912E

Dear Mr. Wycko:

I attended the May 12, 2009 public scoping meeting, and I want to make a brief written
comment reflecting the spoken comment that I made at the meeting.

In asking you to look at issues in the Natural Areas Management Plan (NAP), I am
particularly concerned with animal welfare issues.

I live next to Golden Gate Park and near the Stanyan and Belgrave Streets entrance to the
Interior Green Belt. I have worked on San Francisco SPCA (SF/SPCA) projects in those
areas over the years and am very familiar with the areas.

First, while I support restoration efforts, I do not want to lose our forests and I am
especially concerned about losing protective habitat for wildlife such as raccoons,
skunks, possums, etc. For example, Himalayan blackberr offers protective animal
habitat. Extensive clearing of underbrush and blackberr removal must be studied in
terms of potential negative impacts. Areas of its protection must be maintained (with
regards to the CEQA requirement, E.12 Biological Resources, Topic d: no project shall
"intedere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or

wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corrdors, or
impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sights"). In this regard Jamie Ray, Director of
the San Francisco Wildlife Rehabilitation Program, must be consulted. Ms. Ray is
licensed by the California Department ofFish & Game (sfromp.org).
The initial study contains tables listing sensitive species, special status species and an
appendix listing bird species found within the Natual Areas. A listing of all animals
found within the Natural Areas must be added to these lists.

i

Second, In regard to feral cats, G.R.7 continues to be very flawed. It must either be
removed or completely revised in cooperation with San Francisco Animal Care and
Control and San Francisco SPCA.

As a longtime volunteer in the SF/SPCA Feral Cat Program, I have extensive knowledge
and experience in observing and working with feral cats in San Francisco. There are very
few cats in San Francisco's designated Natural Areas. This is because of

the SF/SPCA's

Feral Cat TN (trap, neuter, retur) Program. Feral cats should not be singled out as the
primary predator or some kind of urgent threat. That is very misguided. From my
experience in the field, I would say that they have little impact.
feral cats, rather than focus on the reality in San Francisco, NAP
has chosen to dwell on anti-cat and out of state studies. These studies tell us nothing
about the feral cats in San Francisco. Alley Cat Allies (alleycat.org) should be consulted
as a resource regarding feral cats.
In NAP's discussion of

policy concerning animals in San Francisco need to involve communication and working together with San Francisco Animal Care and Control and the
SF/SPCA. NAP has given lip service to these agencies, but has really not shown good
faith in working with them. This is not acceptable.

All matters of

Third, Educational materials must not be about good and bad plants and animals. Respect
for all plants and animals must be nourished and developed. Under G.RI4, educational
materials must have input from all stakeholders including San Francisco Animal Care &
Control, the San Francisco SPCA, Recreation and Parks Departent and local wildlife
expert Ms. Jamie Ray, through the San Francisco public process. Educational materials
must not be developed solely by the Recreation and Parks Department.
G.R. 7b lists the Cats Indoors program from the American Bird Conservancy as a source
of educational information about feral cats and states that the Cats Indoors program is
approved by the San Francisco SPCA. In fact it is NOT approved by the San Francisco
SPCA and is seen as extremely anti-cat and misinformed in its bias. That claim of
approval must be removed.

m~~ fl~
Mar HotTan
M.S.W. University of

California at Berkeley

Landscape Gardener

San Francisco Feral Cat Program
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L76 (GOGA-PLAN)
May 26, 2009
Bill Wycko

San Francisco Planng Deparment
Natural Areas Management Plan
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Fram.:isco, CA 94103

Subject: Comment Extension Request - Natural Areas Management Plan Initial Study
Dear Mr. Wyeko:
This leltt:r is in æsponse to the Notice of
Preparation of
the Initial Study for the Natural Areas
Management Plan. Due to staff shortage and vacations we were \mabIe to gather comments
regarding this plan by today's due date, May 26,2009. We would like to request an extension of
this due date to Friday, June 5, 2009 so that we may have more time to gather comments.

If you have questions or require additional information, please contact Steve Ortega,
Environmental Prott:i:tion Specialist, at (415) 561-2841.

/

i'\
\ fi i.i~
Sincerely, 17 ! (

t\j~l
J ~ i i
Nancy Hornor

Planing Division Chief

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

05/26/2009 09:16 AM

cc
bcc
Subject Fw: Natural Areas Management Plan scoping comments

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 05/26/2009 09:18 AM ----Celeste Langille
<cclangille@earthlink.net>
05/25/2009 11:30 PM
Please respond to
Celeste Langille
<cclangille@earthlink.net>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject Natural Areas Management Plan scoping comments

May 25, 2009
Bill Wycko
San Francisco Planning Department
Natural Areas Management Plan
Below are my scoping comments on the the City of San Francisco Planning
Department's Natural Area Management Plan project EIR. I am a resident of
Pacifica, a current City of Pacifica Planning Commissioner, and a former
member of Pacifica's Open Space Committee and also a former member of the City
of Pacifica's GGNRA Liaison Committee. I am submitting these comments solely
on my personal behalf and my comments are focused on the Natural Area
Management Plan involving Sharp Park.
I applaud the goals set forth in the Initial Study and the Natural Areas
Program environmental review process.
I would like the City to review and select a full restoration alternative for
Sharp Park. Also, the EIR must consider current information regarding
sea-level rises and the impact on the western portion of Sharp Park.
The eastern canyon areas (east of Highway One)of Sharp Park contain especially
well-preserved native habitat, important populations of special-status
species, and other natural areas values.
The eastern canyon areas of Sharp
Park are susceptible to human impacts and should be off-limits to dogs. The
EIR should not select any alternatives involving activities in Sharp Park that
would increase recreation demands, including those involving increased vehicle
traffic.
I fully support the Recommended Management Actions set forth in the Initial
Study and would add restoration of all of Sanchez Creek as a goal. The
Conservation and Restoration goals for all areas of Sharp Park in Pacifica
should continue to be to maintain all viable populations of special-status
species, improve habitat and natural areas connectivity, and prevent
introduction of and decrease the amount of non-native invasive species.
Thank You,
Celeste Langille

Mitch Monroe
<mitch@sfdirtlab.com>
05/26/2009 03:23 PM

To jessica.range@sfgov.org
cc
bcc
Subject NAP EIR Scoping Comments

Jessica and others,
Thank you for involving the community of Pacifica to a be a part of the scoping process for teh
upcoming DRAFT EIRs for San Francisco's Natural Areas.
Please pass this along to you contemporaries at SFRPD, NAP, SF Planning Dept., and any other
interested parties involved in the Recreational Trails process.
SF Urban Riders is a Non-Profit 501c3 whose goal is to create healthy off road cycling
recreation for all users, and encourage youth opportunities. We represent a growing number of
recreational cyclists who are asking in unison to Please ADD multi use trails, off road bicycle
trails, single track trails, and bike skills areas to the EIR scope of any projects in our larger parks
and open spaces.

Off Road cycling is a growing contemporary activity that provides healthy recreation accessible
at any level of entry, and appeals to a wide demographic. Trails are also the cheapest form of
recreational improvement that can be made because they are sustainably designed, then
constructed of natural materials by a large volunteer effort. There are many available federal
funding sources that favor the inclusion of bicycle trails. SF Urban Riders would make a good
partner with SFRPD on many levels and improve the overall quality of our parks.
Please refer to our Bicycle Trail Master Plan which was submitted to SFRPD in mid-April.
In closing, please add bike trails, single track trails and bike skills areas to the NAP EIR Scope.
Best regards,
-Mitch Monroe
SF DIRTLAB
mitch@sfdirtlab.com
650-255-4323

Nature in the City
PO Box 170088
San Francisco CA 94117
www.natureinthecity.org
415.564.4107

Tuesday, May 26, 2009
To:

Bill Wycko
San Francisco Planning Department
Natural Areas Management Plan
1650 Mission Street
Suite 400
San Francisco Ca 94103

From: Nature in the City
Peter Brastow, Founding Director
Re:
Initial Study, Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
1. The SNRAMP EIR must include a maximum possible ecological restoration alternative for
Recreation and Park’s 31 Natural Areas, so that the public has the opportunity to understand the
potential for a biodiverse urban ecological future, and how that future would affect people and our
environment.
The maximum possible ecological restoration alternative would include the following, for example:
a. Eradication or thorough control of all invasive plants on the San Francisco Weed Management
Area (SFMWA) priority weed list.
b. Removal of all isolated invasive tree and shrub stands (not including ones that are serving a
specific wildlife habitat function from year to year) from within natural areas to optimize
continuity of native wildlife and rare plant habitat.
c. Total enforcement of leash laws in our parks and natural areas, so that, in effect, dogs are ONLY
off-leash in DPAs, many of which should be moved away from natural areas for this alternative.
d. Total integration of the Cats Indoors Program
(http://www.goldengateaudubon.org/html/catsindoors/catsindoors_page_2.htm#Resources), so
that feral cats are not allowed to harm birds and other wildlife and themselves.
e. No designation for MA1s, MA2s, MA3s. The natural landscape must be examined, planned,
evaluated and managed as a whole for the benefit of San Francisco’s natural heritage and
biodiversity.
Restoring local biodiversity and wildlife habitat by connecting urban people with nature where they live.
Nature in the City is project of Earth Island Institute, a 501(c)3 California non-profit public benefit corporation.

2. The management framework of MA1s, MA2s and MA3s presents some real problems; instead of
explicitly addressing the ecological fragmentation of our natural heritage, this arrangement
perpetuates it with a fragmented management approach for the natural areas. Regardless of the
relative value of different pieces of our natural areas, they should be managed with coherence,
continuity and consistency for wildlife, rare plants, and ecosystem processes. MA-3s should not be
subject to “few restrictions on recreational use” nor the “prohibition on (re)introduction of
sensitive species.” The lines between the areas are fuzzy, and so they should be managed as a whole
with the highest degree of conservation protection. Discard the MA1s, MA2s, MA3s approach. If
this approach is ultimately applied to Tank Hill, for example, then the unique south-facing cliff
habitat will always be considered an “MA3” with no opportunity for restoration of native plant
and wildlife habitat.
3. The EIR should thoroughly evaluate the environmental impacts of leaving so many – 95% - of
the invasive trees in the natural areas, according to the current plan.
4. The EIR should comprehensively evaluate the impacts of off-leash dog use on San Francisco
Natural Areas and the fact that 90% of Dog Play Areas are in the natural areas, according to the
current plan.
5. On Page 8 of the NOP, it states, “Trails would be created in previously inaccessible areas, as
opposed to improving social trails.”
In general, new areas should not be opened up for trail use. Hundreds of miles of social trails crisscross the natural areas. These should be either improved, if appropriate or closed if appropriate,
and the decisions should be based on a comprehensive approach to trail planning. Environmental
impacts from trail building, restoration, and closure should be comprehensively evaluated.
6. The impact of the golf course on the natural areas and natural resources at Sharp Park should
be thoroughly evaluated, particularly for the impact to the federally-listed endangered San
Francisco garter snake and the federally-listed threatened Calfornia red legged frog. The preferred
alternative should be the one that recovers the San Francisco garter snake to self-sustainability.
7. Geology and Soils should not be eliminated from the effects discussion in the EIR. We need to
know the impact to our native geology and soils from:
a. Rampant commercial off leash dog walking.
b. Leaving eucalyptus and other tree species growing on steep cliffs, where they can contribute
to severe bedrock erosion events.
c. Continued deposition of cypress and eucalyptus duff into the natural chert and other
Franciscan soils.
Sincerely,
Peter Brastow, Founding Director

Restoring local biodiversity and wildlife habitat by connecting urban people with nature where they live.
Nature in the City is project of Earth Island Institute, a 501(c)3 California non-profit public benefit corporation.

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

FROM:

BRENT PLATER, GOLF COURSE TASK FORCE MEMBER

SUBJECT:

COMMENTS ON SCOPING FOR THE NATURAL AREAS MANAGEMENT PLAN AND THE
FINAL PROS CONSULTING REPORT ENTITLED SAN FRANCISCO RECREATIONAL
OPPORTUNITIES SUMMARY REPORT

DATE:

5/26/09

CC:

SAN FRANCISCO RECREATION AND PARKS DEPARTMENT, SAN FRANCISCO RECREATION
AND PARKS COMMISSION, SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, NANCY PELOSI,
JACKIE SPIER, LEELAND YEE, MARK LENO, TOM AMMIANO

INTRODUCTION

This memo provides scoping comments on the Significant Natural Resource Areas Management
Plan, and the Laguna Salada Wetlands Enhancement Project at Sharp Park.

It also provides

comments on Pros Consulting, Inc.’s August 2008 report entitled San Francisco Recreational
Opportunities Study Summary Report.
Sharp Park, located in Pacifica but owned and operated by the City and County of San Francisco,
is arguably the most important natural area within the Recreation and Parks Department’s
jurisdiction. The status quo at Sharp Park is unsustainable: the golf course that occupies much of the
property is losing money, killing two endangered species, and threatens the surrounding community
every year when the golf course floods. These problems are only going to get worse as our climate
warms and sea levels rise. Much of the comments I provide will address how to ensure that Sharp
Park becomes a community-centered model for outdoor recreation, endangered species recovery,
and natural flood control.
As a member of San Francisco’s Golf Course Task Force, I was asked to provide comments on
the Summary Report, and in particular, to comment on the assumptions made and analysis provided
by the Summary Report. Moreover, because I was appointed to the Golf Course Task Force to
represent San Francisco’s environmental community, I have provided comments that address the
environmental consequences of San Francisco’s existing golf programs and services, as well as the
likely consequences that would occur if any of the Summary Report’s recommendations were
implemented by San Francisco. See Exhibits AA, KK.

COMMENTS ON THE LAGUNA SALADA WETLANDS ENHANCEMENT PROJECT,
THE SIGNIFICANT NATURAL RESOURCE AREA MANAGEMENT PLAN, AND THE
FINAL YOUNGER REPORT.

The environmental review for the Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan includes
an enormous amount of funding and work to implement site-specific measures at Sharp Park. These
measures are designed to reduce the take and encourage the recovery of two protected species: the
California red-legged frog and the San Francisco garter snake. To ensure that the San Francisco
garter snake recovers, the City must analyze and select full restoration alternatives that redesign or
eliminate the golf course at Sharp Park.
A.

SHARP PARK GOLF COURSE IS LOSING MONEY.

Sharp Park Golf Course costs the City and County of San Francisco hundreds of thousands of
dollars a year in net losses to operate, losses that are not and cannot be recovered by the revenue
generated by the golf course. The drain Sharp Park places on San Francisco resources robs our other
municipal golf courses of needed maintenance; delays the golf fund’s repayment of monies borrowed
from the open space fund; and puts San Francisco’s neighborhood parks and community centers at
risk of closure.
These losses have been largely hidden to the public because of an incomplete accounting system:
many of the expenses that the City spends to maintain Sharp Park Golf Course are not sourced from
the Golf Fund, and therefore are not directly counted against the golf operations. For example, this
Fiscal Year San Francisco spent approximately $240,000 from the Capital Fund to fix Sharp Park
Golf Course’s endangered species-killing pump house. See Exhibit C. San Francisco also spent
$24,000 to hire monitors from the Natural Areas Program to reduce the number of endangered
species killed by the golf course’s operations this fiscal year, see Exhibit D, and even the
environmental review process for the Laguna Salada Wetlands Enhancement Project—which is a
prerequisite for the golf course to obtain permits to kill the endangered species found at Sharp
Park—costs San Francisco taxpayers over $412,000. See Exhibit E.
But even within the Golf Fund, Sharp Park loses a staggering amount of money each year,
money that could be used to provide recreational services where San Franciscan’s actually live. For
example, between Fiscal Year 04-05 and Fiscal Year 07-08, Sharp Park Golf Course drained between
$30,000 and $300,000 each year from the golf fund alone. See Exhibit A. The variation in year-toyear losses is related to the number of rounds sold at Sharp Park, which in turn is driven by the wet
conditions at Sharp Park that often leave the course unplayable.
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Even these losses were hidden by official reports provided by the Recreation and Parks
Department. See Exhibit B. The losses to the Golf Fund were hidden for three reasons. First,
Exhibit B lists as revenue a subsidy to the Golf Fund from the General Fund. But the General Fund
is simply a separate account that holds taxpayer monies: to a San Francisco taxpayer, this is simply
another expense, not revenue generated by golf course operations. Second, Exhibit B lists as an
expense funds repaid by Harding Golf Course to the Open Space Fund. But like the General Fund
“revenues,” this is not a true expense to San Francisco taxpayers, but just a transfer of taxpayer funds
from one account to another.1 Third, Exhibit B shows that a large sum of money is placed every
year in a “golf unallocated” column. These are revenues and expenses that are drawn from or paid
into the upkeep and management of each golf course, and to understand how each course is doing a
methodology must be used that allocates these revenues and expenses to each course. Each of these
three limitations in the RPD data are corrected in Exhibit A: the general fund and open space
transfers are removed from the balance sheet, and the unallocated expenses and revenues are
allocated to each course using two different methodologies, for comparison. Thus, Exhibit A is the
most accurate reflection available of the day-to-day course operation and maintenance costs for
Sharp Park and the City’s other municipal golf courses. Combined with the subsidies provided to
Sharp Park from the City’s other sources of revenue, the golf course’s drain on fiscal resources
amounts to hundreds of thousands of dollars each year.
Future costs of Sharp Park Golf Course operations are predicted to be even more dire. In 2007,
the Recreation and Parks Department concluded that unless changes are made at Sharp Park Golf
Course, operating losses at Sharp Park Golf Course will total in the millions of dollars. See Exhibit
F. Moreover, Sharp Park’s illicitly built sea wall is likely to erode away due to anticipated changes to
our ocean and coast wrought by climate change. See Exhibit G. Armoring the sea wall, which will be
necessary only if Sharp Park Golf Course remains, will cost upwards of $32,000,000. See Exhibit H.
Even the golf course’s water supply is likely to become more expensive: the 400,000 gallons of water
needed for peak demand must be provided by recycled water if we are to address ongoing droughts,
and a recycled water project for Sharp Park is expected to cost $8,000,000. See Exhibit I.
The status quo at Sharp Park Golf Course is infeasible and simply cannot hold. The golf course
operations lose too much money, money that could be spent to improve San Francisco’s other

It is of course a justified transfer, as Harding Park was given a large loan from the Open Space fund in order
to upgrade the golf course several years ago, but to date has been unable to completely repay the funds it
borrowed.
1
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municipal golf courses, or keep our community centers open for more hours each day, or fund other
essential city services.
B.

SHARP PARK PROVIDES A POOR GOLF EXPERIENCE, AND
REFURBISHING THE GOLF COURSE IS NOT FEASIBLE.

Sharp Park Golf Course provides a poor golfing experience, and improving this experience will
require tens-of-millions of dollars in permitting fees and capital improvements that the City and
County of San Francisco simply doesn’t have, making any proposed improvements infeasible.
Sharp Park Golf Course is considered substandard by nearly any golf measure. See Exhibit M.
The National Golf Foundation found that Sharp Park Golf Course has poor turf conditions, an
outdated and ineffective irrigation system, inadequate drainage, flooding problems, and dangerous
cart paths. See Exhibit L. Moreover, a survey of golfers indicated that Sharp Park received “F”
grades for friendliness of staff, conditions of golf carts, the availability of golf amenities, on-course
services, the conditions of the golf greens, and overall course conditions. Id.
Because of the substandard conditions, golfers exhibit “very little loyalty” to the course: they
play there primarily because it is cheap, rather than because of the quality or history of the course.
See Exhibit L. Indeed, the existing prices—which are some of the lowest in the Bay Area golf
market—are believed to be all the market will bear by golf industry experts given the poor conditions
at the course. See Exhibit L. Yet even at the existing price points, rounds played at Sharp Park have
declined precipitously. Between 2000 and 2006, rounds played at Sharp Park declined by 38%. See
Exhibit L. Because of this, Sharp Park currently operates at 45% of its overall capacity, about 15%
below industry standards. See Exhibit M. Thus, Sharp Park cannot increase its contribution to the
golf fund simply by increasing prices: if prices are raised without concomitant improvements to the
golf experience golfers would choose to play elsewhere, reducing overall revenues received from the
golf course.
PROs Consulting has argued that Sharp Park should nonetheless be restored to the original
Alister MacKenzie design and marketed as an elite, historic golf course. See Exhibit M. Capital
improvements alone for this alternative are expected to run as high as 14 million dollars. Id.
Additional costs for permitting from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Department of Fish and
Game, and the Coastal Commission are likely to cost an additional 5-10 million dollars. PROSs
Consulting, the National Golf Foundation, and the Recreation and Parks Department all agree that
this level of capital investment is not possible from the City and County of San Francisco. See
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Exhibits L, M, F. Instead, the proposals suggest privatizing Sharp Park Golf Course operations by
executing a long-term lease with a golf developer, allow the developer to raise prices to $120 per
round and up, busting the labor union that works at the course, and using these incentives to
convince the golf developer to invest the capital necessary to refurbish Sharp Park Golf Course. Id.
None of these requirements—privatization, union busing, and raising golf prices by an order of
magnitude—are likely to be palatable in San Francisco. But even if these requirements could be met
by San Francisco, it is unlikely the market could support such a golf course at this time or in the
future. First, the collapse of the capital market in the past year makes it highly unlikely that the type
of capital necessary to refurbish Sharp Park could be obtained: particularly when it is unlikely that
permitting agencies such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Coastal Commission would
ultimately permit such an intensive use of Sharp Park. More importantly, the Bay Area golf market is
already oversupplied causing courses to close and driving prices downward precisely when Sharp
Park would have to raise them. Golf demand is declining nationwide, see Exhibit J, and in the Bay
Area the decline is particularly acute: the Bay Area currently supplies 6,000,000 more rounds of golf
each year then Bay Area golfers demand.2 See Exhibit K.
Under these market conditions, golf courses will close, and increasingly golf courses that do
close are not used for open space, but for urban infill and other developments. See Exhibit O. For
example, a municipal golf course in Livermore has been proposed to be partially sold to developers.
See exhibit N. Because Sharp Park contains a deed restriction requiring the land to be used as a
“public park, or public playground,”3 it cannot be developed. Because of this, if Sharp Park remains
open through ongoing government subsidy, it is likely that some other, better golf course will fail, the
land will be sold, and the land will be converted to a more intensive development use. Conversely, if
Sharp Park were to close, this would help sustain the market for other, better golf courses and
because of Sharp Park’s deed restriction we would not face concerns about development pressures
impacting the existing open space landscape at Sharp Park.

2

This data, from PROs Consulting, is likely an underestimate of the excess golf capacity in the Bay Area.
PROs did a regional assessment of golf supply, but based Bay Area demand for golf on national averages,
rather than conducting local assessments for golf demand. This is likely to overestimate golf demand in the
Bay Area: the Bay Area is blessed with a multitude of recreational opportunities that compete with golf for our
recreational time and dollars, and existing data indicates that regional golf courses continue to operate below
capacity because of it.
3
Thee deed restriction does not state that the land must be used for “recreational purposes,” as is often
reported. The existing golf course, which precludes entry to Sharp Park to anyone that is not golfing or obtains
prior permission from the private golf concession arguably violates the deed restriction.
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C.

SHARP PARK GOLF COURSE DESTROYED HISTORIC HABITAT FOR
ENDANGERED SPECIES AND CONTINUES TO TAKE SPECIES
WITHOUT A PERMIT.

Sharp Park has always provided suitable habitat for the San Francisco garter snake and the
California red-legged frog, but the construction of Sharp Park Golf Course and the building of Sharp
Park’s sea wall has destroyed the vast majority of habitat present at the site. However, the Laguna
Salada enhancement plan seems to presume that Laguna Salada was a salt-water lagoon that was
inhospitable to the snake and the frog. It therefore seems to presume that the golf course and sea
wall somehow prevent Laguna Salada from becoming too saline for these animals to survive. This
erroneous assumption hinders the ability of the Recreation and Parks Department to consider
feasible restoration alternatives at Sharp Park.
As a preliminary matter, the California red-legged frog is relatively tolerant to salinity for an
amphibian, which is why we have exemplary coastal populations at places like Rodeo Lagoon at Fort
Cronkhite and Abbotts Lagoon in Point Reyes. See Exhibit P. Indeed, a little bit of salinity is good
for the frog, because the non-native, invasive, and predatory bullfrog is less tolerant of salt, and so a
little salinity actually ensures that the California red-legged frog population remains robust while the
bullfrog population is constrained.
Historically, both the California red-legged frog and the San Francisco garter snake thrived at
Sharp Park: until the golf course and sea wall destroyed the functioning ecosystem there.

See

Exhibit Q. Sharp Park once contained a backbarrier lagoon system that protected the lagoon from
coastal intrusion except in the most extreme storm events. During these events, salt water intrusion
would be balanced against freshwater rainfall and freshwater drainage that funneled from the large
watershed into Laguna Salada, keeping salinity levels balanced and low enough for the frog to
survive. This would occur until the backbarrier lagoon would “heal” itself through natural sand
movement that would rebuild the barrier system. Moreover, because the golf course did not exist,
there was a gradient of wetlands upland of Laguna Salada, each with higher freshwater content, that
the frog and snake could use through small-scale migrations until optimum conditions returned to
the lagoon. See Exhibit R.
However, when the golf course was built, these upland wetland habitats were completely
destroyed. Moreover, in a great act of hubris, Alister MacKenzie destroyed the natural barrier along
the ocean in order to place 7 links of golf on the beach. When MacKenzie did this, massive coastal
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floods were unleashed on Sharp Park and destroyed all seven of these holes, and in one instance
ocean sea waters crept inland as far as the Sharp Park golf course clubhouse. See Exhibit S.
The frog and snake populations survived this inundation. The earliest surveys for the San
Francisco garter snake at Sharp Park date back to the 1940s, after the course was designed but before
the illicitly-built sea wall was constructed to protect Sharp Park from further coastal storms. At that
time, the snake was considered “abundant” at Sharp Park. But follow-up surveys in the 1970s found
a population in decline, and then, subsequent to the construction of the sea wall, surveys indicated
that the snake was near extinction. In 2006, the US Fish and Wildlife Service concluded that a lawn
mower killed a San Francisco garter snake at Sharp Park. See Exhibit T. Examination of the dead
San Francisco garter snake indicated lacerations consistent with lawn mower blades and grass
clippings in the wounds. See Exhibit U. In 2008, one to two San Francisco garter snakes were
observed all year. See Exhibit V.
Today, the frog and the snake are literally squeezed between a fairway and a hard place. The golf
course has destroyed all suitable upland habitats. If the sea wall were to the fail—and it will unless
we invest millions of dollars to armor the sea wall or replace it with the natural barrier protections
that were once there—the frog and the snake would not have any upland wetland areas to move into.
Moreover, even if the sea wall does not fail, there is currently not enough habitat at the lagoon to
ensure that the snake can recover: the population would remain at such a low level that a random
event such as a disease or pollution spill or poaching would result in the extirpation of the
population.
Moreover, the golf course’s ongoing maintenance and operations take both species. Yet the City
does not have a permit to take either species; it has implemented no mitigation measures to reduce
take of the snake to date; and the mitigation measures that have been implemented to reduce take of
the frog are not effective in reducing take of frog egg masses and tadpoles to zero. See Exhibit V.
In addition, most of the California red-legged frog egg masses are laid at Horse stable Pond, where
Sharp Park Golf Course’s pump house is found. After the recent $240,000 construction project to
fix a broken pipe from the pump house through the sea wall to the ocean, biologists concluded that
entrainment of frog egg masses, tadpoles, and perhaps adults could occur, pumping individuals from
Laguna Salada out to sea. See Exhibit W.
Because the San Francisco garter snake is a fully protected species under California law, the golf
course’s operations and maintenance can never be incorporated into a take permit for the species.
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Therefore, as long as the golf course is in operation, it will be at risk for substantial civil and criminal
penalties for taking the species. Take may occur directly, such as killing snakes with lawn mowers, or
it may occur indirectly, through habitat modification that leads to the death or injury to individual
animals, especially through the modification of habitat in ways that significantly impacts essential
behavior patterns such as breeding, foraging, estivating, and other activities.
If the City were to attempt to obtain a permit for the Laguna Salada Wetlands Enhancement
Project or the Natural Areas Program Management Plan that incorporates the threat to the species—
the golf course ongoing maintenance and operations—into the permit, or the Department of Fish
and Game were to issue such a permit, the permit would be unlawful, as only bona fide restoration
and recovery efforts are eligible for fully protected species take permits under California law.
In the absence of any legal authority to continue golf course operations without violating
California and federal environmental laws, alternatives that retain the golf course in its existing
configuration and cause take are simply not feasible, and cannot be assessed under CEQA. Only
alternatives that reduce take to zero with a reasonable certainty may be assessed as feasible
alternatives under CEQA. Only alternatives that eliminate or redesign the golf course can meet this
standard, and therefore these are the only alternatives that can be assessed as feasible.
The importance of Sharp Park for the long term survival and recovery of the San Francisco
garter snake cannot be overstated. It is the northernmost population within the species range, and as
climate change shifts the species habitats northward, this population is therefore the most likely to
successfully adapt to changing conditions. See Exhibit LL. It is also the most genetically in tact of
any population, which means it is the population that could best serve as a source population for the
reintroduction of the species into historic habitats. Id. And reintroduction is needed: existing
recovery goals require 10 viable populations be present in the wild before the species can be
considered recovered, and at present there may only be six populations, none of which are known to
be viable in the long run under existing conditions. Id.
If San Francisco only eliminates active take of the snake at Sharp Park, but does not provide
adequate new habitat for the species to recover, in the 50-year time horizon the species will be lost
from Sharp Park, and probably the entire world.
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D.

THE LAGUNA SALADA WETLANDS RESTORATION PROJECT MUST
CONSIDER THE IMPACTS OF CLIMATE CHANGE AND THE LONGTERM SUSTAINABILITY OF THE SITE.

Our best predications about how global warming will impact Sharp Park indicate that existing
problems with flooding, drainage, endangered species take, and the construction of the sea wall will
only get worse. The City must consider alternatives that plan for the long-term adaptability of Sharp
Park to these changes so that the recovery of the San Francisco garter snake can be assured at the
site. See Exhibit Y.
Historically Sharp Park included a backbarrier lagoon system. This system contained a barrier
sand system that separated Laguna Salada from the Pacific Ocean and protected the lagoon from
massive coastal intrusions. However, Alister McKenzie’s original golf course design destroyed this
protection by laying seven links of golf on the beach. By destroying this protective system, the
design unleashed two massive coastal storms that inundated much of Sharp Park with sea water, and
destroyed much of the golf course, including the seven beach-side links.
To prevent the ocean tides from inundating Sharp Park, the City built, over time, an illicitly and
poorly constructed sea wall at Sharp Park. However, in so doing the City plugged the natural
freshwater outflow—Sanchez Creek—and prevented the freshwater that accumulated in the large
water shed of which Sharp Park is a part from reaching the ocean. Thus, Sharp Park now annually
floods with freshwater.
Sharp Park’s sea wall is likely to erode away unless something is done to prepare the area for the
impacts of global warming. See Exhibit G. There are essentially two alternatives: armor the sea wall
at a cost of $32 million, or attempt to recreate an adaptive barrier that will be more resilient to the
changes that will occur due to climate change and that will help protect the coast from global
warming.
Armoring the sea wall could affect the entire beach at Sharp Park, as it may affect beach
dynamics and sand movement. An alternative is to try and recreate, after snake and frog recovery
efforts have succeeded and the population is secure, the more dynamic barrier lagoon system that
likely existed at Sharp Park historically. This alternative is likely to be cheaper, more effective, and
more sustainable than placing an unmovable barrier across the mouth of Sanchez Creek that will not
be able to adapt to the changes wrought by global warming. See Exhibit X.
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Therefore, it is essential that the City consider alternatives that will provide for the long-term
sustainability and recovery of the Laguna Salada ecosystem and the San Francisco garter snake.
Opportunities to learn more about this possibility will be discussed at a conference in Pacifica, CA at
the end of June. See Exhibit Z.
E.

FULL RESTORATION OF SHARP PARK WILL PROVIDE SAN
FRANCISCANS WITH RECREATIONAL AMENITIES THAT THEY
ACTUALLY DEMAND.

Full restoration alternative must be considered at Sharp Park for another reason: San Francisco’s
number one recreational demand is for more hiking and biking trails, while golf finishes 16th out of
19 recreational options in the same survey. See Exhibit BB. This is direct evidence that San
Francisco is not providing what modern San Franciscan’s demand from their recreational facilities.
The primary reason this is the case is because hundreds of acres of City property are locked into
exclusive golf uses created decades ago and have remained static, while San Francisco residents’
recreational preferences have changed.
Moreover, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors unanimously passed a resolution ordering the
Recreation and Parks Department to consider full restoration alternatives at Sharp Park. This is
another indication of the overwhelming public support for San Francisco to reconsider what it
supplies to its residents.

Even Sharp Park’s existing concessionaire has recognized that San

Franciscans have little demand for the existing golf course, stating in a proposal to the City that the
typical golfer at Sharp Park is a “local resident” of the course. See Exhibit FF.4
Under these circumstances, it is imperative for the City to consider and select alternatives at
Sharp Park that restore the site and provide recreational opportunities that are compatible with that
protection.

For

example,

a

full

restoration

alternative

has

been

proposed

at

www.restoresharppark.org. See Exhibit CC. This restoration proposal would create a community
centered model of natural flood control, outdoor recreation, environmental education, and
The Current concessionaire is on a month to month lease, and this lease should be cancelled as soon as
practicable and not renewed. The concessionaire has shown outright hostility to the minimum environmental
protections imposed on the golf course to date, by orchestrating a public relations campaign against the
environmental protections and also be redesigning the golf course logo and emblem with a biologically
inaccurate depiction of a California red-legged frog preventing a golf ball from being in play. This emblem was
labeled “Sharp Park Home of the Red Legged Frog,” and sold on t-shirts and other memorabilia at the golf
course club house. See Exhibit GG. The existing management simply does not have the temperament or
character necessary to solve the environmental problems imposed by the golf course. Moreover, as early as
1993, San Francisco’s Civil Grand Jury discovered that mandatory investments in the golf course were not
being made by the concessionaire. See Exhibit MM. A new concessionaire is needed to investigate and remedy
these allegations.
4
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endangered species recovery. These alternatives are feasible and must be considered during the EIR
process.
F.

RPD MUST SELECT APPROPRIATE STAFF AND CONSULTANTS TO
CONDUCT FULL RESTORATION ALTERNATIVES.

Currently RPD has an enormous contract with consulting giant TetraTech to perform the
Laguna Salada enhancement restoration project. However, full restoration alternatives will require
that existing subcontractors with relevant expertise become more involved in the restoration
planning process. For example, subcontractor Greg Kamman is the only individual named in the
Laguna Salada Wetlands Enhancement Project with enough expertise to prepare serious alternatives
for Sharp Park that consider the long-term sustainability of the berm, the original historic conditions
of the site, and the dynamic conditions that will be imposed by global warming on the site.
Additional experts such as coastal ecologist Peter Baye, coastal engineer and Pacifica resident Bob
Batallio of Philip Williams and Associates, Darren Fong of the National Park Service, Carlos
Davidson of San Francisco State University, and many other local individuals with site-specific
knowledge of Sharp Park and tidal conditions on amphibian and reptile habitats must be consulted,
because no one on the team specified by TetraTech have expertise in these areas. Indeed, Karen
Swaim, the consulting herpetologist, simply does not have the expertise and understanding of
dynamic coastal systems to provide full support for a project of this magnitude.
More importantly, Dennis Murphy and his colleagues are inappropriate consultants for this
project. See Exhibit HH. As a preliminary matter, Dr. Murphy is not qualified to consult on these
projects, as he is a butterfly expert and not an expert in herpetology, coastal ecology, and climate
change. Moreover, Dr. Murphy’s objectivity and reputation have come into question because of his
relationship with developers. See Exhibit DD. Mr. Murphy simply should not be permitted to
consult on this project when local, objective experts with site-specific knowledge of Sharp Park and
with relevant expertise are available for the Department.
G.

FULL RESTORATION CAN BE FUNDED BY PRIVATE MITIGATION
BANKS OR BY PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS.

Full restoration alternatives must be considered for another reason: both private and public
models indicate restoration will provide the City and County of San Francisco with net profits that
are greater than any golf amenity that could be create at Sharp Park.
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RPD has already received a prospectus from a wetlands mitigation banking company that has
proposed to do a fully public wetlands mitigation bank at the site. For the types of wetlands that
could be restored at Sharp Park, CalTrans was paying up to $3.5 million dollars per acre as recently as
last year. See Exhibit II. There are approximately 200 acres at Sharp Park that could be developed
into wetlands under this model, bringing in a gross revenue of over $700 million dollars. A portion
of these funds would be held in trust to pay for ongoing maintenance and upkeep, another portion
would be used to conduct the restoration work. But the remaining funds would be profit to San
Francisco: and more profit that Sharp Park Golf Course could provide to the City over the next 100
years. Although mitigation banks have been controversial in the environmental community, a fully
public mitigation bank with reasonable constraints on access to the bank would be met with 100%
support from the Bay Area’s environmental community and would allow San Francisco to be a leader
in environmentally sound restoration and financing projects.
Another model is also feasible. At Crissy Field restoration was funded by a collaboration of
public grants and private philanthropic donations. This model could also succeed at Sharp Park, and
must be explored by the City. These restoration alternatives would also provide revenue for Pacifica.
Golf courses are no longer the amenity that developers are designing projects around. See Exhibit
NN. Instead, developers are looking for natural resources to use as a center piece and an attraction
to their developments. Pacifica already has plans to create a new urbanism city scape at Palmetto
Avenue, which currently dead-ends into a chain-link fence on Sharp Park’s north side. If Sharp Park
were restored and a trail created to link Palmetto Avenue with a restored trail system at Sharp Park,
Pacifica would have a recreational amenity unlike any other on the California Coast, one that
integrates the best of new urban design with the natural resource amenities that modern communities
and tourists are willing to pay a premium for.
H.

RESTORING SHARP PARK TO A NATURALISTIC STATE WOULD BE
GOOD FOR THE GAME OF GOLF.

Sharp Park Golf Course is losing money, killing two endangered species, and puts the
surrounding community at risk every year when it floods. The status quo simply isn’t sustainable at
Sharp Park: something must change there. The question is what will Sharp Park become. For the
good of the game, Sharp Park Golf Course must close.
Nationwide the game of golf is in decline. See Exhibit J. This decline is more acute in the Bay
Area, where we have an unparalleled diversity of recreational opportunities competing with golf for
our recreational dollars. See Exhibit K. Currently the Bay Area supplies 6 million more rounds of

12

golf than golfers demand each year, and this is causing golf courses to close in nearly every Bay Area
county. Id. Golf courses in Livermore, Forest Knolls, San Francisco, and in Pacifica are already up
for sale or are being proposed for conversion to some other use, and the best predictions indicate
that more golf courses will suffer this fate before the golf market and our entire economy stabilize.
Sharp Park, by any measure, provides a marginal golf experience. In 2007 the National Golf
Foundation gave Sharp Park an “F” grade in nearly every category it measured, including friendliness
of staff, conditions of golf carts, the availability of golf amenities, on-course services, the conditions
of the golf greens, and overall course conditions. If we continue to subsidize Sharp Park Golf
Course to keep it open, under existing market conditions other, better golf courses will close, and the
game of golf in the Bay Area will be worse because of it.
Even if we only concern ourselves with San Francisco’s municipal golf courses, it would be best
for the game if Sharp Park were to close. Sharp Park loses between $30,000 and $300,000 each year
from San Francisco’s golf fund alone, and it loses millions more from other taxpayer subsidies.
These are loses, not just expenses: revenues from Sharp Park doesn’t even cover the course’s
operating costs, let alone the capital and open space projects that are required to keep the golf course
functioning. Every dollar that Sharp Park drains from our coffers is another dollar we cannot spend
improving the City’s other municipal courses. If we were to take a portion of the resources we spend
at Sharp Park and instead spend those resources at Lincoln, Harding, Golden Gate, and our other
courses that are in desperate need of attention, the playing conditions at these courses would
improve greatly and San Francisco could truly bill itself as a premier golf destination.
There is no merit to the idea that Sharp Park Golf Course today contains some historic or
architectural value that is worth preserving.

The original McKenzie design was fundamentally

flawed to begin with, and built in an inappropriate location to boot. The seven beach side holes were
destroyed by two massive coastal storms which brought sea water to the clubhouse within a few
years of opening day, and the subsequent construction of the sea wall, Highway 1, and years of
deferred maintenance destroyed the rest of McKenzie’s design. In 1972, the entire course was rebuilt
by Robert Muir Graves, and golf historians such as Daniel Wexler have therefore concluded that “no
appreciable trace of [McKenzie’s] strategy remains in play” at Sharp Park today. See Exhibit JJ.
Some have argued that Sharp Park should be restored not to a naturalistic state, but to
McKenzie’s original design. But this is not feasible. To do so would cost between 14-20 million in
capital, not to mention the several millions of dollars in permitting and mitigation fees for harming
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endangered species. See Exhibit AA. In today’s market and in Pacifica’s relatively rural, low-density
location, that level of capital investment simply cannot be found for such a risky investment.
Moreover, regulatory agencies wouldn’t permit such an intensive use on endangered species habitats,
so any such proposal would eventually be denied.

And other communities with publicly owned

McKenzie courses have found that the design simply cannot generate revenue: McKenzie’s designs
too often fail to meet the demands of the modern golfer and new golf technology, and are being
redesigned to modernize the course for today’s game. Exhibit OO. But most importantly, if
McKenzie’s original design was recreated, it would suffer the same fate as the original: it would again
wash away to sea, only this time more rapidly and violently as climate change causes sea levels to rise
and storm intensity and frequency to increase along California’s coast. See Exhibit G.
Some golfers will disagree with all of this. Those golfers, content with the status quo, will
contest the financial data San Francisco has provided (without providing any alternative financial
data); they will claim that McKenzie’s design still exists at Sharp Park (without pointing to a single
sand trap, let alone a link, that McKenzie would recognize as his handiwork today); they will argue
that a private marketing company with a clever advertizing campaign is all that is necessary to reverse
the decline in Bay Area golf (even though brining the PGA tour to San Francisco has been unable to
do that).
If these golfers succeed keeping Sharp Park open at any price, the game will suffer. The demand
simply isn’t available to support all of the Bay Area’s courses, and a great course will fail to keep
Sharp Park alive. It could be Harding Park, or Crystal Springs, or Lake Chabot, or some other
course: we currently do not have the data available to know which marginal enterprise will fail with
any certainty. But we do know that courses on the margin of profitability simply can’t compete in
today’s market with a golf course, even a terrible one, that is subsidized with hundreds of thousands
of dollars in public capital every year.
And if our good courses close because we subsidize our poor ones, how can we expect the game
to thrive in the future? The competition is stiff: we have the birthplace of mountain biking (Mt.
Tam), the most famous big wave surf in the world (Mavericks), and perhaps most troubling to those
who’d like to see more people golfing, we have the birthplace of the iPod and the internet search
engine (Silicon Valley), which the data indicates are as responsible for this past decade’s decline in
outdoor recreation as anything else.
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To have any hope for future growth, the game of golf must put its best foot forward against this
competition. That means closing golf courses that provide a marginal experience, and reinvesting in
our golf courses with more promise. That is why Sharp Park must close: for the good of the game.
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Loam Gnome
<loamgnome@gmail.com>
05/26/2009 01:51 PM

To jessica.range@sfgov.org, bill.wycko@sfgov.org, Dawn
Kamalanathan <dawn.kamalanathan@sfgov.org>,
jared.blumenfeld@sfgov.org, dennis.kern@sfgov.org, Sean
cc
bcc
Subject Request for bike friendly TRAILS in the NAP Recreational
Trail EIR.......from SF Urban Riders

Attention SFRPD, NAP, SF Planning Dept. and any other interested parties involved in the
Recreational Trails process
SF Urban Riders is a Non-Profit 501c3 whose goal is to create healthy off road cycling
recreation for all users, and encourage youth opportunities.
We represent a growing number of recreational cyclists who are asking in unison to Please ADD
multi use trails, off road bicycle trails, single track trails, and bike skills areas to the EIR scope
of any projects in our larger parks and open spaces.
Off Road cycling is a growing contemporary activity that provides healthy recreation accessible
at any level of entry, and appeals to a wide demographic. Trails are also the cheapest form of
recreational improvement that can be made because they are sustainably designed, then
constructed of natural materials by a large volunteer effort. There is many available federal
funding sources that favor the inclusion of bicycle trails. SF Urban Riders would make a good
partner with SFRPD on many levels and improve the overall quality of our parks.
For More Information on why sustainable multi use access is necessary please feel free to
review our Master Plan which is available online:
http://sfurbanriders.org/wordpress/lead-story/unlease-the-proposal/
ADD BIKE TRAILS, SINGLE TRACK TRAILS AND BIKE SKILLS AREAS TO THE NAP
EIR.
Sincerely,
Dan Schneider
SF Urban Riders
415-298-2504
www.sfurbanriders.org
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San Francisco Dog Owners Group

PUBLIC COMMENT ON INTIAL STUDY SIGNIFICANT NATURAL
RESOURCE AREAS MANAGEMENT PLAN (SNRAMP)
May 26, 2009
Bil Wycko
San Francisco Planning Dept.

Natural Areas Management Plan
1650 Mission St, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear Mr. Wycko,
1 (c)(3) non-profit dedicated to
The San Francisco Dog Owners Group (SFDOG) is a registered 50
responsible dog ownership and preserving ofT-leash access in our parks. We are active in our neighborhood
parks, having organized park clean-ups and dog behavior/training workshops in the parks, and distributed
flyers on "Park Petiquette", dog training, preventing poisoning, and emergency preparedness for pets. We
have over 900 dues-paying members and our listserves and website routinely reach thousands more.
SFDOG has significant concerns with the Initial Study for the EIR for the Natural Areas Program
as prepared by Tetra Tech. I have outlined our requests for improving the analysis to be undertaken for a
quality EIR in the following pages. Briefly, our concerns include errors and omissions in information
provided, obvious environmental impacts that are not addressed, biased descriptions of
policies based on anecdotes rather than rigorous scientific studies. Unfortnately, because of

research, and
these errors

and omissions, this document reflects poorly on the SF Planning Dept, as will any EIR based solely on the
recommendations in this poorly crafted Initial Study.
the Recreation and Park
The Natural Areas Program and its Management Plan have been one of
Deparment's most controversial endeavors, and you can be sure that advocates on all sides will pore over
the EIR to include the
the full EIR with an eye toward possible litigation. Please expand the scope of
you have any questions, I would be happy to discuss this
suggestions described in this public comment. If
comment with you in more detaiL. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Sally Stephens
Chair, SFDOG

P.O. Box 31071 · San Francisco, CA. 94131-0071
tele: 415.339.7461 . e-mail: info (g sfdog.org . web site: www.sfdog.org

PUBLIC COMMENT ON INTIAL STUDY SIGNIFICANT NATURAL
RESOURCE AREAS MANAGEMENT PLAN (SNRAMP)
San Francisco Dog Owners Group (SFDOG)
May 26, 2009
the full

The Initial Study for the SNRAMP EIR has several glaring problems. These must be addressed if

EIR is to have any validity.
SF Animal Care and Control estimates that 1/4 to 1/3 of the households in San Fracisco are home to at
least one dog (the national average is II4 of

households). San Fracisco consistently raks as one ofthe most dog-

frendly cities in the country and it is therefore likely that there are more households with dogs in San Francisco
than the national average. There are therefore 130,000 to 150,000 dogs in San Francisco. People with dogs are the
largest group of park users in the city; most visit parks with their dogs several times every day, rain or shine.
Dogs do not go to the parks by themselves; people bring them to parks. Attempts to restrict access by
dogs to areas within or adjacent to natural areas are essentially attempts to keep a large group of people from
people to
enjoying those areas. The net effect of
the Management Plan wil be to deny access by a small group of
a large grup of people who simply want to visit their neighborhood parks.
Note that, of
the entire park (100%) in 17 of
four with fewer than 50% of

the 31 city parks with natural areas mentioned in the 2006 Management Plan, NAP claims
the park acreage. The
them. In an additional 10 parks, NAP claims over 50% of
land is claimed by NAP),
their land claimed by NAP are: Golden Gate Park (3% of

Pine Lake (28%), Buena Vista Par (17%), and Golden Gate Heights Park (13%). To be fair, not all NAP-claimed

NAP land (57%) wil have significant
restrictions (MA- 1 and MA-2), with people restricted to paths only and dogs restricted to on-leash only, if allowed
at alL. In 8 parks, all land in the natural ara wil have significant restrictions on access (all the natural area is
classified as MA-l or MA-2). The NAP Management Plan keeps people out of II3 of
the city's parkland. In some
cases, this denial of access wil be to the only park within easy walking distance in the neighborhood.
land wil have significant restrictions on access. But a majority of

SFDOG has the following specific concerns about the Initial Study and the full EIR for the NAP:

THERE is NO SCIENTIFIC CONSENSUS TO SUPPORT THE BASIC PREMISE BEHIND
GR-8 - THAT DOGS AR HARFUL TO PLANTS AND WILDLIFE. THERE is
THEREFORE NO REASON TO RESTRICT DOGS IN NATURAL AREAS, NO REASON FOR
GR-8.
It is a basic gospel of
management plan that is the subject of

the Natural Areas Progrm and its supporters, and therefore embedded in the
this EIR, that dogs, and in paricular off-leash dogs, are harful to plants,

birds, and other wildlife. These claims are often stated as fact. However, the reality is that there is no scientific
consensus that off-leash dogs have a signifcant impact on bird and wildlife populations. Some studies have

shown an impact. But others have found no significant effect on bird and wildlife diversity and populations.
A recent study by Forrest and Cassady St. Clair (2006) studied the effects of dogs on diversity and
abundance of

birds and small mammals at 56 sites in urban parks in Edmonton, Alberta. Half of

the sites were

visited by off-leash dogs, half
were on-leash or no dogs. City offcials reported the on-leash sites had high public
compliance with leash laws. Before beginning the study, the researchers fully expected "that designated off-leash
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areas would represent comparatively poor habitat and would negatively influence diversity and/or abundance of
birds and small mammals relative to nearby habitat where dogs were required to be leashed within the same urban
park system."
To their surprise, they discovered that whether a site was on- or off-leash had "no measurable effect
on the diversity or abundance of birds and small mammals." This lack of difference between on- and off-

leash sites was seen even when they considered only those species that appeared to be breeding, or only those
species that nested on the ground or in low shrubs.

This study may be more relevant to the NAP than other studies of dog impacts on diversity because both
the NAP and the parks studied in Edmonton are urban parks. Indeed, one possible explanation the researchers
give for why there was no observed difference is that "wildlife, partcularly birds, in suburban and urban

areas exist there because they are fairly tolerant of moderate levels of human activity."
Compare this to studies cited in a report, commissioned by the NAP to comment on the management plan,
by Huntsinger and Barolome (2005; available online at:
http://www .parks.sfgov .org/wcm Jecpark/N AP/scientificreview _ huntsinger.pdt)

that purports to prove negative impacts from dogs. They cite a report on dogs' impacts on Rocky Mountain
wildlife (not urban) and on gazel1es (definitely not urban). It is not clear whether other studies cited refer to birds
and other wildlife in urban parks or not. The city of San Francisco is the second most densely populated city in
the US (only Manhattan is denser). Our parks are not remote, pristine wildernesses. When deciding the

relevance of any study of the impacts of dogs on plants and wildlife to the NAP, the full EIR must consider
whether the study took place in an urban park where wildlife is likely to be more tolerant of dogs and

people. If not, the study's relevance to the NAP must be discounted. The Huntsinger and Baroleme review
makes no attempt to sort out studies done under conditions like those in NAP areas (urban parks) from those done
in remote wilderness areas. Therefore, its conclusions cannot be used as a basis for the restrictions proposed in
GR-8.
In addition, the sections ofthe Huntsinger and Baroleme review that deal with dogs are full of "anecdotal
accounts" of negative impacts. The problem is that anecdotal accounts are not reliable and cannot be used as

the basis for public policy. For example, an underlying assumption in the NAP Management Plan used to justify
on-leash restrictions on trails is that off-leash dogs on trails roam widely and frequently disturb plants, wildlife,
and other park visitors. However, a study by Beckoff and Meaney (1997), published in a peer-reviewed journal,
tested this assumption and found that it is not true. Beckoff and Meaney observed the behavior of dogs in six
parks in and around Boulder, Colorado. They positioned themselves at varous vantage points along trails and

recorded everything they saw. They also followed individual dogs during the entire time they were in the park,
recording everything the dogs did. Finally, they gave a questionnaire to all park visitors, obtaining more responses
from non-dog owners than dog owners.

Their data showed that off-leash dogs generally did not travel far off trail, and when they did, it was for
trail for varous amounts of
time and that some
time. "There is no doubt that some dogs go off
dogs do occasionally disturb people, wildlife, and habitat. However, compared to people, dogs did not seem to do
much damage to vegetation or bodies of water, and they only raely chased wildlife... People disrupt wildlife

short periods of

more frequently than dogs, and people cause more damage to vegetation and to bodies of water."
Beckoff and Meaney note that: "In Boulder and perhaps in other areas, reports of unruly dogs seem to

attract a lot of attention, but of course, people do not report when dogs are well-behaved." It is human
nature to remember when something bad happens, but not to notice al1 the times nothing bad occurred. That's not
a problem unless you take a remembered bad incident and assume it is "typicaL." That is the basic flaw in
those making the reports than they say about what

anecdotal accounts, which really say more about the biases of

is really happening.
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In a recent study that tested another common assumption, Warren (2007) tested whether recreational
the Western Snowy Plover at Crissy Field and at two sites at Point
Reyes. Warren admits in the study that she fully expected the data to show that as the frequency of disturbance
increased, the birds would spend less time actively foraging for food and more time alert. Instead, she found no
significant relationship between feeding behavior and direct disturbance by people recreating on the beach. What
other assumptions about effects of disturbances by dogs and people wil be similarly disproved when studies are
done that put them to the test? How much bad public policy wil have been set based on these erroneous
assumptions?

disturbances changed the feeding behavior of

THE FULL EIR MUST INCLUDE A COMPLETE, UNBIASED ANALYSIS OF ANY
SCIENTIFIC LITERATURE WITH REGAR TO DOGS IN PARS. SPECIAL ATTENTION
MUST BE PAID TO STUDIES OF THE IMP ACTS OF DOGS CONDUCTED IN URBAN
PARKS (COMPARALE TO NAP), AS OPPOSED TO STUDIES MADE IN WILDERNESS
AREAS WHERE WILDLIFE IS NOT ACCUSTOMED TO PEOPLE AND DOGS (NOT
COMPARABLE TO NAP).

THE FULL EIR MUST CARFULLY LOOK FOR AND CONSIDER BIAS IN DATA USED BY
THE NAP TO JUSTIFY THE RESTRICTIONS IN GR-8.
In May 2006, the Point Reyes National Seashore (PRNS) management claimed that an oyster far in

Drakes Bay was harming maóne wildlife and causing significant negative impacts on the environment and,
therefore, should be closed. A PRNS report stated that the oyster far workers disturbed seals, causing a huge
decline in seal population, and that sediment from oyster feces was harming eelgras beds. Therefore, the oyster

far did not belong in a national seashore. Corey Goodman, a microbiologist at UC Berkeley, member ofthe
the National Research Council's Board of Life Sciences,
analyzed the raw data used in the studies cited by PRNS staff and found that the data did not support nearly ever

National Academy of Sciences, and a former Chair of

negative impact claimed.

the KQED-FM program "Quest", Goodman said, about the
the scientific claims that they made are refuted by their
own scientific data.... They have made intentionally misleading claims, statements about data that are untrue,
claims of cause and effect that are untrue. I think this is serious because they have misused science to mislead the
On the September 27,2007 episode of

published claims by PRNS staff: "Essentially every one of

public. "

An Interior Depts Inspector General report and a second report by the National Academy of Sciences
agreed with Goodman's analysis. Yet, convinced that the oyster farm did not belong there, PRNS sta

misrepresented their data to support that conclusion.

of

Similar concerns have been raised about government claims of impacts of dogs on wildlife in the context
the

native plant restoration. For example, two reports (in 1996 and 2006) by Daphne Hatch, an employee of

Golden Gate National Recreation Area, argued that off-leash dogs should be restricted to protect Western Snowy

Plovers at Ocean Beach (in the context of restoration of Ocean Beach). The 1996 Report states that on 15
occasions, at least 100 plovers were "inadvertently disturbed" by dogs running on the beach, and compared that to
the 48 plovers inadvertently disturbed by people on the beach. However, if
you look at the data, you see that the
those involving dogs. Indeed, the

surveys that showed disturbances by people were a subset in time of

the recording time (24 hours of observations) as that devoted to
studying dogs (40 hours). Had the people been observed for an equally long period of
time, the numbers of
disturbances caused by dogs and people would have been nearly the same. Other data presented in both studies

disturbances from people were noted in about half
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plovers. Yet the conclusion drawn in the report is that offoff-leash dogs on the numbers of
leash dogs have to be restricted to "protect" the plovers.

show no impact of

THE FULL EIR MUST RE-ANAL YZE ANY DATA PROVIDED BY NAP (ESPECIALLY
DATA NOT PUBLISHED IN A PEER-REVIEWED JOURNAL) TO ENSURE THAT
CONCLUSIONS AGAINST DOGS ARE ACTUALLY SUPPORTED BY THE DATA. THE
FULL EIR MUST A VOID A SITUATION SIMILAR TO THE ONE IN POINT REYES, IN
WHICH GOVERNMENT RESEARCHERS MISREPRESENTED SCIENTIFIC RESULTS TO
BOLSTER A CASE AGAINST AN OYSTER FARM.

THE FULL EIR CANNOT CONSIDER CLOSING THE LAKE MERCED DOG PLAY AREA
AS CALLED FOR IN THE INITIAL STUDY (LM-7a) BECAUSE RPD MADE THIS AN
OFFICIAL OFF -LEASH AREA YEARS AGO AND PROMISED IT TO THE DOG-OWNING
COMMUNITY. EVEN NAP HA ACKNOWLEDGED THIS STATUS PUBLICLY. THE FULL
EIR MUST CORRCT INCORRECT STATEMENTS ABOUT THE RPD DOG POLICY
MADE IN GR-8b.
The Initial Study says (page 36): "Due to the CCSF moratorium on new DPAs, the Lake Merced DPA
the site would continue,
following the removal of the DP A." The Notice of Preparation of an EIR for the Natural Areas Management Plan
states that the final draft plan was published in February 2006. That is the plan that wil be studied in the full EIR.
However, the 2006 Management Plan says about the Lake Merced DP A in Recommendation LM-7a (page 6.118): "The SFRPD and the Dog Advisory Committee should consider relocating the DP A to a different location. In
the meantime, this DP A can remain open, but impacts should be monitored. If use levels increase during this time
such that impacts to breeding bird habitat are detected, signs and other mitigations should be implemented." There
is NO mention of
closing the DPA. Monitoring and mitigation can be considered in the full EIR because they are
mentioned in the 2006 Management Plan. Closing the DP A is NOT an option that ca be considered in the full
EIR for the Management Plan because it is not mentioned in the Management Plan. This must be corrected in the
couldn't be relocated to a new location, so it would only be removed. Restoration of

full EI R.

In addition, the 2002 RPD Dog Policy sets forth a public process to create or to close a DP A, which
includes evaluation by the Dog Advisory Committee (DAC). DPAs cannot be closed without that public process.
It is especially true that a DP A cannot be closed because a consultant doing an Initial Study or an EIR decides it
should be. The DAC was "sunset"-ed in Februar 2007 and no public process to replace it has been announced by
RPD. Until a replacement public process to close DPAs that does not include the DAC is devised by RPD, there is
no legal way to close a DPA. While there is a moratorium on creating new DPAs as RPD conducts system-wide
DPA planning, there is also a moratorium on closing existing DPAs until the system-wide planning is completed.

the Management Plan nor as part

Therefore, closing the Lake Merced DPA cannot be considered as part of

of the full EIR.
the Initial Study to CHANGE what is in the draft 2006 Management Plan as described
the Initial Study)
that is not in the 2006 Management Plan. The public has not been informed that the area currently used as
neighborhood open space is now a "natural area" with who knows what restrctions attached to its use.
It is not the role of

above. Nor is it their role to add a NEW natural area, # 32 the Everson/Digby lots (page 46 of
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WHEN CONSIDERING ANY IMPACTS OF DOGS IN PARKS, THE FULL EIR MUST TAK
INTO ACCOUNT THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN "FREE-ROAMING" AND "OFF -LEASH"
DOGS.
"Free-roaming" dogs are dogs that are running WITHOUT any human oversight. Examples of freeroaming dogs would be a dog whose owners did not know that it had escaped from a backyard, or a feral dog that
lives without any human control. "Off-leash" dogs are dogs that are running WITH human oversight. Their
guardian is nearby and controls them with voice commands. Studies that discuss impacts of free-roaming dogs
CANNOT be used to indicate similar impacts from off-leah dogs. This distinction must be considered by the full
EIR when considering any reported impacts of dogs in parks.

THE EIR MUST ADDRESS THE NEGATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT ON TRAFFIC
(E-5a), AIR POLLUTION (E-7b), AND GLOBAL WARMING (E-7f) IF AREAS THAT ARE
CURRNTLY OFF -LEASH AR CLOSED TO PEOPLE WITH DOGS.
According to the Draft Management Plan for the Natural Aras Progrm (NAP), approximately 80% of
the currently legal off-leash areas in San Francisco city parks are located either within or adjacent to areas
subsequently claimed by the NAP (note that the off-leash areas were there first). The Plan calls for the immediate
closure of
the currently off-leash areas in two parks (a reduction of29% in Bernal Hill and of 14% in
pars of
McLaren Par; note that the plan states that some of

the ara in Bernal Hi\ to be closed is steep and inaccessible

and therefore is excluded from their claimed reduction of 17%). These two closurs wi\ reduce the tota acreage

in city parks available for off-leash recreation by approximately 15%. In addition, the Plan calls for monitoring of
off-leash areas in Buena Vista Park, Golden Gate Park, Lake Merced, and McLaren Park. Should NAP claim that
dogs are causing any problems, NAP wil call for the closure of all or pars ofthose areas. Finally, the Plan calls
for expanding the most-sensitive MA- 1 areas into less-sensitive MA-2 and even MA-3 areas when funding
becomes available. Thus, an off-leash area that is currently adjacent to an MA-3 area, and therefore, not under any
restrictions, could find itself, in the future, adjacent to an MA-2 or even an MA- 1 area. Should NAP determine
that dogs in the off-leash area have a negative impact on newly adjoining MA-l and MA-2 areas (or even on an
MA-3), they can call for closure of

the off-leash area

closure
because of
the potential activities of
the NAP as outlined in the NAP Management Plan. What wil happen to the
hundreds of thousands of people with dogs who are shut out of their neighborhood park if any or all of the 80% of
off-leash areas are closed? They wil be forced to drive across town to the remaining legal off-leash area. Public
transit is not an option for people with dogs. MUNI buses and trains forbid dogs during rush hours before and
after work, the primar times that people are walking and playing with their dogs in parks. Forcing large numbers
of
people to drive across town to use the remaining legal off-leash areas wil increase traffc and air pollution, and
wil contribute to global waring. The negative impact on the environment of
this driving must be acknowledged
and addressed in the full EIR.
Clearly, 80% of

the currently legal off-leash areas in San Francisco's city parks are at risk of

the
The full ElR must consider not only the impacts on traffc, air pollution, and global waring of
proposed closure of off-leash areas in McLaren Park and Bernal Hil, but also the impacts of closing the off-leash
areas in the parks specifically slated for monitoring, as well as the impacts of closing all 80% of

leash areas within or adjacent to areas claimed by the NAP.
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ON THE REMAINING OFF-LEASH AREAS IF PEOPLE
WITH DOGS AR FORCED OUT OF LEGAL OFF-LEASH ARAS WITHIN OR ADJACENT
TO NATURA ARAS MUST BE CONSIDERED IN THE FULL EIR.
Any large group of park users that is concentrated into a small area - whether it be soccer players, kids
with Fnsbees, or people with dogs - can cause some damage to those areas. The full EIR must look at the impact
on the remaining legal off-leash areas of serious overuse if closure of current off-leash areas are demanded by
NAP because of
the Management Plan.
people with dogs walk off-leash in the Golden Gate National Recreation
these people live
Area (GGNRA) every day, including Fort Funston, Ocean Beach, and Crissy Field. Many of
adjacent to these areas; indeed, proximity and ease of access for dog walking is one reaon people buy homes in
neighborhoods adjacent to the GGNRA. However, the GGNRA is considenng severely restricting off-leah
access to the lands under its control. Should the GGNRA's restrictions occur, thousands more people with dogs
could be forced to use the legal off-leash areas in San Fracisco city parks. The cumulative impact of closing offleash areas because of
the NAP and the GGNRA must be included in the full EIR.
In addition, tens of

thousands of

THERE ARE ALSO SEVERA NON-DOG-RELA TED ISSUES THAT SHOULD BE
INCLUDED IN THE FULL EIR.

THE FULL EIR MUST CONSIDER THE NEGATIV IMP ACTS ON WID (E-8) AND
EROSION (E-13) OF REMOVAL OF TREES AND NON-NATIVE PLANTS FROM NATURA
AREAS.
The Management Plan calls for replacing trees removed from natural areas with other trees, but says the
replacement trees may not be planted at the same site. Also, new trees wil not be the same size as the ones
removed, for many years, if ever. Many trees were planted in pars to provide windbreaks not only for the parks,
but also for the homes immediately adjacent to the parks. Removing these trees wil remove the windbreaks, with
potential property damage to the homes.
Over the year, homeowners and park offcials planted many non-native plants, especially ice plant,

because they were the only plants that would stabilize San Francisco's sandy hils. Native plants frequently
require drifting sand to thrive, and they, therefore, were not effective at stabilizing the hils. Land within many
natural areas is fairly steep. Removing the ice plant and other non-native plants that have stabilized the hils for
decades wil result in increased erosion in city parks.

For example, NAP plans for all four parks in the Golden Gate Heights neighborhood (Gradview, Rock
Outcrop, Golden Gate Heights Park, and Hawk Hil) call for "scattered, open sand". These parks are located near
the top of several hils, on steep, west-facing slopes with nothing to block strong ocean winds. Even with the ice

plant that has covered the areas for decades, drifting sand stil blocks streets, clogs sewers, and damages nearby
"scattered, open sand" wil
homeowners' property. Clearly, removing the stabilzing plants and creating areas of
cause significantly more erosion and damage.
NAP staff

have stated in public meetings that the program has no "legal" responsibilty for damage to

homeowners' property that result from their actions (e.g., removing ice plant that stabilzed sand resulting in

drifting sand damaging a park neighbor's backyard, as has happened around Grandview Park). In a scientific
the original management
review of
the NAP Management Plan, reviewer Peggy Fielder, one ofthe paid authors of
plan, was asked: "Have the secondar consequences of
management activities been adequately identified and
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addressed (e.g., effects on healthy trees, forests, plants, animals, birds, wind patterns, erosion, restrictions, use of
herbicides, and the necessity of
removing invasive animals)?" Fielding replied: "Probably not, but this is not a
function of

the plan." These secondar consequences MUST be considered during the full EIR, especially the

effects on windbreaks and erosion, and on the PEOPLE who live in homes next door to a city park!

Natural areas do not occur in a vacuum. Because our city parks are located within a densely populated
NAP management decisions, such as removing non-native trees or plants that stabilize
hilsides, extend beyond the public areas of
the park itself. It is not suffcient to only consider wind and erosion
within the park. The full EIR MUST evaluate the physical effects (not the just legal) that include erosion, sand
and wind effects on homeowners and property adjacent to the parks that contain natural areas.
urban city, the effects of

THE FULL EIR MUST CONSIDER THE NEGATIVE IMP ACT OF CREATING HAIT A T IN
NATURAL AREAS THAT ENCOURAGES MOSQUITO BREEDING, INCREASING THE
PUBLIC HEALTH RISK OF WEST NILE VIRUS.
Many of
the plans for individual natural areas call for creating ponds and standing water sources. These
habitats are prime mosquito breeding areas. The Initial Study only mentions "small water features" as being
potential mosquito breeding sites. However, larger ponds are also important breeding sites. The impact on public
health of mosquito breeding at ALL ponds in ALL natural areas MUST be addressed in the full EIR. The impact
of increasing the size and number of ponds at each site MUST be considered. This is an espeially important issue
at Sharp Park, one of only four places in San Mateo County where the threat of mosquito breeding is high enough
to warant helicopter spraying of laricide in addition to ground applications. Increasing the size and number of
ponds for frog habitat at Shar Park wil significantly increase the threat of mosquito breeding there. The impact
of an increased use of BT, a biological control agent, to control mosquito breeding in larger or more ponds must
be considered in the full EIR.

THE NEGATIVE IMPACT ON HOMES ADJACENT TO NATURAL AREAS FROM
PRESCRIBED BURNING SHOULD THOSE BURNS GET OUT OF HAND MUST BE

CONSIDERED IN THE FULL EIR (E-15h).
The Initial Study states (page 11) that NAP "no longer is proposing prescribed burning would not occur.
The SNRAMP wil be updated to reflect this change." The full EIR is authorized to study the 2006 Management
Plan. Significant changes to the 2006 Management Plan cannot be made before the ElR is done. Therefore, the
change referred to in the Initial Study cannot be made. In any event, the full EIR MUST consider the potentially
hand.
prescribed burns on adjacent homes, as well as parkland, should a burn get out of
catastrophic impact of

THE FULL EIR MUST INCLUDE THE IMP ACTS ON AESTHETICS OF POOR
MAINTENANCE BY NAP STAFF AND THEIR VOLUNTEERS. THE FULL EIR MUST ALSO
INCLUDE THE EFFECTS OF POOR MANTENANCE ON THE NEED FOR MORE
HERBICIDES IN NATURAL ARAS.
Any full EIR must consider whether or not the natural areas can be maintained as described in the
management plan. In most parks, the 2006 Management Plan allocates fewer than 20 days/year for
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planting/maintenance of the natural area. In 16 of the 31 natural areas in the 2006 Management Plan, the total
volunteers who have spent long
maintenance planned is 10 or fewer days each year. There are countless stories of
hours planting native plants in NAP areas, only to see absolutely no maintenance performed once the plants are
there. Without maintenance, the plants die, creating unsightly vistas of dead and dying plants.
In addition, poor maintenance allows non-native vegetation to grow back, requiring repeated applications
of

herbicides to get nd of

the unwanted non-natives.

The full EIR MUST consider the benefits of scaling back the program to a few areas that can be well
maintained, as opposed to the current plans to tae over one-third of San Francisco's city parkland for the
progra, too much area to be adequately maintained by NAP staff. The Management Plan is much more

work to be done annually, than NAP has demonstrated it has the capacity to actually
DO on a consistent basis. It would be preferable to have a workable management plan that is achievable within
the resources of
the city and the volunteer commitment made to NAP, than to have a utopian plan including
monitoring and research goals that are not attainable.

ambitious in the amount of

Finally, with regard to aesthetics... Who decides what is aesthetically pleasing? For many people, brush
trash and are aesthetically unpleasing. For many people,
shaded areas with tall, non-native trees are aesthetically pleaing, while areas without tall trees are less so. People
like to see their parks green, not brown half
what a park should look
the year. How wil the different aesthetics of
like be included in the full EIR? Wil the full EIR include a study of
what San Francisco residents wantlike to see
in their parks? How wil people, who are part of
the environment, be par of
the EIR evaluation?
piles used in natural areas look like accumulations of

--end--
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THE STUDIES REFERENCED IN THIS PUBLIC COMMENT ARE:

1) "Effects of dog leash laws and habitat type on avian and small mammal communities in urban
parks", Andrew Forrest, Colleen Cassady St. Clair, Urban Ecosyst (2006) 9, p. 51-66
Abstract: "Remnant natural areas within urban settings can act as importt refuges for wildlife,

substatially increasing local biodiversity. However, habitat suitability for these species is
potentially affected by human recreational activities including the presence of

free-ruing dogs. To

compare the diversity and abundance of songbird and small mammal communities between areas
with bylaws that require, or do not require, dogs to be leashed, point counts and live-trapping
sureys were conducted in thee habitat types (deciduous, coniferous, and meadow) in the river

valley parks of Edmonton, Albert Among birds, there was no difference between areas with
the thee habitat types. Similarly, there was

different leashing bylaws in species diversity for any of

no difference in bird diversity for a subset of species that were plausibly breeding at these sites.
However, higher bird diversity was recorded in deciduous and coniferous sites than in meadow sites,
regardless of leash designation, probably as a fuction of the horticultual practice of mowing
meadows. Among both birds and small mamals, there was no difference in the abundance of
individuals as a function of leashing bylaws. Our results suggest that off-leash dogs have no effect
on the diversity or abundance of birds and small maals in urban parks, but it is also possible that

other factors, such as leash law compliance, reduced or obscured the effects of off-leash dogs in ths
study. "

Before beginning the study, the researchers "hypothesized that designated off-leash areas would
represent comparatively poor habitat and would negatively influence diversity and/or abundance of
birds and small mammals relative to nearby habitat where dogs were required to be leashed within
the sae urban park system... (On-leash sites) were believed by city officials to have high public

compliance with leash laws. Off-leash sites were either in offcially designated off-leash areas or, in
two cases, in areas that were designated as on-leash but were known to experience frequent use by
off-leash dogs and their owners." (p. 53)

Researchers conducted bird sureys in all 56 sites (half off-leash, half on-leash) a total of three times
between May and July 2002. Each surey involved a 5-minute, 100 m, fixed radius point count,

followed by a 5-minute playback of a black-capped chickadee mobbing call (known to attract several
bird species and used to increase detection of
less vocal species). A 5-mintue post-playback point
count concluded the surey. Researchers recorded all birds that were seen or heard during the 15minute period. They only counted birds if
they interacted with the environment (that is, they did not
count birds flying over the surey site). Small mamals were live-trapped at a randomly selected
subset of 32 of
the original 56 sites.

They found that "Designation of sites for dogs to be on- or off-leash had no measurable effect on the
diversity or abundance of birds and small mamals within the sites that we surveyed in the
Edmonton River valley. There was a similar lack of difference in bird abundance when we restricted
analyses to only those species that appeared to be breeding, only those species that nest on the
ground or in low shrbs, and only the most abundant species." (p.61)
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2) "Interactions Among Dogs, People, and the Environment in Boulder, Colorado: A Case

Study", Marc Bekoff and Carron A. Meaney, Anthrozoos, (1997), 10(1), p. 12-31.
Abstract: "From September 1995 to April 1996 we studied interactions among dogs, people, and the
environment in Boulder, Colorado, Data on behavioral disturbances by off-leash dogs who were
accompanied by a person were collected with respect to dog-dog and dog-human interactions, dogwildlife encounters, dogs trampling vegetation, and dogs entering and disturbing bodies of water. A
questionnaire also was administered. Behavioral data showed that off-leash dogs generally did not
travel far off trail, that when they did it was for short periods of time, and that they rarely were
observed to chase other dogs, disturb people, chas wildlife, destroy vegetation, or enter bodies of
water. Results from analyses of
the questionnaire (skewed toward non-dog owners) showed that dog
owners and non-dog owners agreed that people were more disruptive to the environment than dogs
and that unly people were more problematic than uny dogs. We conclude that the well-being
and interests of dogs should not sumarily and dismissively be compromised when dogs and people
attempt to share limited space that can be used by all paries for recreational puroses. Indeed, a
higher percentage of people reported that the quality of dogs' experience of the outdoors would be
compromised more than their own enjoyment if dogs could not walk off-leash in areas where ths is

curently permitted. The methods used and the results from this cas study can serve as a model for
other locations in which dogs and people compete for limited spatial resources."
In this study, the researchers observed the behaviors of dogs in six parks in and around Boulder.
They positioned themselves at various vantage points along trails and recorded what they saw. They
also followed individual dogs during the entire time they were in the park, recording everyhing they
saw the dogs do. They adinistered a questionnaire they designed, with the help of professional

pollsters, to all visitors entering the parks being studied. More non-dog owners (53.2%) responded to
the questionnaire than did dog owners (46.8%).

"There is no doubt that some dogs go off trail for various amounts of time and that some dogs do
occasionally distub people, wildlife, and habitat. However, compared to people, dogs did not seem
to do much damage to vegetation or bodies of water, and they only rarely chas wildlife... People

were more disruptive than were dogs, and when dogs did go far off trails they often were lured off
by people (e.g., by chasing a thrown stick)..." (p.26) "People also reported (and direct observations
confirmed the fact) that people disrupt wildlife more frequently than dogs, and people cause more
damage to vegetation and to bodies of
water." (p. 27)
3) "Recreation Disturbance Does Not Change Feeding Behavior ofthe Western Snowy Plover",

Megan Warren, UC Berkeley Environmental Sciences 196, Senior Research Seminar, May 7,
2007

Abstract: "The Western Snowy Plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) is a small shorebird that
has many scattered wintering populations along the Pacific Coast of
the United State, including
several in the Bay Area. This species has been listed as theatened since 1993 under the federal
Endangered Species Act of 1973. For this study I measured disturbance rates, types, plover
responses and feeding time in three different sites in the San Francisco Bay Area to explore the link
between recreation disturbance and feeding behavior. I predicted that as frequency of disturbance
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increasd, the birds would spend less time actively foraging and more time alert. However, data

showed no significant relationship between feeding behavior and direct disturbance by human
recreators. Instead, I now predict that recreation has a more indirect effect on the western snowy
plover feeding behavior. Futue research should focus on indirect effects of recreation, such as
habitat disturbance and food source quality."
Waren observed plover behavior at Crissy Field (high-use recreational site), Limantour Beach
(medium-use recreational site), and Abbott's Lagoon (low-use recreational site). Sureys were made

birds' responses to recreational activity in four categories - no response, mild response (causing a
resting plover to stad), moderate response (causing a plover to stad up and/or walk away), and
major response (causing the plover to flush). Feeding behavior sureys quatified how the plovers
budgeted their time during the dusk feeding period. Plovers were observed: 1) searching for food,
defined as movement along the shoreline with its head down visually scaning for prey; 2) actively
foraging, defined as head down with its beak in the sand eating the prey; and 3) time spent alert,
defined as a bird stading stil with its head up visually scaning the beach. A linear regression was
used to test the relationship between frequency of distbance and foraging, alert and searching time.
of

"The Crissy Field study did not provide any relevant results, however, the data from the two Point
Reyes study sites do not support the hypothesis that western snowy plovers in more heavily
disturbed areas devote less time to actively foraging and more time to being alert... These results
suggest that direct recreation disturbance is not as significant as earlier thought, and that links
between recreation and western snowy plover feeding behavior are more subtle." (p. 9)
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Abstract Remnant natual areas withn uran settngs can act as importt refuges for
wildlfe, substatially increasing local biodversity. However, habitat suitability for these
speies is potentially afected by human recreational activities including the presence of

fr-runnng dogs. To compar the diversity and abudance of songbird and smaI mamal
communities between aras with bylaws that reui, or do not reui, dogs to be leahed,
point counts and live-trpping sureys were conducted in thee habitat typs (deciduous,

coniferous, and meadow) in the river valley pars of Edmonton, Albert. Among birds, there
was no difference between areas with different leashing bylaws in speies diversity for any
of the th habitat typs. Similarly, there was no difference in bir diversity for a subset

of speies that were plausibly breeg at these sites. However, higher bird diversity was

recorded in deciduous and coniferous sites than in meadow sites, regardless of leah designation, probably as a fuction of the hortcultual practice of mowing meaows. Among
both birds and small maals, there was no difference in the abundace of individuals as
a fuction of leahig bylaws. Our results suggest tht off-leah dogs have no effect on the

diversity or abundace of birds and smaI mamals in uran par, but it is also possible
that other factors, such as leah law compliance, reuced or obscur the effects of off-leah
dogs in ths study.

Keywords Urban par . Dogs. Bir . Small mamals. Wildlfe. Diversity. Leashing
by-laws

Introuction
In develope countres of the world, 75% of humans aleady live in uran aras and the
worldwide uran population is estimated to be increasing by 175 00 peple each day (UN,
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2(03). As urban areas expand to accommodate increases in both the human population and

urbanzation, remaining natual aras ar giving way to fuer anthopogenic development
(Seams, 1995). Increasing development in and surrunding cities heightens the value of
remaining natu aras, which frequently occur in river valleys and ravines, and lare areas of

ths sort may be capable of supporting several native wildlife speies. In the city of Edonton,
Albert, the Nort Saskatchewan River valley and severa adjacent ravines comprise an

enormous uran park system of 740 ha, renowned as being the larest contiguous area of
uran parkland in Nort America. Much of ths area remais in a relatively natual state and
appear to sustain a high diversity of wildlfe (Mowat, 1993). In the past, city planers have
develope park and trail systems withn the river valley for a varety of human rereational
uses. However, more reently and more generaly, uran natura aras ar recognse by both
city planers and ecologists for their value in the conservation of

biodversity (Clergeau et al.,

1998; Fernandez-Jurcic and Jokimak, 2(01).

Protecting the biodversity within uran pars requires that city planers carefully manage
the varety of competig pressures on these areas. These pressures arse from high levels of
hum visitation associated with a number of rereational uses, the presence of both offcial
and unoffcial trl systems, and even such thngs as ilegal garbage disposal (Tilghman,

1987). Dog-walng is one of the most common rereational activities in the Edonton river
valey and is conducted by about a quarer of park users (Edonton Communty Services,
2(01). To accommodate dog-walers, the City of Edonton has designated certn par

and trls as 'off-Ieash' aras where dog owners are permtted to wal their dogs without a
restrning leash. In tota, there ar 40 such ars in Edmonton, and 14 of these are within the

Nort Saskatchewan River valley. Because the activity of domestic dogs may afect wildlife
in uran aras, civic employees were interested in estimating diversity and abundace of

smal anals that ßUght be most susceptible to dog distuance in ar with and without
leash laws.

A varety of negative effects on wildlife have ben documented for domestic dogs elsewhere and these may plausibly apply to the Edonton ara. Most generay, wildlfe may
be chased or distu by dogs as a vestige of their natura hunting instincts (Sime, 1999).

Rushig in response to the presence of dogs is a documented and conspicuous response
shown by some city-dwelling passeries (e.g., Fernandez-Jurcic and Telleria, 2(0) and
colonial shorebir (e.g., Mitchell et al., 1988; Laert, 200 1). Dogs can also cause physical

injur (Doncaster, 1994; Shine and Koenig, 2(01), nest distubance (Govan, 1998), and even

death (Fuller, 1990). Other effects may be more subtle and less eaily observed. As examples,
distubance by dogs can cause energetic loss when it results in an evasive response, increase

vigilance, or lost foraging opportties (Burger, 1986; Fernandez-Jurcic and Telleria, 2(0).
Domestic dogs also have the potential to intruce disease or parsites into uran wildlife

populations (Sime, 1999). Finally, the presence of dogs may exert a cumulative effect with
other distubances to reduce habitat suitability (Fernandez-Juricic, 2(02).
Because leashing of dogs may reuce some forms of distuance (e.g., chasing) (Laert,

2(01), we investigated the effect that dog leash laws have on the diversity and abundance
of songbirds and small mamals. These groups are relatively unstudied in this context,
yet appe to be both abudat and diverse (in the case of birds) in the Edonton River
Valley (Mowat, 1993). In genera, uran bird communities appe to be more influenced by
habitat featues that occur at a local
level than they ar by lare-scale landscape characteristics
(Cleargeau et al., 1998,2(01) an ths may be tre offragmented populations more generally
(Mazerolle and Villard, 199). Therefore, off-leah dogs in the Edonton River Valley, which
ar offcially restrcte to designated sites, may afect wildlife on a very small spatial scale.

Accordingly, we hypothesized that designated off-leash aras would represent compartively
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poor habitat and would negatively influence diversity and/or abundace of birds and small
mamals relative to neay similar habitat where dogs were reuired to be leashed within
the same urban par system.

Methods
Study ara

All census sites were located in the Nort Saskatchewan River valley and adjoining ravines
withn the city of Edonton, Albert (530 33' 00" N-1l3° 28' 00" W). Withn the 740
hectares of parland ar 190 kilometers of multi-use trls and 22 dierent park aras. The

presence of these amenities attcts an estimated 2 millon users anualy (Anonymous,
2(02).
A tota of 56 separte sites were selected withn the river valley with an equal number of

sites located in aras designated as reuing dogs to be on-leah and off-leah. On-leah sites
were defined as sites which either disallowed dogs or reuir that they be leahed. These

aras were also believed by City offcials to have high public compliance with leah laws (K.
Moore, personal communcation). Off-leash sites were in offcially designated off-leash aras

or, in two cases, were in areas that were designated as on-leah, but were known to experience fruent use by off-leah dogs and their owners (K. Moore, persona communcation).
Sites were fuer categorized into the habitat classifications according to the domiant
vegetation type: deciduous-domiated coniferous-dominate and meaow. Aspen (Populus

tremuloides), the dominat tre speies in the Nort Saskatchewan River valey, was qualtatively the most common tr speies in deciduous-domiated sites (Mowat, 1993) which
also contaed balsa poplar (Populus balsamifera). Coniferous sites were generaly located
on nort-facing slopes or in steep-sided ravines, and were dominated by white spruce (Picea
glauca). Withn meadow sites, we used two habitat sub-tys; those that consisted of natu

unowed vegetation (i.e. semi-natu sites) and grassy aras comprise parly or manly
by introduced grs species that are routinely mowed by the City (i.e. mancured sites). We
anticipated that mancur sites may have different communities than natu ones, but too
few natual sites of sufcient size were available to obtan similar numbers of sites withn that

habitat alone. The few natu sites that we did find were located in smal patches of grssland
on south-facing slopes and along the bottom of the river valley. Vegetation cover in the natu
sites was comprised of severa speies of grs (e.g. Bromus inermis, Agropyron spp., Festua

spp.), thstle, and legunous speies (e.g. MelaloOO spp.) (Mowat, 1993). The distrbution

of on-leash sites among habitat tys was 11 deciduous, 10 coniferous, and seven meadow
sites. With off-leash ar, sapling occured at 10 deciduous, 10 coniferous, and eight
meadow sites. We used 1: 10 00 locally-prouced orientering maps to place our sapling

sites at the center of taet habitat patches and then navigated to them using known reference

points. The location of trls was not considere durng site selection. The centers of the
sites were placed at least 250 meters apar to mize the possibility of double-counting
individuals.

Bird sureys

We conducted bird sureys in all 56 sites a tota of thee times each between May and July
2002. Sureys were conducted between sunse and 10 AM and only under calm weather
Ð Springer
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conditions (wind less than 5 on the Beaufort scale) without significant precipitation. Each

site was sampled at a different time on each visit to control for tempora varation,
Each surey involved a 5-mInute, 100 m, fixed-radius point count (Bibby et al., 1992)
followed by a 5-mInute playback (sensu Gunn et al. 200 afer Desrochers and Hannon, 1997)
of a black-cappe chickadee (Poecile atricapilus) mobbing calL. The chickadee mobbing call

is known to attct several bird speies that occur within the study area (Hurd, 1996; Gunn

et al., 2(0) and we use it to increase detection of less vocal speies (e.g., woopekers)
and to provide opportnities for behaviour observations (blow). A 5-mInute post-playback
point count concluded each surey. We recorded all birds that were seen or heard durng the 15
mi. Birds were only counted if they interacte with the habitat, meanng that birds observed
flying over the study site were not recorded. Caution was taen to mInimize the chance of
double counting individual birds by carefully noting their diection and apparent movement
durng the census. When possible, we observed individual birds carefully to collect evidence

of breng activity (afer Vickery et aI., 1992) by tang advantage of the close approaches
that tyically followed use of the mobbing call (Gun et al., 2(0). Individual bird speies

were considered to be breeng at a site if we reorded one of the following criteria: (a) a
male was singing on at least two of the th visits, or (b) an individual of either sex was
seen exhbiting breng behavior (i.e., trveling in a pai, caring nesting material, food,
or fecal sacs) on any visit (afer Gun et al., 2(0).

Small mamal sureys

To accommodate the greater effort that it require, small mamals were live-trppe at a
radomly selected subset of 32 of the original 56 sites between mid-July and mid-August,
2002. The distrbution among habitat types of the 32 sites was 10 deciduous, 10 coniferous
and 12 meadow sites. Twelve meadow sites were selected to alow for equal sampling effort

among meadow sub-tys (n = 6 of each) and among dog treatments (n = 3 withn each
meadow sub-typ).
Each site was sampled using an aray of 10 Victor Tin-Cat(glive-, multiple-capture trps

placed approximately 20 m apar. The argement of trps vared between sites to accommodate local physical features, but was generally comprised by two parlel lines of trps

placed grater than 3 m away frm either side of a trL. When possible, all trps were placed
withn the site's point count radius. When ths was not possible, traps were placed as close
as possible to the point count center and within the same habitat type.
Each site was pre-baite for five nights then trpp for two conseutive nights to permt
mark-recaptu population estimation (Sutherland, 1996). Thee or four sites were trppe
per night and these were spread among two or more of the trtment and habitat typs to

contrl for seasonal varation in small mam numbers. Pre-baiting was conducted using
pop cans with enlarged openings that were nailed in place and baited with sunflower sees.
To maxmIze trapping success, trps were placed along wooy debris and in other ars

liely to be used by small mamals. Traps were covered with plant material to conceal their

presence from the public and to provide insulation from both heat and cold. Traps were set
in the evenings, baited with a handfl of sunflower seeds and dr cat foo, and checked the
following mornngs. Durng the day between the first and second night of trpping, each trp

was locked open and left in place. Traps that were placed in mancured meadow sites were
covere with wooen boards for additional protection from the elements.
Following the fist night of trapping, each trppe individual was identified to speies,
sexed, weighed, and mared with a permanent marer at the base of its tal and then released.
£! Springer
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The average time it took to proess each anmal was approximately I min. After the second
night of trpping the same procedure was followed but no anals were marked.

Statistical analysis

We calculated speies diversity using the Shannon-Wiener diversity index (following Krbs,

1994). To examne diferences in diversity and abundance among tratments and habitat
tys, we used paretrc tests (ANOVA and t-tests) when the data satisfied the assumptions

of normality and homogeneity of varance (Sokal and Rohlf, 1981). In some cases the data
neeed to be trformed to meet these assumptions so the squar-rot transformation (.jY

+ l) was applied (Soka and Rohl, 1981). We used They's honestly-signficant dierence
(HSD) statistic to conduct post-hoc, pai-wise tests among ANOVA meas (Soka and Rohl,

1981). When the assumptions were not met and the data could not be trsformed to meet
them, we used the non-paretrc analogue to a t-test, the Man-Whtney U test.

Results
Birds
In tota, 2203 birds representing 61 speies (including two unidentified picidae and interidae

spp.) were counted durng the bird censuses. The black-capped chickadee (see Table 1 for
scientific names) was the most abundat speies, accountig for 30% of all observations.
Other common speies, each accounting for at leat 5% of all observations, were the leat
flycatcher, re-eyed vi, re-breste nuthatch, and yellow warler.

We examned bird diversity as a function of habitat typ and leashing bylaw designation
in two ways; by including al birs that were detected and with only those bir that exhibited

evidence of breeng. Across all speies, bird communty diversity differe as a function of
habitat (Fig. I(A); F = 100.0, df = 2,50, P :: 0.(01), but not as a fuction of dog leashing

bylaws (F = 1.5, df = 1,50, P = 0.23) or the interaction between leashig bylaws and
habitat (F = 0.6, df = 2,50, P = 0.53). Posthoc tests reveaed that bir diversity did not

differ between the deciduous-domited and coniferous habitats (They's HSD P = 0.85),
but both of these were signficantly more diverse than the meadow area (Fig. i (A); They's
HSD P :: 0.001 for each). These results were qualtatively identical for birds that exhibited

evidence of breg (Fig I(B)). Again, diversity diere as a function of habitat (Fig.
l(B); F = 78.9, df = 2,50, P :: 0.001), but not bylaw designation (Fig. I(B).; F = 0.003,

df = 1,50, P = 0.87) or the interaction between bylaw designation and habitat (F = 0.06,

df = 2,50, P = (0.60). Pai-wise differences between habitats were also similar; breedng

bird diversity did not differ between deciduous-dominate and conierous habitats (Fig. i (B).

They's HSD P = 0.21), but both of these habitat tys had signficantly greater diversity

than meadow areas (Fig. I(B); They's HSD P :: 0.001 for each).
To assess differences in the abundance of birds as a fuction of leash designation, we
compar the maxmum number of individuals of all speies detecte at each site. The
average of these abundances diered between habitat tys (Fig. 2; F = 106.2, d f = 2,50,

P :: 0.(01), but not between on-leash and off-leash sites (Fig. 2; F = 0.00, df = 1,50,
P = 0.95) or as a function of the interaction between leahing bylaw designation and habitat
typ (F = 1., df = 2,50, P = 0.34). The effect

of

habitat resulted in similar

differences as

before, and meadow sites ha approximately 80% fewer birds than deciduous and conierousdominated sites.
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Table i Summa of the number and speies of birds detected during censusues
Common nam

Latin nam

Number of detetions during surveys
(% of thes detetions mae in OFF leah sites)

ring-biled gull

ring-necked pheat

Larus delawarensis
Phaiaus colchicus

8 (63)
2 (100)

sharshinned hawk

Accipiter stritu

3 (33)

Cooper's hawk

Accipiter cooperii
Dryocopus pileatus
Picoides pubescens

4 (50)
8 (50)
44 (50)
3 (33)
6 (33)

pileaed woodpeker
downy woodpeker
hairy woodpeker
Picoides vilosus
unidentified woopeker Picidea

nortrn flicker

Colaptes auratus

yellow-bellied sapsucker Sphyrapicus varius
wester woo-pewee
Contopus sorridulus

i (0)
2 (50)
2 (50)

eastern phoebe

Sayomis phoebe

5 (40)

alder flycatcher

Empidona alnorum

3 (33)

leat flycatcher

Empidona minimus

114 (56)

American crw

Corvus brachyrhynchos 53 (66)

common raven
blue jay
black-biled magpie

Corvus cora

Cyancitta cristata

14(50)

Pica pica

black-cappe chickadee

Poecile atricapillus

2 (0)

bore chickadee

Poecile huonicus

white-brete nuthach

Sitt carolinensis

56 (43)
670 (51)
2 (0)
47 (45)

red-breasted nuthach

Sitta canaensis

148 (45)

house wrn

Troglodytes aedon

12 (33)

roby-cowned kinglet
golden-cowned kinglet
American robin

Regulus calendula

13 (46)

Regulus satrapa

8 (38)
68 (53)

Turrus migratorius

Catharu ustulatus
Catharu guttatus

7 (57)

b

i (0)

b

cedar waxwing
blue-heded vireo

Bombycilla cedrorum

10 (70)

\-reo solitarius

27 (30)

red-eyed vire

\-reo olivaceus

141 (57)

warling vire

\-reo gilvus

4 (50)

Swainson's thsh

hermt thsh

black-and-white warler Mniotilta varia

i (100)
11(36)

Tennesse warler

Vermivora peregrina

orage-cowned warler

3 (33)

Magnolia warler

Vermivora ce/ata
Dendroica petechia
Dendroica magnolia

yellow-rompe warler

Dendroica coronata

31 (19)

blackpoll warler
ovenbird

Dendroica strita

7 (7\

2 (100)

American resta

Seiuru aurocapillus
Wilsonia canaensis
Setophaga ruticilla

red-winged blackbird

Agelaius phoeniceus

i (0)

unidentified blackbird

Icteridae

9 (II)

nortrn oriole

Icteru galbula

7 (57)

western taager

Piraga ludoviciana

31 (48)

rose-breasted grsbeak

Pheuticus ludovicianus

purple finch

Carpdacus purpureus

6 (50)
5 (40)

yellow warler

Canada warler

b

194 (51)

i (0)

a.b

13 (38)

3 (0)

(Continued on Next Page)
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Table i (Continued)

Common Nam

Lain Nam

Numbet of detetions during surveys
(% of thse detections made in OFF leah sites)

pine siskin

Carduelis pinus
Loxia curvirostra

6 (I (0)

white-winged crossbil Loxia leucoptera

7 (100)

red crossbil

56 (34)

savannah sparw

Passerrulus sanwichensis 54 (52)

a,b

Ie Conte's sparw

Ammraus leconteii

8 (63)

a,b

vesper sparw

Pooecetes gramineus

2 (100)

a,b

dar-eyed junco

Junco hyemalis

39 (54)

a,b

chipping spaw
c1ay-colore sparw

Spizella passerina

69 (42)
63 (43)
60 (55)

a.b

Spizella pallid

white-throated sparow Zonotrichia albicollis
Lincoln's sparow
Melospiza lincolnii

song spaw

Melospiza melodia

house sparow
Tota detections

Passer domesticus

a,b

1(0)
21 (62)
4 (50)
2203 (49)

a.b

aSpeies considere to be breing, within at leat one study site (se methods for definition)

bSpeies that nest on th grund or in low shrbs which were thus considere to have potentially grer
vulneraility to the effects of urban dogs
We considered the 1 1 speies that nest on the grund or in low shrbs to have potentially

greater vulnerability to the effects of uran dogs. Thus, we compar the abundace of these

speies individually as a fuction of dog designation and grupe birds by habitat to increase
the power of the test (sensu Cohen, 1988). Eight speies displayed clearly non-signficant
differences in abundace between on-leash and off-leah sites (Man-Whtney U ~ 92.0,
df = i to 29, P ~ 0.16 for each speies). The ninth speies, the song sparow, was only

marinally non-signficant (U = 9.0, df = 7, P = 0.08), but in the unpredcted dition;
alost twice as many sparows were counted in off-leah sites as were in on-leash aras.
When subjected to a Bonferrni adjustment to account for the multiple comparsons, al
speies-speific dierences were highly non-signficant (adjusted P reui for signficance

(0.0056). There were insuffcient data to analyze the two other grund-nesting speies (vesper

sparow and hermt thsh) tht were counte durng the sureys.
In addition to these grund-nesting birds, we also examned differences in the abundace of the five most common forest speies encountered durng the surey period for
which differences may have ben more apparent owing to larer values and lower varance
(again, sensu Cohen, 1988); black-cappe chickade, least flycatcher, red-breasted nuthatch,
red-eyed vireo, and yellow warler). Four speies showed non-signficant differences in

abundace between on-leah and off-leash sites (Man-Whtney U ~ 237.5, df = 26 to
42, P ~ 0.33). Comparble to song sparws, red-eyed vireos were 33% more abundant in

the off-leash sites than they were in on-leah sites (Man-Whtney U = 116.0, df = 38,
P = 0.03). However, afer subjecting the data to a Bonferrni adjustment to account for the
multiple comparsons made between speies ths difference was not signficant (adjuste P
reuired for signficance (0.01).

Small mamals
Thee speies were detected in the small mamal census. In order of decreing abundace

these speies were the deer mouse (Peromyscus maniculatu), re-backed vole (ClethriÐ Springer
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1 Shannon-Wiener indices of
bird diversity (me:i SD) acrss dog trlmntand haitat type observed
in the Edmonton river valley par for (A) all bird speies reorded during survey peod and (B) only thse
Fig.

bird speies considered to be breing at a site

peri), and meadow vole (Microtus pennsylvanicus), compnsing a tota of 287
individuas. Sixty-one individuals were recaptu on the second night of trpping, bnnging
the tota number of captus to 348.
onomys gap

Abundance was compared using two sources of data; the highest counts per site base on

the greatest number of individuals trppe in one night and population estimates denved for

each site using the Petersen mar-reaptue technque (as descnbe by Sutherland, i 99).
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Fig 2 Average number

Squar-root trsformation population estimates of each speies were anyzed separately

via two-way ANOVA (for deer mice and red-backed voles which occur in both forested
habitat tys) and t-test (for meadow voles which occured only in meadow habitat). For

deer mice and re-backed voles, population estiates did not differ as a fuction of habitat
(Figs. 3(A) and (B), F = 0.003 and 1.02 respetively, df = 2,9 and 2,7, P = 0.96 and
0.33), leah designation (F = 0.04 and 0.64, df = 1,9 and 1,7, P = 0.85 and 0.43) or the

interaction between dog treatment and habitat type ( F = 0.63 and 2.23, df = 2,9 and

2,7, P = 0.44 and 0.16). Meadow voles also displayed a clealy non-significant dierence
between on-leash and off-leash sites (Fig. 3(C), t = -0.12, df = 2,3, P = 0.92). Across all

thee speies, these results were qualtatively unchanged when we made similar comparsons

using the maxmum one-night captu rate for each site as a meaur of abundace.

Mancure vs. semi-natul comparsons
Because the apparnt bir and small mamal diversity of meadow habitat differed so stringly in the field as a function of hortcultu practice, we examned these differences with an
a posteriori analysis. Bird diversity was signficantly greater in semi-natual sites than it was
in mancured sites (t = 2.42, df = 8,4, P = 0.04). However, overa, bird abundance did not

dier as a fuction of hortcultu practice (t = 1.20, df = 10,9, P = 0.26), presumably

beause of changes in the composition of the bir communty. Prctably, more typicallyurban speies (i.e. black-biled magpie, American crow, rig-billed gull, American robin,

and house sparw) were found in mancured sites compared to a more native composition

of the bird community withn semi-natu sites (i.e. savanah sparw, Le Contes sparow,

vesper sparw and clay-colore sparw).
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Small mamal abudance was also higher in semi-natu sites. As many as I 1 meadow
voles were caught durg one night in a single semi -natu meadow site, and the average one-

night maximum captu rate was six (only meadow voles were trppe in meadow sites).
Ths average value corrsponds to an approximate and average population estimate of 1 1
individuals per semi-natual meadow site. In contrst, not one individual of any speies was

caught among al mancured sites durng the enti surey period. The lack of varance in
ths category preludes statistical analysis.

Discusion
Designation of sites for dogs to be on- or off-leash had no measurble effect on the diversity

or abundace of birds and small mamals withn the sites that we sureyed in the Edonton
River valley. There was a similar lack of difference in bird abundance when we restrcted
analyses to only those speies that appe to be breeing, only those speies that nest on the
ground or in low shrbs, and only the most abundat speies. These results contrt with some

other studies, which reported that many speies of wildle ar afected by fr-rung dogs
(Sime, 1999; Laert, 2(01). We expeted that an effect on diversity of leash designation
would be apparent at the scale of our censuses beause comparble local scales appear more

generaly to influence the composition of uran bir communities (Clergeau et al., 1998,
2001; Melles et al., 2(03). Given tht our results did not support our hypthesis that leahing

bylaws afect the diversity or abudance of birds and smal mamals, there are two tys

of interpretations for them. In the first category, severa factors make it is plausible that
free-rung dogs do not afect uran birds or wildlife, or not by the meaurs we employed
(diversity and abudance). In a second category, our design may have preluded identifyng
effects of dogs that rely exist.

Consistent with the first interpretation, free-rug dogs may not afect birds and smal
mamals in the vicinty of human use trls beause dog activity is restrcted to such smal

tempora and spatial scales that its effects ar negligible. Behaviora data suggests that off-

leash dogs generaly do not trvel far off trl, and that when they do it is only for brief
periods (Bekoff and Meaney, 1997). By our subjective and anecdota assessment, dogs in
our study ar trvelled off trl very litte, espeially in wooed sites, and only slightly

more in semi-natu meaow sites. However, dogs did tyicaly stry widely with the
mancur meadow sites (AF, personal observation), but in those ar low habitat qualty
liely overwhelmed our ability to detet dierences in diversity or abundace owing to dog
activity.
A second biological reason that there was no apparnt effect of leashig bylaws is that

wildlfe, parcularly birds, in subuan and uran area exist there beause they are faily
tolerant of moderate levels of human activity (Cooke, 1980), including accompanying dogs.
Fernandez-JurcIc et al. (2001) have shown that birds can even beome habituated to dogs in

highly use uran pars. Bird tolerace appe to be highest once terrtories are established
and nesting has begu (llghman, 1987) and ths corresponds with the timing of our censuses. In fact, moderately pert habitats oftn have greter speies richness than do the

most natual habita (Blai, 1996; Tilghan, 1987), perhaps as a fuction of greater habitat
diversity. Thus, the tendency for song sparows and red-eyed virs to be more abudat in
aras with off-leah dogs may mea that ths distubance somehow improves habitat qualty

for these speies. Ths support Mortberg's (2001) assertion that the effect of distuance
frm rereation on densities of breng birs is speies-speific.
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A thrd reason that leash designation may not afect birds and small mamals in Edmonton
is beause these communities may aleady have responded to the presence of wild coyotes (Canis latrans), which are abundant in Edonton's Nort Saskatchewan River Valley
(Mowat, 1993; Patrquin, 1992). Coyotes are a natu predator of both birds and smal mammals (Pattie and Fisher, 1999) and historically occured in the aspen parkland ecoregion that
surounds Edmonton. The presence of coyotes may reuce the novelty, and hence reaction

to, free-runng dogs and they may also enhance bird and small mamal communties by
reucing the occurnce in ravine parks of domestic cats (Croks and Soule, 199).

A seond category of explanation for our results is that fre-runnng dogs had negative
biological effects on wildlife in our study ar, but we were not able to detect them. There
ar thee mai ways that ths may have come about. The first is that the effect of leash
laws was swamped by varation in one or more habitat or site characteristics that exerted
greater influences on wildlie diversity or abundance. Among these potential charcteristics
ar landscape strcture adjacent to woolands (Jokimak, 1999; Melles et aI., 2(03), habitat strctu complexity (e.g., Scott et al., 2(03), distace to the neaest trl (Tlghman,

1987; Miller et al., 1998), distace to water (e.g., Tilghman, 1987), level of human activity

(Fernandez-Jurcic and Jokimak, 2(01), average canopy height (Tilghman, 1987), and the
size of censused patches (Crooks et al., 200). Tral proxinuty may have parcular importace beause trls can alter speies composition in forest ecosystems (Miller et al., 1998)

and both offcial and unoffcial trls ar ubiquitous in the Edonton River Valey. Other
studies have shown that bird diversity decreases along a graent of increasing uranzation
(Blai, 1996; Clergeau et aI., 1998; Reynaud and Thoulouse, 2(0), and such effects could
obscur or contradict the potential negative effect of off-leash dogs. Dug site selection,
we did not atempt to meaure trl density, proxinuty to city center, patch size or any of

the other habitat charcteristics named above, and these may also be profitable subjects of
fuer investigation.

A second rean that we may not have deteted existing differences in the diversity or
abundace of birds and small mamals is that ths effect was confounded by varation in
habitat qualty between the two leashing designations. In contrast to the majority of the urban

par, it was our subjective impression that the designated off-leah areas with Edmonton
were less develope. Par persnnel confirmed that off-leah area are generally designted

in aras where conflicts with a majority of other user typs can be avoided (K. Moore and
D. Frost, personal communications). Development levels may have an influence on wildlife
beause of its implications in both biotic and abiotic components of habitat qualty. Biologi-

cally, less develope parks have increed amounts of vegetative cover (Jokimak, 199), and
decreased occurnces of exotic speies (Blai, 1996). Grter vegetation cover in parcular
is known to afect both birds (Jokimak, 1999) and small mamals (Dickm, 1986). More
speifically, increased cover can cause birds to show more tolerance towards human-related
distubances (Knght and Temple, 1995). Off-leah area may also have ocured in ar

with greater foo availability, parcularly for insetivorous speies, which may generaly be
urbanization (Parons et al., 2003; Lim and Sod, 200). It
would be wortwhile to subject this hypothesis, that off-leash aras occur in areas of higher

more sensitive to the effects of

habitat qualty, to fuer investigation.

A final reson why we failed to detect an impact of leash designation withn the uran

par of Edonton may be that no difference existed in dog behaviour as a fuction of
leashing bylaws. Via personal observation thoughout the summer, and thugh personal

communication with City of Edonton Park Rangers, there is evidence that some peple
do not comply with leashing bylaws in city pars. Non-compliance may be a widespre

problem as Laferty (2001) also noted low levels of compliance with leash laws by dog
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owners on a southern Californa bech. It is possible that the rate of non-compliance was high

enough to nullify functional differences in our leash designation treatments and, consequently,
differences in our response varables.

Whether or not there exist effects of off leash dogs on the diversity and abundance of
birds and smal mamals, dog activity may disrupt severa more subtle aspets of wildlife

communities that we did not measure. Most importtly, dogs may reduce nesting success
(e.g., Gutzwiller et al., 1998), but not speies abundace or the frequency of nesting attempts

in habitats that ultimately function as sink for regiona populations (sensu Pullam, 1988).
For ths rean, anmal density and abundace may not be reliable indicators of habitat
qualty as we have implicitly assumed (Van Horne, 1983). In addition, domestic dogs have

the potential to impose strss-related physiological effects on wildle and may intruce
diseaes and parsites into populations of uran wildlife (Simes, 1999). Finally, dogs may

exert greter effects on larger mammals that provide more visible taets for chase (e.g.,
white-taled deer (Fuller, 1990; Ballard, 1999), red squirrel, snowshoe har) that we did not
census.

Mancured versus semi-natual meadow sites
Because our sample of meadow habitat included both mancured and semi-natu sites, we

were able to show that meadow sites with mancur grs had significantly lower levels of
avian diversity and small mamal abudace than did semi-natu sites with non-manicured

grss. The abundace of birds at mancured sites also tended to be lower th it was at seminatu sites, but not signficantly so with our conservatve multiple-comparson proedur.
The lower diversity of

birs in mancur sites is probably a fuction of their decrea habitat

suitability as nesting or foraging sites. Because most bir do not forage far from vegetative

cover, which they perceive as protection frm pretors (Giesbreht and Aney, 1998;
Rodguez et al., 2(01), the lack of vegetative cover in these area probably compromise
both habitat qualty and resource availability (Scheima et al., 2(03). Simiar litations of

short grass would have aficted the small mamal communty (Jensen and Honess, 1995),
explaig the complete lack of maal detections in ths ara. Most of the native songbirds
in the study ar which are insectivorous, grvorous, or fritivorous, probably also lacked
appropriate forage in the macur sites. Instead, these sites would have contaned the kind
of human refuse (i.e. beause they are the site of picnics, festivals, and organze sport)
tht is favoured by the scavenging and uranzed speies we found there (e.g., ring-biled
gulls, black-biled magpies, American crows, house sparows an American robins; see

also Fernandez-Jurcic et al., 2002; Parons et al., 2(03). Ou findigs support a genera
expetation that more heavily modfied areas are typicaly dominated by a few speies that
occur at high densities (Tlghman, 1987; Edgar and Kershaw, 1994; Melles et ai., 2003;
Fraterrgo and Wiens, 2(05), and also suggest that these practices exert far grter effects
than the presence of off-leash dogs.

Conclusions
Although ths study found no impact of dog leahing by-laws on the diversity and abudace

of both birds and small mamals, it would be imprudent to conclude that dogs have no effect
on wildlfe for the several reasons describe above. Among the results of this study, perhaps
the most pertnent finding that relates diectly to the management of urban parks that are
assumed to have much value to resident wildlfe (Fernandez-Jurcic and Jokiak, 2(01) is
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the issue of leash law compliance. The suspeted lack of compliance indicates the nee for
investigation into the reasons why peple ignore leashing bylaws so that steps can be taen

to improve the situation. The strng effect of hortcultul practices on the diversity (birds)
and abundace (mamals) suggests an inexpensive solution for increasing biodiversity in
uran areas. It is liely that cities could substatially increase biodversity simply by lettng
existing green spaces revert to a more natu state (Crooks et aI., 200).

If futue research finds that dogs do adversely afect wildlfe, there ar severa meaurs
that might reuce ths impact. Increaed enforcement and higher fines may incree the
effect of leashing laws. Better visual delineation of sensitive areas might be effective to
fuer restrct the spatial impact of dog activity. Finaly, city planners might tr to identify

key habitat featues that are elsewhere corrlated with wildlife diversity (e.g., strctu

diversity: Linehan et ai., 1967; Tilghman, i 987) and then assess and limit the impact of dogs
and other recretional activity on these attbutes.
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INTERACTIONS AMONG DOGS, PEOPLE,
AND THE ENVIRONMENT IN BOULDER, COLORADO:
A CAE STUDY

Mar Beoff an Can A Mea
lDepaent of Environmnta, PopLÙation, an Or Bio; Unirs of Colora; Boer,

Coora 80309-33 USA
2fpartent of Zo, Denver Musum of Natu Hior, Denver, Cora 80205 USA

"The environment is not a luxury. When political movements have faded. when economic systems have changed,

when ideologes have been supeed and forgotten, the
environment wil stil be important. PO (Sylvan and Bennett

1994, p. 6)

'Tat reretional activities disturb wildlife is well appreciated but poorly understoo. Most popular fonns of recr
ation in wildlands have yet to receive detailed study. PO

(Knight and Cole 1995, p. 61)
ABSTRACT
From September 1995 to April 1996 we studied interactions among dogs, people, and the
environment in Boulder, Colorado. Data on behavioral disturbances by off-leash dogs who
were accompanied by a persn were collected with repet to dogog and doghuman interactions, dogwildlife encounters, dogs trampling vegetation, and dogs entering and disturbing
boies of water. A questionnaire also uxis administered. Behavioral data showed that off-leash
dogs generally did not travel far off trail, that when they did it was for short periods of time,
and that they rarely were observd to chase other dogs, disturb people, chase wildlife, destroy
vegetation, or enter boies of water. Results from analyses of the questionnaire (skewed

toward non-dog owners) showed that dog owners and non-dog owners agreed that people
were more disruptive to the environment than dogs and that unruly people were more prob-

lematic than unruly dogs. We conclude that the well-being and interets of dogs should not
summarily and dismissively be compromised when dogs and people attempt to share limited

space that can be used by all parties for recreational purpses. Indeed, a higher percentage of
people reported that the quality of dogs' experience of the outdoors would be compromised
more than their own enjoyment if dogs could not walk off-leash in areas where this is currntly permitted. The methods used and the reults from this cas study can serv as a model for

other locations in which dogs and people compete for limited spatial resources.

INTRODUCTION
i. ... ......// cross the United States and in many

able treatment. Furerore, when there are
compeg interest among hums, domesc
dogs (Canis familiaris), wild animals, and
"natue" in genera, dogs' well-being an inter-

i~ì¡
~::ii
dd'dddd~;~~~U=h=
ma an (hereafter anim)
ca
be shae sp tht ca be us by al partes
for recreational purposes (see Knight and
Guer 1995 for reew). Alough concern
often focuses on the mutual well-being of
hums and animals, when priorities have to
be esblished, hum geeray receive favorPlease send all correspondence to: Marc Bekotf,

EPO Biology, University of Colorado, Boulder,

Colorado 80309-0334 USA e-mail:
marc.bekoff~colrado,edu

Bekoff & Meaney

ests are often overrdden (because they are
"merely dogs" or "simply domesticated anima;" se Bekoff 1995, 1996a and Bekoff and

Jamesn 1996 for dision).

In the late lBOO, the peple of Boer,

~_ ;;, C," '#-"~'

Colora, ha the foreight to se as a la
parcel of lad backig into the foothil. Since

then, ocna la ha been pu uner
an Op Spa pro to create a grbe
aroun the city, an to provi wie habitt
an retina opport. Th pr ha

. ~''''lf:lf
; _: ,~. ~+'~;~~ï;'

be ve su an popu wi th ¡xbl.
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resher
In recent years, there has been a large

and on the University of Colorado, Boulder,

increase in the use of Open Space trails in
Boulder. As emphasized by Roberts (1995),

campus and on the Pearl Street Mall). To
achieve our goa of learning more about the

Boderes who enjoy the outoors "lo thir

behavior of off-leah dogs an about people's

sat in the

pad litte
tion, beg:

for 500

~ to deth" as they pu rena ac

attitudes and perceptions towards dogs. we

with Hac

ti. Th communit res, whic is sh by

ed det inormtin on bevir. We felt th

radom1\
hea eff.

hl. an an, cons of abo 25.00

dev an ori qunn an al collec-

Oter lC

1993 there were about 1.3 milion visits, an

a combination of thes two approches shou
help to clarify distinctions between perceived
problems and actal areas of conflict among

increa of 13% compared to prevous yers

dogs, peple, an the environment.

Reguar

Questionnaire

resarcr

aces an approxitely 150 mies of tr In

(M 1994). In one st, it wa rerted th

21.3% of groups visiting Boulder City Open

Spa pated in exerc th compan
dos (Z et ai. 1994). In Boul, as in oth
communties, compaion anma such as dogs

ar ve importt to some pepl an pr
ati to ot. The reg conf be di-

ferent gr (pro an antK facns) of pe
ple have p1a the Boer Cit Co in th
positon of havig to consr va ma

met deons, Empirca data ar neces an
ca help to dea wï.h controv is Sl as

these in a more objectivi: and stightforward
maner. The development of sound manage-

ment polices tht attempt to ma th well-

Our questonnre (Appendix A) characteried
the resndents by place of residence, pattems

of us of Open Space, whether or not they

owed an ha a dog with them, their attes

tow dogs an peple, th expece wi
dogs and peple on Ope Spaæ, their view
of the impact of dogs and peple on habitt and
wiife, an thir conærns about Ope Space

in the fue. The quesonnre wa devlope
and implemented wi the input of profesOna
pollsters and adinisered at the sae fou loctions on Open Space at which data were col-

being of al pa in rectiona ar. ing

lected on behaviora distces (Mt. Saita

the possibUity of placing restrictions on dogs,

where dogs ar alowe to be off-leah, and al

rere deted consideration of perceiv an

at tw other loctions (Univrsity of Colorao,

ac pro. Wherea ther is a signt liertu on hum attes to. doin an
wi an (e.g. Keer 1994; SeI995a,b,
an refer therin), ther ar ve few data

that ca inform management decisions at the
10 1e. As the numbe of hum an com-

paion an inea, ex la us pro
le cotiue to gr in Boer (Rob 1995;

Za 1995) an in other communties.
Among the major isses regarding land

us in Bo an other loc is th conc

Bobolink TraiL, Chautauqua, Doudy Drawi

Boulder Capu and Pea Street Ma1) where
dogs are requied to be on a leh. IT wo other

area (Sawhil and Walen Ponds! receivd too
litte us to be inclLKed in the presnt data se.)

Al viitors wi and without dogs were aske to

fil out the quonnaire while the resercher
waited for its completion. The questionnaires

were analyzed by Market Research Seivces,
Longmont. Colorao an cross-tabulations were
ru so that rense to each quesion coul be

correlated wi one another.

S

data ar:
there v.
1974),

during

meter
activiti\

prepan
vated
was m
100-m

cies ar
and "(

dos;
trail v

Frisbe
flushir

dent
obser
to flu
unob

caus
see (

malia
inclui

yello
tris)
Judo
uarie

tals

wie, an th envinment. Some data suport

Behavioral Disturbances

and
ineli

th cl (see Lo an McAur 1978. GentI

In this part of our st we were concemed wi

robir

tht off-leah dogs dist othr dogs. peple,

1983, Maiini et ai. 1993, Mier 1994, Knht &

Gu 1995, an referece therin), where

the following short-term and direct behaviora

other data su eiter that dos have a mima demnsble effect on an such as deer

disce (for dison, see Knight an Cole

(e.g. Prke an Bake 1958; S,en et ai.

of (i) chctertion of th pattern of spe us

1971; Scott and Caus 1973) or that human

impa ar eq or more inva (e.g. Yal
an Yalen 1990). Oea, the is co
the impa of dogs on wie an habita ree

fuer an more det attentin.

METHODS
Data were collected from September 1995
thro Apri 1996 at six difernt lotions in

1995, p, 61) by off-leah. compaio dogs who
were accornpaed by a persn. Data consied

by in ob dogs; (ü) chertin
of pattern of chasg an flushing wie an
disin vetation and boies of water; (il) the
natue of ~og encounters, and (iv the natue
of dogpeple encounters.

(JUT

plat
leri)

test
gentaile
fere

"nc

Behavioral data were collected at six

me,

locations (se above). Obsrvtions were made

of ;:

"on tril" or from a stble vatage point, and

2.5

efforts were made to minimize the effect of

an ar Boulder (fou Op Spae lotins
Be'
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caPl

: Colorado. Boulder
ul Street Mall), T~

1ing more about the
i and about people's
s towards dogs, we
na and al cOllec-

bevir. We felt tht
o approches shou
· between perceived

s of conflict among

~ent.

resrchers' presnce, For exple, obseivers

sat, in, the sae place quietly and dogs generay

pa litte overt attention to them. At each loction, beinning at the traead and extending

for 500 meters (m), the trail was partitioned
with flagging into five linear 100m sections.
Oter 100m sectons fuer alooo-a tr were

radomly sapled to see if there wa any "trilhea effect."
Seven different people collected field
data and administered the questionnaires,
Reguar meetigs Vvre held to make sue that
there was consistency among the different

RESULTS
Behavioral Disturbances

Approximately 800 different dogs were
obsrved for about a total of 150 hour. The
bevir of dogs at dierent loctins and at the
sae loce did not vary significantly (detailed

an for th difernt loctions are presnted
in Bekoff 1996b). Of-l dos geera trv-

eled le th 2-5 m off tr for few th 1-2
miutes (mi). For exple, in one st (n= 100

dogs) at Mt Sa, 30 (=300/Ó) dogs remed

resarchers. Foc animal sampling (Altmann
1974), in which indiua dogs were followed

on the tr an 45 (=45%) dogs went off tr

ihether o~ not they

during their travels within each of the 100me.t~r. sections, was used. All of the dog's

st at Mt. Sa (n=80 dos), 80% of dogs

tl, their attes

actiVltles and its location were recorded on

on tr an 40% wet le than 1 m off tr an
in a th st at Mt. Sait (n=100 dogs), 93

eople on habitat and

vated tape recorder. A continuous time-base

dix A) charcteried
if residence, patterns

ieir experiences Wi
n Space, their view

a?üut Open Space
:ire wa develope

!nput of profesional

t the sae fou lochich data were col-

Jaces (Mt. Saita
lua, Doudy Draw)

ie off-leah, and also
Jersity of Colorado
Street Mal) wher~
a leh. rrwo other
Ponds) receive too

ie presnt data set.)
dos Vvre aske to
hUe the resercher

The questionnaires
lesarch Servces

)ss-tabuations wer~

prepared score sheet or read into a voice-act-

be 1-5m for les th 1 mi. In a seond

rema wi I-3m of the tr (1% remaed
(=93%) of dogs remaed wiin 5m of the traiL.

trail was owner-induced (e.g. by throwing a

The genera impression of obseivers wa that
when dogs went far off tr, they were lured off
by the people who were resnsible for them
(e.g. people thew stcks, Frisbes, or went off
ti an then ca their dogs). It is al notable
tht only 2 "eaes chas" of widlife (1 deer

Frisbee or a stick), We recorded al events of

and 1 unidentified squirrel) were observed in

was maintained using stop watches. For each
l~O-meter secton, we recorded the frequen-

cies and rates with which dogs were "off tril"
and "on tril," the dinces from the tril that
d,,s trvelled, and whether or not leaving the

flushing and chasing, including and independent of the focal animaL. We recorded

observed instances when a dog did not appear
to flush or to chase wildlife (recognizng that

unobservable physiological changes can be
causd by the presnce of dogs; for dision,

see Gabrielson and Smith 1995), The mammalian species with which we were concerned

included mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus),
yellow-bellied marmots (Marmota flaviven-

tris), black-tailed prairie dogs (Cynomys

which it wa unbiguously concluded that it
wa the dog who initited an mataied the
chas, Dos al only raely entered boies of
water, Sim beavira data wee coUected at
Chauti. (n=272 dogs). In additn, informa-

tion on dog~og interctons showe tht 20/26
(81 %) were friendly (dogs greeted, sniffed, or

playe wi one another) or neut (dogs pa
one another with no physical contact) and 6
(19%; p.:O. 001) had aggesive (threat) compo

nents. Al observrs noted that dogs off leash

h quon coul be

ludouicianus), rock squirrels (Spermophilus
variegatus), jackrbbits (Lepus spp.), cotton-

S

~d red foxes (Vulpes vulpes). Avian species

detaed data were collected on this aspect of
behavior. We also observed 172 dog-people
interactons of which 146 (85%) were neutr

inc~uded black-billed magpies (Pica pica),

and the res (n=26, 15%; p.:O,OOl) were frend-

robins (Turdus migratorius), dark-eyed juncos

~y. ~en sucient data could be coUected, they

tail (Syluilagus spp.), coyotes (Canis latrans),

ere concerned with
j direct behavioral

2e Knight an Cole
npaion dogs who

;on. Data consied

ittern of spe us

(ü) charertion
using wife and
es of water; (iü) the
and (iv) the natue

~ collected at six
ations were made

antage point, and
,ize the effects of
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were frendr th dogs on leh, although no

(Junco hyemalis), mallard ducks (Anas

indtcated that there were no differences in the

platyrhynchos), steller's jays (Cyanocitta stel-

bevir of dogs in different seents of the tr

leri), and mountain (Parus gambeli) and blackcappe chickadees (Parus atricapillus).
Data were analyzed using proportions

(151 100m, 2nd 100m, 3rd 100m).

tes (Brug and Kitz 19n, p. 222ft which
generate the z stti. We us p.:0.05 (two-

taed tes; Zat;:196) to indicate significat dif-

ferences between two percentages. The phra
"no significant difference" or similar terms
mea that z:96 and p;:0.05, Critica vaues
of z for other levls of sttica significace are
2.58 (p.:0,010) and 3.30 (p.:O.OOl).

Questionnaires
Four hundred and fift (n=450) queonnaire
respondents, 96.4% were comfortable with
dogs, an there were no significat differences
(p;:0.05) among different loctions or betwen
dog ower an non-t owers. Most people

(p.:O,Ol) thought it woul lesn the quit of
their ow (68.3%) and their dog's (82,2%) out-

Bekoff & Meaney

... ....

we completed. More non-dog owners (53.2%)
than dog owners (46,8%) were polled. Of all
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door experience if dogs had to be leaed, In

genera, people were more disrbd by large

dogs; breed singled out as theatening (n=35
respondents) included: Rotteilers (35.3%),

portn of non~ ower (28.5%) thought that

there were too may pil of dog fec left on or
nea trs when compa to dog-oers (19.5;
pc:0.05). Simar percenta (p;:0.05) of non-

Doberman Pinschers (20%), Pit Bull Terrers

dog ower an do ow rerted tht there

(17.1%), an Chows (14.3%). May more peple
reported seeing other people distrb wildlife

were too many people (non-dog owners:

(92.2%), vegetation (78.0%), and bodies of
water (60.5%) significtl more often (¡.OOL
for al compans) th dogs (49.7%, 314%,

Figue 2.

io

47.3%; dog owers: 53.4%), too may unni
dos (1.5%; 8.0%), an too may unni pe
ple (32.4%; 28.20Ai). Both groups ageed that

and 9.0%, resctly; Rgue 1).

peple, an not dogs, we th major problem.
Regardles of loction, resndents indicated

Figue 1.

that there wee far too may peple when com-

80

paed to the m.mbe of dos (pc:O.OO1) an too

Have you seen wildlife, vegetation,
streams or other boies of water
disturbd by dogs or people?

~

~.'.'..'.'.'.. Do

_ Peopl

many unruly people when compared to the

number of un dogs (pc:0.001). Dice
by peopl indWe tag lo, trplg ve
ettin, an lier.
Non-dog owers an dog owners were
al aske wht they thht abo a numbe of
dierent is centerig on purted prblems

80

wi off-lea dogs. Sim proportns (p;:0,05)

ci 60

dience tes for dogs (non-og owers: 48.2%;
dog owners: 42.7%), tlldt dogs should not be
baned from Open Space (93.3; 98,2%), and

60

..8..

0:

Õ
~

5c

~ 40
~..

incated tht there shoul be stiz 0b

~
8-

..
..

:i?t

WI

20

that adonal area where dogs cou ru fre

If

shoud be esblihed (72.3%; 64.3%). A sign-

~ 40

cantly higher percentage of non-dog owners

õ
5c

(55,OOAi) when compared to dog owrs (37.3%)

l:

beie that there shou be an anua fee for

..

~

ic

dogs us Op Space, tht dogs shoul be on

20

o

leashes at al times (30.5%; 19.0%), and that

there shou be stcter enforcent of \Xic and

Res to the quo
(Queio 24, se Ai

siht contrl (76.6%; 66.0%).

o
Wildlife

Vegti Strms or
Boes of Water

Typ of Distrbnce
Th percentage of poitive ('"ye") repons to th que

tin '"Have you se wildlife, vetatio, stam, or othr

boie of water disurb by do or pel" (Quios
18-23, se Apndix A)

WhUe we did not detect any sena dif-

ferences in water us by dogs, it is poble tht
in the hottes month of the ye (when we wee
not in the field; June-Aug) they woul dis
water more than at other ties of the ye.

DISCUSSION
The presnt sty wa concerned with interac-

tions among domestic dogs, people, and the

envionment in Boder, Colora. There wee
few not€\rty dierece whe data we ana-

qunnaie she

no doubt tht some dogs go off tr for vaus

amounts of tie an that some dogs do 0c
sionally distrb people, wildlife, and habitat.
However, compared to people, dogs did not

in Rgue 2. This qun wa al an se

do owers thought tht there were too may
dogs (10.6%) when compared to dog owners
(2.9%; pc:O.01), and a significatl higher pro
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The res:

be spcifi to this area, ther sems to be a more

geera mes tht desrv seous attention
frm those who li in other envins. llre is

Dog-wildlife encounters are very importnt to

sm, bu signtl higher penta of non-

and when they c

the behaviora c

sem to do much da to vetin or bO-

artely for do owers and non~ owers. A

their trvels in ir

lyz by loctin. Whe some of the re may

Ovra resnse to the queon "What
do yo thin is the big probem faci thos

who us pa and ope spce?" are prented

diered lie whE

ie of water, and they onl raly chas wiife.

sh; hO\r, it is often very difcu to identi
precily what factors dircty caus wie dis
tuces (Getr 1983). People wee more di

rupt th wee dos, an when dogs di go
far off tr th often we lued off by peple.

Thre wa no trea efec and dos' behavir
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What do you thnk is the biggest problem
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The fact that dog owners and non~og
owners did not disagree on importnt issues
(that standardized obedience tests should be
required an that bag dogs is not a viable
option) also needs to be adresd. Although

standardized obedience tesg is possible and
equaly attctve to non~og owners and dog-

owners alike, the implementation of such a
practce has not been given serious attention,

Whe the det st nee to be worked out for
different locations, some possibilities would
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POSTSCRIPT
A recent stdy of dogs on the University of
Colorao (Ber) capus (Dr and Bekoff

~publised data). showe tht leaed dog in:

tiated contact with humans 5,5 times more
than did uneashed dogs, an that people initi-

ated contact with leashed dogs 3.8 ties more
than with uneahed dogs, General, unleaed

dogs ignored humans and choose other
unleashed dogs with whom to interact when
they were not exploring their suoudings.
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Yes:_

APPENDIX A: QUESTIONNAIRE

If YE. (a)

(22) Have you
water distL

Perceptions of the Impact of Dogs on Open Space
We are interesed in le more about how dogs an peopl us open spce so tht dogs an peo-

ple ca maxmi the pleaure that ca be had by bein outdoors i~ the limited avable spe. We

hope tht you wi ta the tie to an thes quesns.

Lotion:

Date:

Tim:

(l Do you liv in Boer? City_
County_ For how long?_ No_
(2) How often do yo us ope sp? (a) da,

Se:

Age:

Chilen?

(1) Have you evr been attck by a dog on
ope spce? (a) two or more ti, (b) once,

(c) ner. Wht were exent of injues?

(h) 5 ties pe wek, (c) 24 ties pe week,
(d) 24 ties per month, (e) les th 1 tie
per month, (f) 24 ties pe yea or les, (g

nevr

(3) How long have you us this
porton of open space?

(4) Why do you come to open space? (a) to
exercis myslf, (h) to exerc my dog, (c) to

(1) Ha you ev felt unea wh pag
somene els's dog? (a) two or more ties

(h) once, (c) nevr. '

(14) In wht ways did you feel un? (a) di

Yes:_
If YE, (a)

(23) Have you
water dist\

way?

Yes:_
If YE, (aì

(24) What do '
facing the
Too man~

Too mam

Too mani
Too man'

Too mucf

me, (b) disturb children,(c) disrbs my dog,

Oter:

(d) dirb wilife, (e) too may dogs, (f) dog

Commer

out of control

see wiife, (d) to be alone, (e) to enjoy

natue, (f) other
Plea ra your top three (3) choices by

wrtig down the approprite letter:

(15) Do cert ty of dogs bother you more

th others? Yes: No:

If YE, why: Plea provide~ detals
nex to your choices

(a) bred
(5) In what ty of actvity do you usualy

engage? (you ca choose more th 1) (a)

walkike, (h) jogni, (c) bicyle, (d) eques-

(b) si

(c) color

tr, (e) exercis dog )

(6) Are you a dog owner? Yes:_ No:_
(7 Are you comfortble with dogs?

Yes:_ No:_

(d) behavior

(e) se
(f) the behavior of the persn with the dog?

(8) Do you have a dog with you now?

Yes:_ No:_

On lea:_ Off Leash:_
Under excellent voice control:_

(16) Have you evr felt unea in the presce of

oth people on open spce? (a) tw or

more ties, (h) once, (c) nev.

Under control most of the tie:_

Not well-controlled:

(17) Have you seen other people bothered by

dog? (a) two or more ties, (b) once, (c)

(9) Do you think dogs should be (a) on leah
always, (h) off leash always if dog not a

threat to people, (c) off leah in certin area
an at certin ties, (d) other?

nev,
(18) Have you seen wildlife disturb by dogs?

Yes:_ No:_

If YE, (a) often, (h) occaionall, (c) nevr
(10) Would it lesn the quaity of your open

space experience if your dog had to be on a

leah? Yes:_ No:_

How:

(19) Have you seen wildlife distu by people?

Yes:_ No:_

If YE, (a) often, (h) occaionaly, (c) ner
(20) Have yo seen veettion disrb by dogs

(11) Would it lesn the quaty of your dog's
experience if your dOg had to be on a leah?

leah? Yes: No:_
How:

in a harmfu way?

Yes:_ No:_
If YE, (a) often. (b) occaonaly, (c) nevr
(21) Have you seen vegetation dis by peo-

ple in a harfu way?
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Yes:_ No:_

If YE, (a) often, (b) occaiona, (c) nevr
(22) Have you seen steam or other boes of

IS an peoace. We

:l dog on
es, (b) once,
Jures ?

iore times,

for dogs off leash: Yes:_ No:_

(b) requirig anua fee an tags for dogs

If YE, (a) often, (b) occaionaly, (c) ner

water dis by hum in a høfu

way?

Yes: No:
If YE, (a) often, (b) ocionaly, (c) ner
(24) Wht do you thin is the biggest problem

Too may dogs: _
Too may unru dogs: _
Too may people :_

) (a) distu
)S my dog,
iogs, (f) dog

(a) reuirig stiz obeience testg

Yes: No:

facing those who us open space?

paing

do you agree with:

water di by dogs in a harfu way?

(23) Have you seen stea or other boies of

l?

(25) If figs su tht dogs are problematic,

Too may unru people: _
Too much dog pop: _

usg open space: Yes:_ No:_

(c) requirig al dogs to be on a leah at all

time: Yes:_ No:_

(d) requirig stcter enforcement for voice

an sight control: Yes:_ No:_

(e) bag al dogs: Yes:_ No:_
(0 providig area for dogs on leah an
other area for dogs off leh?

Yes:_ No:_
(g other
General Comments

Other:
Comments:

:)u more
~ details

the dog?
~esnce of

).0 or
red by
iee, (c)

dogs?
:) never

people?

:) nevr
1 by dogs

~

) nevr
by peo-

, .,
~'
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Recreation Disturbance Does Not Change Feeding Behavior of the Western Snowy Plover
Megan Warren

Abstract The Western Snowy Plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) is a small shorebird
that has many scattered wintering populations along the Pacific Coast of the United States,
includig several in the Bay Area. This species has been listed as threatened since 1993 under
the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973. For this study I measured distubance rates, tyes,

plover responses and feeding time in thee different sites in the San Francisco Bay Area to
explore the link between recreation disturbance and feeding behavior. I predicted that as
frequency of distubance increased, the birds would spend less time actively foraging and more

time alert. However, data showed no significant relationship between feedig behavior and
direct disturbance by human recreators. Instead, I now predict that recreation has a more indirect

effect on the western snowy plover feeding behavior. Futue research should focus on indirect
effects of
recreation, such as habitat disturbance and food source quality.
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Introduction
Outdoor recreation has increased in popularty over the years, resulting in expansion and
development of designated outdoor recreation areas (Flather and Cordell 1995). Non-motorized

recreation, such as hiking, natue viewing, horseback ridig, beach bathing and dog-walking
have increased the most in popularity (Flather and Cordell 1995). As these activities become
more popular, they often distub and displace wildlife populations, causing them to change

specific behaviors and habits. Once-popular breeding sites located in popular recreation areas
may be abandoned for less hospitable sites simply due to the amount of distubance (Knight and
Cole 1995).

Shorebirds are especially vulnerable to recreation, which can disrupt available habitat for

nesting and foraging (Burger 1995). Recreation can be especially harful for species already
strggling to make a living in a specific area. One such species is the western snowy plover, a

small shorebird found along the Pacific Coast. This species has been listed as theatened since
1993 under the Endagered Species Act of 1973 (Smith 1993). Ruhlen et al. (2003) found that

on average, more snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus) chicks died or wandered away on

weekends at two beaches in the Point Reyes National Seashore, possibly due to increased
recreation on those days. Many other studies on plover species (c. alexandrinus, C. melodus)

have shown that human distubance leads to changes in habitat use and foraging-both when and
how long birds forage, as well as decreased nest success (Laffert 2001 b, Burger 1991, Burger

1994, Laffert et al. 2006).
Foraging success is a good indicator of

nesting success. Shorebirds with habitats more prone

to high levels of distubance spend more time fleeing from and watching for potential predators,

depleting fat reserves and time spent caring for their broods (Burger 199 i). The western snowy
plover forages for both marne and terrestral invertebrates by visually scaning then probing

with its beak in the sand, washed-up seaweed, and low vegetation. Western snowy plover are
often found foraging together in small groups (Page et al. 1995). Newly-hatched chicks are
precocial, and can walk around and forage for themselves shortly after hatching (Tucker and

Powell 1999). Recreational use of plover foraging areas is especially harful to these newly-

hatched chicks (Ruhlen et al. 2003). This study addresses how recreation affects winterig
populations of the western snowy plover by examining its feeding behavior at several more
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heavily used sites in the San Francisco Bay Area, where the relationship between shorebird

feeding behavior and recreation has yet to be fully explored.

Since its inception in 1972, the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) has

become one of the most popular and heavily used urban national parks, with more than 10
milion visitors per year (NPS 2006). Even before the formation of the park the area was heavily

used by recreationists. Many locations within the park are prie breeding habitat for the
threatened sub-species western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus), but within the

park only wintering populations can be found (Merkle 2006, pers. comm.). Western snowy

plover stopped breeding on the beaches in the GGNRA, most likely due to an increase in
distubances from recreation. One of the largest distubances to western snowy plover, as well

as other shorebirds, is dog-walking, especially those off-leash (Laffert 2001a). In 2002
GGNRA began considering changes to its dog policy. Curently, off-leash pets are allowed in
many areas of the park including those importnt to the western snowy plover-Crissy Field and

Ocean Beach (US Deparent of the Interior 1979). An advisory commttee was formed to tae
place in the negotiated rulemaking, which encompasses the many interest groups with stakes in

the rule changes (NPS 2006). Changes in these policies could positively impact populations of

the western snowy plover curently wintering in GGNRA, and is importt to understand how
recreation affects all matters of their biology before makng any perment changes.
It is also important to understad what kinds of disturbances adversely affect foraging

behavior. Determning these and other answers are importt when deciding how western snowy

plover habitat, such as that in GGNRA, should be managed in the futue. The main objective of
this study is to see how recreation and direct distubance impacts western snowy plover feeding

behavior, which can then be used to create appropriate wildlife management plans. I predict that

western snowy plover populations in more heavily-distubed areas wil devote more of their
feeding time towards avoiding distubances than to actively searching for and eating their food.

Methods
For this study, two different kinds of direct observational sureys were developed and carred

out weekly for five weeks at three different study sites durng Febru and March 2007.
Study Sites Three study sites were used in this research. The first study site was at Crissy

Field in San Francisco, California, which is par of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area

p. 3

Megan Warren

7 May 2007

Western Snowy Plover and Recreation

(Fig. 1). The stretch of beach where the western snowy plover is found is 100 meters east of the

Gulf of the Farallones Visitors' Center (Fig. 2). The beach is 80 meters long and its habitat is
charcterized by sand dunes with low vegetation. This site supports a population of four to six

birds. Crissy Field is readily accessible by car, foot, bike and public transit. This site has also
recently (October 2006) changed from an off-leash to on-leash dog area. For this study, Crissy
Field was classified as a high-use recreational site. The second study site was the spit at

Limantour Beach in the Point Reyes National Seashore (PRNS), located about 56 kilometers

nort of San Francisco in Marn County, California (Fig. 3).
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study site was also located in the Point Reyes National
Seashore at Abbott's Lagoon, which is 16 kilometers

Figure 3: Limantour Beach and Abbott's
Lagoon Study Sites. Point Reyes
National Seashore, CA
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northwest of Limantour Spit on the Pacific Ocean (Fig. 3). Abbott's Lagoon is characterized by

low sand dunes with little vegetation, and supports a population of 45-50 birds on a two
kilometer stretch of beach at the foot of the lagoon. This site is the most isolated and least
accessible of the three sites, and was classified as a low-use recreational site.
Disturbance Surveys Disturbance sureys were conducted over a one-hour period just

before dusk at each study site. The minimum population size for each surey sample period was

four birds. Upon locating the population, date, time of day, general weather patterns and study

site were noted at the top of the data sheet. For each instance of distubance (defined as a

recreational activity that could change behavior of the western snowy plover), time, tye
birds distubed and their response

(individual or group), activity, distace from birds, number of

was recorded. The birds' responses were divided into four categories: no response, mild
response (causing a resting plover to stad), moderate response (causing a plover to stad up
and/or walk away), and major response (causing the plover to flush). The data gathered from
these studies were used to create graphs showing frequency of certin tyes of recreation at each

site.

Feeding Behavior Surveys Feeding behavior sureys quantified how the plovers budgeted

their time durig the dusk feeding period. The purpose of these sureys was to observe the
percent breakdown of

the plover behavior (based on time) and link behavioral changes to nearby

recreational distubances. Over the 30 minutes following the recreation disturbance sureys four

different focus-animal sureys were cared out, each tie on a different bird. Focus anmal
surveys were two minutes long. An Olympus digital voice recorder, model VN-3 100, was used

to measure the total amount of time the bird spent in each of thee feeding behaviors. These

behaviors were observed and defined durng preliminary observation periods. The western
snowy plover was seen (l) searching for food, defined as movement along the shoreline with its

head down visually scaning for prey; (2) actively foraging, defined as head down with its beak
in the sand eating the prey; and (3) time spent alert, defined as a bird standing stil with its head

up visually scanning the beach. Once transferred to the computer, the recorder shows exactly

how many seconds were spent on each activity. A linear regression was used to test the
relationship between frequency of distubance and foraging, alert and searching time.
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Results
Recreation and foraging data were collected at the Abbott's Lagoon, Limantour Beach and
Crissy Field study sites over four observation days on a Thursday, Friday or Saturday between
Februar 1,2007 and March 8, 2007. Western snowy plover do not feed at Crissy Field, so data
on recreation distubance and feeding behavior comes from the two Point Reyes National

Seashore sites.

Recreational Use Accessibility is the main factor distinguishing recreational use among the

three beaches. Not surrisingly, the urban study site, Crissy Field, showed the highest and most
vared recreational use of all
18

the sites (Fig. 4). LImantour

16

Beach, the next most
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accessible site had the second

highest recreational use,
though only walkers used the
site. Finally, Abbott's

2

o

Limantour Abbott's Lag Crissy Field
Beach

Lagoon, the most isolated of
the three sites, had the lowest

Figue 4: Recreation level and ty per hour at each study site

recreational use. Again, this
site was only frequented by

walkers. Both PRNS sites were comparable in terms of tye of recreation and foraging data.
Disturbance Data The distubance surveys were used to determine two things. First, they

were used to see how strongly resting birds responded in the presence of human recreators.
Secondly, they were used in conjunction with feeding behavior sureys to infer changes in

foraging, searching and alert time based on how heavily the site was used. Protocol dictated that

western snowy plover response to recreators be classified as mild, causing a resting bird to stad;
moderate, causing a resting bird to stad and walk away; or major, causing a resting bird to flush.

The first par of the distubance sureys showed by and large that resting plovers do not react
strongly to the presence of recreators (Table 1). Since feeding behavior was not observed durig
any of the observation periods at Crissy Field, useful data came only from Limantour Beach and

Abbott's Lagoon. A linear regression with these data shows no relationship between distubance

level and foraging time (Fig 5) (R2=0.001l, p=0.86). Similarly, no relationship exists between

p. 6

Western Sno~ Plover and Recreation

Megan Warren

7 May 2007

distubance level and alert time (Fig 6) (R2=O.0039, p=0.73). A slightly stronger positive linear
relationship is found between distubance level and searching time (Fig 7) (R2=0.046, p=0.24);

however, this is stil an incredibly weak relationship, and canot be considered significant.

Table 1: Proportion of plover mild, moderate or major response to recreation, by site
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Feeding Behavior Data Crissy Field is the only site at which the birds were not found

foraging in the evening, and they are not always at the site. Of six survey dates, they were only

on the beach for four of them, and not once were they foraging. When the birds are at this site,

they begin to get restless around 5:45 p.m. and soon flyaway, presumably to go forage in a
different area. Data from Limantour Beach and Abbott's Lagoon suggest that no significant
relationship exists between
70
'a

disturbance level and

60

foraging behavior.

o

'5; 50

i:

Therefore, it can be assumed

.å 40

o

that the absence of foraging
Abb's Lagon
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~ 30
c:

o
li 20

en

- 10
o

Forging

Searching

Figue 8: Average distrbution of

J:
Alert

three feeding behaviors by over 2-

minute focus-animal sureys

western snowy plover at
Crissy Field is due to other

factors, such as quality of the

food source available at the
site.

Average times for the

three observed feeding behaviors are consistent between the Abbott's Lagoon and Limantour
Beach data (Fig. 8), which also suggests no relationship between distubance level and feeding

behavior. Limantour Beach was a site with medium disturbance levels, and Abbott's Lagoon
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was a site with low distubance levels. Both sites had between 10 and 20 birds on each
observation day.

Discussion

This study looked at link between distubance level and foraging behavior of the western
snowy plover at thee different beaches in the San Francisco Bay Area. The Crissy Field study
site did not provide any relevant results, however, the data from the two Point Reyes study sites
do not support the hypothesis that western snowy plovers in more heavily distubed areas devote
less time to actively foraging and more time to being alert.
Data show no significant correlation between number of distubances and time spent actively

searching or foraging, or being alert while feeding at dusk. These results suggest that direct
recreation distubance is not as significant as earlier thought, and that lins between recreation
and western snowy plover feeding behavior are more subtle. Several possible explanations exist

for explaining these relationships. The data suggest that as more distubances occur, more time

is spent on searching than on being alert or foraging. Though not significant, this relationship
does bring to mind other possible explanations of the trend indirectly related to recreational use

at certin sites.
Accessibility and disturbance are two possible explanations for increased searching time at
more heavily used sites. At Limantour Beach, recreational use tends to be right at the shoreline,
which is also where the western snowy plover forage. With an overall higher recreation use than
Abbott's Lagoon, Limantour Beach may have a more distubed habitat at the shoreline, which

could make less overall food available, or just make it harder to fmd. Another explanation could

be absence of biological debris, such as seaweed, kelp, and dead or decaying sea birds and
mammals. Since Limantour Beach is used by more people, biological debris is either displaced
or removed. This debris has been proven to be an important food source for shorebird
communities in southern California (Dugan et al. 2003), and its removal could force the western

snowy plover to spend more time searching for food along the distubed shoreline. Finally, poor

food source quality has been linked with failed hatching of western snowy plover eggs due to

high mercury levels at Point Reyes Beach (Schwarbach et al. 2005). Pollution may be an
indirect result of recreation that may cause western snowy plover to spend more time seeking out
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suitable food. Quality of the food source itself is very importnt for the continued success of this
species.

The western snowy plover is affected by recreation, albeit indirectly (such as with shoreline
disturbance). Futue studies should focus on both the quality of the food source and the habitat

disturbance at importt breeding and winterig sites for the western snowy plover. More
vigorous methods should also be developed for monitorig feeding behavior in order to tae into

account not only the time spent doing each activity, but also where the western snowy plover
choose to forage, and what they choose to eat. Studies should also focus on the relative

disturbance of foraging habitats. A more careful selection of study sites must take place. It is
importt to find habitats with varing levels of recreation and habitat distubance where the

birds are known to spend time feeding. Though this study had a range of disturbance levels at
each site, feeding habitat was not suitable at Crissy Field and therefore not observed.

Furhermore, the data from Limantour Beach and Abbott's Lagoon showed extremely weak to

non-existent correlations that canot be extended to Crissy Field. It is importt to keep
monitorig western snowy plover populations to detect any changes in their behavior (foraging
or otherwise).
This research project is perhaps more useful as an education tool. If anything, increased

monitoring of bird populations wil make people more aware of their presence. The snowy
plovers can be diffcult to see, but are really interesting to watch. If recreationists are aware of
their presence, they can conduct their activities in a way that stil allows them to have fu, but to
decrease their affect on wintering populations of

the western snowy plover.
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RECEIVED
TO: Bil Wycko, SF Plag Dept, Natural Areas Mangement Plan
1650 Mission St., Suite 400, San Francio, CA 94103
May 22, 2009

MAY 2 6 2009

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F
PLA'~NING DEPARTMENT

MEA

RE: Neighborhood comments and Criticim and Protest of Envionmenta
review of Project title: Natual Areas Mangement Plan
Cae No. 2oo5.1912E

Project size: 1, 105 acres.
Attched is a General comment on the general flws and mionceptions of the

plan.

In th section we wi comment on Specc Deta of the plan which are fale,
mileadig, have no såentic mert, and have potential for great ha to our
City.

The Natural Areas Program, intigated by zealots who regard native plants as
'good' and non-native as 'bad', ha no scentic basis. For some reason they refer

to eucalyptu tree as 'weeds' and the underlying motive of th project is to ki

and destroy these beauti trees.
FIR: The theat of fie is a tranparent rue, used to generate fear in attempt to

justi kig of healthy trees.

There has not ben a serious fie in Sutro forest for over a hundred years.

The commonly repeated myth tht eucalyptu is prone to fie and 'native trees
are fie resistat is just tht, a myth. Al wood is flammable. There is NO

evidence of signcant advantage benefit of native trees, in fact there is no good
defition of which trees are native. Try to bur a dry eucalyptu log in your
fireplace and you wi fid it very difcut.

The forest is damp to wet most of the tie and the wids predomitly from
the West. The forest pul moistue from the fog in vast amounts. Tree removal
ha potential to dr out the area. If dr native grasses replace tree, the theat of

fie may Increase.

WI PATTS:
Cuttg down trees must alter the wind patterns. Most of the homes dose to the
forest are proteted from wids by the forest, Tree removal ha potenti to

INCRAS fie hazad by removig th protection.
Micro clates: Belgrave Ave is a good example. The street is generaly cal

with mild breezes. On Tan Hi at the Eat end, farer from the forest and at

higher altitude, the wids are often 40 knots and more as there is no wid

'"to l.. '3

protection. The same situation applies up to the top of Twi Peak and to al the
neighborhoods in the lee of the forest. These strong wids would only
INCRASE the rik of fie.

Efects on WATE COLLECTON, DRAAGE:
The forest pul down thousads of galons of water from the fog ban.
Without tree roots to hold the ground what might happen to run off?
Without tree roots what is the potential for ladslides and earth movement? (let

us not forget earquakes). Ea movement ha potential for people and
propert damage.

CARBON DIOXIDE EFFECT:
The program dimisses the benefiåal effec of the forest in carbon dioxide

removal and suggests tht the smal native plants wi do as well.
Th is preposterous pseudo scence at its worst. Environmentats britle at the
destrction of the Brazilan rai forest, and here there is intent to destroy an
exquite forest in the centre of our City! To suggest tht native plants would be
more effective than the forest is absolute nonsnse.

AN IMIATELY ADJACENT PROJEçr' cuently intends to remove trees on
14 of 61 acres, about 25% of the foret owned by Uc. The natual Areas program
alo wants to remove trees on the porton owned by the åty, so tht 1/3 of the

forest would be strpped. The forest does not recogne a UCSF / åty bounda
lie. Each afects the other and is not addressed in the pla.

HERBICIES:
They indicate al the cut trees and bruh wi be 'paited' with herbiådes.
Th would be thousands of galons of herbiåde, which will eventualy wash
away and containate. Numerous underground sprigs underly these areas.
WATER USE: Any native plantigs requie extensive irgation systems, costly,

and consumg water which may be in liited suppy. The previously planted
areas with native plants required intation of expensive irgation systems and
increases water consumption.

MOST IMRTAN:
The law requies a fu Envionmenta

Impact Report before huge projects lie

th be undertaen. The EIR requies response to 18 (eighteen) items of concern.

Th project as outled at the public meetig, chooes to arbitrarx ignore many
of the 18 items. It does not requie' expert' to see the potenti ha and

unorseeable riks here. It just taes residents of the neighborhood who wal the

~k~ -t '3

areas daily. Th leads one to question the qualications and the motives of the

II consultats' . I am told they do not have a certed arborit on their staff.
I believe tht no consultant ha actualy waled though Sutro forest or the
neighborhood!

May in the neighborhood have a profound ditrt of those involved in th

project. There are of course well meang people who have been misled by the

propaganda of the native plat zealots and accomplihed bureaucrats.
The native plat advocates are intent on destroying eucalyptus trees, and
,experientig with plants that may not surve in a modern settg.

In their zealousness they are promotg misinormation and attemptig to
cicumvent the intent of the law, ie EIR reportg.of lØissues.

The neighborhood wi be watchig very closely to see the Intent of EIR laws is
met.

What is proposed here is ~ experient, with unpredictble results and litte or

nothg to be gaied,.
ECONOMICS:

Ou Countr, our City and our State are i.nthe midst of unprecendented severe
econollc cris. Ou Nationa leaders have asked us to help and tae some
personal responsibilty.

When the Mayor indicates we may fie 1000 employees, cut back on essential
services, when the State ha bilons of defiåt, when people are sti homeless in
New Orlean, when the University anounces need to increase student fees,
does it seem 'right' to spend vast amounts on a purely elective project, tht is il

conceived at the sta? I repeat, Purely Elective and potentialy distrous.
Addendum:
We, the neighborhhod support the more detaed objections and criticisms

submitted by Nancy Weurfl and Mary McAlter
. We are in the process of consolidatig lits of neighbors but submit th now
beause of tie constraits imposed with short notice.
Morley Singer M.D.
177 Belgrave Ave.
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Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: Significant Natural Resource Area Management Plan (SNRAMP),
Environmental

Impact Report, Case No. 2005.0912E

1'i-v'llkllT

Dear Mr. Wycko:
As the largest animal protection organization in San Francisco, The
San Francisco SPCA (SF /SPCA) has a vested interest in the Significant
1J1i1'(I( ll(~

Natural Resource Area Management Plan and we appreciate the

1-'.\'IIIYI'-1 II BI..\(:I-

opportunity to offer our recommendations regarding the scoping for
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the Environmental

Impact Report.

Our Concerns:

unl,;.1 1'1'-1.1)( l
I
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.11.1'-11'1.1 1(( ilU I

GR-?: Predators: In section 5 "GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS" of the

IJ(i( II 1(( iiq.in~
111'T~TiJ'-II.I:-

2006 SNRAMP the need for feral cat control is described as 'urgent'.

1.:\II.I(lTI~ IJlln TI( ii(~

impact of feral cats or any other predator in San Francisco's Natural

in:-~,i:\i(:()()iI(lUI.II(I) I I)II(I(I-"''-

Areas. We do know that the Natural Areas Program website tells us
that "Pollution, habitat loss and fragmentation, and invasive species
all make it difficult for native plants and animals to survive in the

BIJ\:\.II(i) :\1 i-in~&i(, :\1.)
1\11.1.1.1111.1.1 "I.I)~,.II(

I.IU ll.l.l.lrü.1 Y( ll;;¡;

However, there have been no scientific studies to determine the

city." Therefore, we do not accept that predators including feral

cats playa major, much less an "urgent," role impacting wildlife in
our parks and open spaces.

GR-?a: Refers to the Quail Recovery Plan: While this organization is
in agreement with the general premise of the Quail Recovery Plan,

the Plan does not define the circumstances that would require
removal of a predator, how those circumstances would be proved,

and what impact removal of a predator from the location would have
on the rest of the environment, prior to ordering its removaL.

2500 - 16th St., San Francisco, CA 94103-4213 . (415) 554-3000 . Fax: (415) 552-7041 . www.sfspca.oi'g . e-mclll: publlclnfo(i1sfspC.i.Ol'g

SAN FRANCISCO

SPCA
GR-7b: While The SFISPCA agrees that feral cat populations are

initially generated by irresponsible breeding, the proposal to
eliminate the release of cats into the wild is unrealistic and
ineffective. On the contrary, Trap-Neuter- Return programs (TNR),

when coupled with the adoption of tame cats and kittens, can
maintain and will eventually decrease the population of feral cats
(JournaL of the American Veterinary MedicaL Association.
01102/200302/2003;222(1):42-6. ISSN: 0003-1488).

GR-7c: "To the extent possible, all predator control shall be

performed in a humane manner, such that harm and suffering to the
animals is minimaL."
The SF ISPCA continues to oppose the premise that "minimal

suffering and harm" to animals is acceptable. There is no way to
determine what this phrase means, what is minimal and what is not,

and who is evaluating the level of suffering. Unfortunately, this
language is too subjective to be protective of animals.
Our Recommendations:

1. GR-7a: Feral cats should not be assumed to be the predator in
question without clear evidence.
2. GR-7a: The SF ISPCA deeply appreciates the Recreation and Park

Commission's amendment to the Management Plan that elevates the

recommendation of feral cat relocation to require their review and
approvaL. For the record, this amendment was made on August 21,
2006 to Resolution Number 0608-012 which states; "That where
appropriate in the pLan that feraL cat reLocation shall be
impLemented onLy upon a determination by the Commission that
other methods of popuLation reduction faiLed to adequateLy reduce

cat popuLations in naturaL areas. "

We request that the SNRAP reflect this additional language in GR7a.
3. GR-7a: Clarify what scientific measures will be used to determine

if a predator is negatively impacting a Natural Area and require those
measures to be proven prior to considering a removal plan.

2500 - 16th St., San Francisco, CA 94103-4213 . (415) 554-3000 . Fax: (415) 552-7041 . www.sfspca.org . ('-mail publlclnfo(cisfspcao(¡:

SAN FRANCISCO

SPCA
4. Please remove GR-7b. Acknowledge that eliminating the release
of cats in San Francisco is an impractical objective and instead
support the positive impact the SF ISPCA Feral Fix Program has had
on Natural Areas and all parks and open spaces since 1993. During
this time, the SF ISPCA has subsidized the sterilization, adoption,

release of thousands of felines and has seen a reduction in feral cat
populations throughout this community.
5. GR- 7c: This must be rewritten to remove the subjective language

that allows suffering. Humane measures exercised under the control
of San Francisco Animal Care and Control should be stressed.
The SF ISPCA would like to see in the future a well designed, long

term, scientific, and objective study to evaluate both the positive
and negative impacts of feral cats in the urban environment of San

Francisco. Only then wil we have a basis for a dialogue about feral
cats based on facts. We recognize that the EIR process is not in a

position to provide the resources and time for this study, but we do
acknowledge the need for this information. The SF ISPCA continues

to pledge itself to providing support for the TNR program that has
contributed so greatly to the control of feral cats in San Francisco.

Sincerely,

dm~,~
Jan McHugh-Smith

President

2500 - 16th St., San Francisco, CA 94103-4213 . (415) 554-3000 . Fax: (415) 552-7041 . wwwsfspca.oi'g . e-mail: publlclnfoCCl?sfspcaol'g

To:
Mr. Bill Wycko
San Francisco Planning Dept
Natural Areas Management PLan
1650 Mission St, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

From:
Lisa Vittori
P.O. Box 31897
San Francisco, Ca. 94131
(415) 931-3075
lisavittori@yahoo.com
RE:
Natural Areas Management Plan
Dear Mr. Wycko-I am writing to express concern about the Natural Areas Management Plan as now written.
Although I could discuss each site in as much detail as the plan itself, I will spare you. In short,
the plan severely limits access to, and recreation in, areas now commonly used by a wide variety
of citizens. It makes inaccurate and misleading assumptions about the level of present and future
use, and the impact of those uses upon natural systems. It uses the excuse of "endangered"
species to restrict access to many areas in which those species either do not exist or in which
they are currently co-existing peacefully with other uses.
As background, I have worked professionally as a naturalist and restorationist for the last 35+
years. I worked with the National Park Service on their restoration programs as both a crew
supervisor (with the California Conservation Corps) and a field biologist. I began my career as a
planner and permit appeals analyst with the California Coastal Commission, specializing in
access and wildlands issues . Over the years I've volunteered on many restoration projects,
usually with my dog(s) and various children in tow. I've supported both restoration and public
access over my career, and am dismayed to now see restoration used as a weapon to keep
people out of public lands.
Over the last 10-15 years, I've watched as one site after another was either closed to public use
or severely restricted. I've also seen agreements made and broken, most notably with the dogwalking community, but with others (horse-riders, cyclists, bird-watchers, golfers, day-camps) as
well. Even if access was supposed to be restricted temporarily, the restrictions almost always
became permanent. In turn, recreational pressure increased in other areas, producing more calls
for restrictions.
A good example is the closure of many areas for dog-walking (assume this means walking with
one's well-behaved off-leash canine companion). In the early to mid 1990's many popular dogwalking places on the Penninsula were abruptly closed, obstensibly for "environmental reasons".
More people started coming to Fort Funston, some from as far away as Palo Alto. At the same
time the GGNRA wanted to "restore" Fort Funston, and fenced many acres off for what was
supposed to be a five year period (that was 15 years ago!). Similarly, battles in many local parks
led to restrictions on neighborhood dog-walking. Suddenly Bernal Heights, Glen Park, and
McLaren Park became more heavily used by citizens who needed to walk (not just stand) daily
with their dogs.
Rec and Park's solution has been to build what they call DPA's. Some are walkable; most are
not. Now the Natural Areas Program wants to restrict or eliminate these, too. There are many

problems with this; I will name just five: 1) This is not in the Natural Areas Program's jurisdiction,
in part because (2) there have been agreements made over time through the Dog Advisory
Committee and the Dog Policy to add more DPAs. 3) The Natural Areas Program assured us
when a management plan first came out that they would work with the dog community and
ensure that we could continue to utilize these areas for dog-walking. 4) The management plan
also stipulates that before new "DPA"s are added extensive environmental studies would have to
be performed. Historically, this means that they will ignore the existing heavy use of an area for
dog-walking and pretend that they are starting with a pristine area that would be impacted by a
new use. 5) Instead of finding ways to integrate native species into public areas, they plan to
instead introduce threatened species and deny access.
Thank you for your time and attention. Lisa Vittori

Cj' r,: r~ E ' .~ f f.; ~~"~

; l ~..,"' \,':'l '....; J \:~ ~'\~ §.~:o.l1

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission
San Francisco, CA 94103
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RE: Significant Natural Resource Area Management Plan (SRAMP), Environmental
Impact Report # 2005,0912E
Dear Mr. Wycko:

I have been involved with working to humanely reduce feral cat populations since the late
199s both in San Francisco and in Italy. I have participated in trapping and sterilizing

feral or community cats in San Francisco for the last 9 years and during that time have
witnessed a marked reduction in the number of cats in the colonies with which I have
been involved. When adult cats are spayed and neutered and kittens taen for adoption a
group of feral cats can be immediately reduced by 50%.
There are fewer and fewer feral cats in the areas of the city that come under the
jurisdiction of the Natural Resource Area Plan. The cats that there are sterilized, fed and
monitored. Any new cat that shows up is taken to be spayed/neutered. Often these are
recently abandoned cats that have not yet become wary of people and they find new
homes.
In San Francisco the need to remove feral cats becomes less pressing every year, yet there
are numbers of people who think cats are increasing in population rather than
dramatically decreasing. The SF/SPCA has been offering free feral fix since the early
199s. As a result of this program, thousands of cats have been spayed/neutered and
hundreds of thousands of cats have never been born.

I believe that because of the cat's relationship to people as a companion animal, a
relationship not shared with other wild animals such as crows, skunks, possums, foxes
and raccoons, feral cats have become a stand-in for humans and the problems we have
caused to the environment. Feral cats are not a significant problem and should not be
singled out. There is no 'urgent' need to remove them as is stated in G.R. 7a, G.R 7b and
G.R.7c.

The G.R. section in the Environmental Impact Report needs to be removed. It is made up
of unproven suppositions not based on what has been happening in San Francisco over
the last 15 years.

Th'lk you. , . j o~' J a. .

,~~..J.ty~- t- '-

Susan Wheeler
President, Friends of Roman Cats
Member of CAT that deals with feral cats issues in conjunction with the SF/SPCA

May 26, 2009

L-Danyielle Yacobucci
845 McAllister Street, #C
San Francisco CA 94 i 02
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Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
i 650 Mission Street
San Francisco Ca 94 i 03

Dear Mr, Wycko:

RE: RE: Significant Natural Resource Area Management Plan (SNRMPt
Environmental Impact Report. Case# 2005.0912E
The Initial Study states, "Topics are included in the EIR if
there is not suffcient
information available at this time on the potentially affected resources or site conditions."
I have considerable expertise on issues regarding feral cats. Presently no one knows what
their impact is on San Francisco's environment and are only using speculation based on a
lack of knowledge and expertise.
I believe that the General Recommendations for Predators G.R. 7a, G.R.7b and G.R. 7c as
they stand are extremely flawed. The Natural Areas Program states under G.R.7 that feral
cats are an urgent matter. This statement is from Ms. Huntsinger and Mr. Bartolome's
review and their scientific expertise does not include feral cats.

The facts are that there are only a few feral cats in the Natural Areas in San Francisco,
San
Francisco SPCA's Feral Cat Program there are fewer feral cats in the Natural Areas and
in all of San Francisco.

These feral cats are all fixed, fed, monitored and not hungr. Since 2006 because of

What is the justification for feral cats to be described as an "urgent" matter? What exactly
does this mean? What studies have been done in San Francisco that show and prove this?
Studies that are done in other areas of
the United States do not prove that feral cats are an
"urgent" matter in San Francisco.

Why is the feral cat the only predator that is called an urgent matter? There is no
evidence, observational material or scientific studies done in San Francisco proving that.
Other predators greatly outnumber feral cats in San Francisco. Feral cats are not the
primary reason for losses due to preying. Feral Cats are being singled out for no
legitimate reason and possibly just for ideological bias.

Here is a list of other predators in these same natural areas as listed in The Presidio
Implementation Plan, Golden Gate Audubon Society; and Save The Quail Campaign,
Setting and Site Assessment, LSA Associates, Inc.:
Western Scrub-Jay, Common Raven, American Crow, Cooper, Sharp Shinned RedTailed Hawk, owl, gray fox, striped skunk, northern raccoon, domestic cat, California
ground squirrel, and red fox.

Then there are other predators in the NAP areas such as coyotes, feral pigs, frogs, snakes,
cormorants, herons, turtles, badger (potential), mice, rats, bats, bobcats and of course
Humans.

To give you a few specific examples--Raccoons eat bird eggs and young and adult
animals. . .
Skunks will eat bird eggs and young animals. . . Possums will eat bird eggs
and young animals. . .Ground squirrels will eat bird eggs and young. . Jays, ravens and
crows will kill and eat anything, including bird eggs. . , Herons wil eat anything that fits
in their mouth, . .Raptors and owls wil kil and eat anything they can catch. . .Coyotes
and fox wil kil and eat anything they can catch. . . Mice and rats wil eat anything, etc,
etc., etc...,

My point is that there are many more predators than feral cats in the natural areas of San
Francisco. Feral cats are being inappropriately singled out as the most dangerous
predator, the one that does the most harm and kills more than any other predator. There is
no scientific basis for this conclusion and the impact of feral cats is not accurately
understood. Their predation could even be quite limited. Keep in mind that predators also
have positive impacts such as rodent control and maintaining balance in the environment.
A clear definition of what a predator is must be put in the Glossary.
In the Initial Study under G.R. 7a, it states "implement the feral cat control policy from
the Quail Recovery Plan" (QRP) passed in 2004 by the Board of Supervisors. There is no
feral cat control policy mentioned in the QRP. The QRP only uses the word "predator"
and states that quail recovery must be done without kiling other animals,

The control of any predator should be undertken only in situations where it is clearly
demonstrated with hard proof that they are having a negative effect on an area. Any
control program must be developed with the expertise and humane practices of San
Francisco Animal Care and Control and the San Francisco SPCA.
All of G.R. 7 as it stands is unacceptable. It must either be removed or completely revised
in cooperation with San Francisco Animal Care & Control and the San Francisco SPCA.

~ttu1\L ~
Thank YOU~nd incerely,

L-Danyiel Yacobucci

Feral Cat Expert

Bachelor of Arts Degree, Psychology,
San Francisco Resident
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My comments are in reference to my experience in the Oak Woodlands l,GG P~ 2 1 21

Natural Area. v/ Ty & C ¡JOS
I sug~est that the EIR ~f NAP Man~gement Plan take seriously the boots on'lll~~ Op..

experience of local habitat restoration volunteers. t", 'í:4.qr~"'t-':7 S.;.
My view is that Oak Woodlands are about 3 % of GG P and represent a fraction of what
remains of original Coast Scrub and Oak Woodland habitat that predates the Park.
Our experience with very large introduced tree canopy ( blue gum eucalyptus and

monterey pine/cypress) and varieties of smaller but pervasive and invasive tree species
indicates that the Natural Areas mandate to protect these remnant habitats must trump
the often misguided attempts to II protect II trees.
In the Oak Woodlands, very few, if any of the large canopy trees have been cut but
they are very problematic and in some places should be removed.
A lot of the invasive 'monocultural' shrubs and trees have been cut to enable healthy
growth of original natural habitat and in fact we replant more than an equivalent amount
of native forbs, shrubs and trees to restore aesthetic and habitat balance.

We also have cut invasive monocultures to reduce the danger of fire (the Oak
Woodland has suffered fires caused by vagrant campers) and also to clear overgrown
areas that provide cover for ilegal camping and trash accumulation.
For this reason, among others, I strongly urge extra penalties ( at least a misdemeanor
arrest) for those who camp in Natural Areas.
The overlapping GG P jurisdiction ( RPD - GG P management is not always on board
with Natural Areas staff due to turf and bureaucratic squabbling ) produces a less than
satisfactory record in coping with these issues .
This indicates to me that Natural Areas must have the clear mandate to completely
regulate the core of the natural area, MA-1 , AND adjacent zones, MA-2 , MA-3.

I think that these current 'tri - level' natural area designations are a recipe for
fragmented management and undermines the mandate of Natural Areas to regulate,
restore and steward these places based on science, factual evidence and common

sense.
In regard to dogs - as of now everyone is free to use such restored places as Oak
Woodlands' Coon Hollow - but if it becomes obvious that dogs digging, pooping and
peeing in this place produce significant impact then Natural Areas must have the
absolute right to require limits to dog use.
Overall, the Natural Areas mandate to restore and steward the tiny remnants of our'
original' natural habitats in this regional urban environment require some sacrifice on the

part of narrow interests that don't put sustainable natural habitat front and center.
i think it is quite obvious that we continue to lose planetary biodiversity - we must do
better.

ROBERT BAKEWELL c:rcbakewellêyahoo.com::

Volunteer Steward for SFRPD Natural Areas Program
Oak Woodlands Restoration - GG Park
863 Arguello Blvd. # 5 ,SF CA 94118
SF CA 94118

415-710-9617 G

May 25, 2009
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To:

Mr. Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Offcer

CITY & COUNTY OF S r
PLANNING DEPARTMENT ' .
ME A

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103
From: Denise Lapins
15 Belgrave Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94117
Re: Project title: Natural Areas Management Plan
Case No. 2005.1912E
Dear Mr. Wycko:

I and my family have lived immediately adjacent to Tank Hil, a so-called 'natural area',
for nearly twenty years. At the opposite end of our small street lies another sodesignated site, the interior greenbelt of Sutro forest, managed under the auspices of the
RPD Natural Areas Program (NAP), and the subject of comments herein because of the
proposed Management Plan involving clear cutting of 140 or more mature trees in that
specific area. This decision to convert existing forest adjacent to neighboring homes to
a sensitive plant museum has been made without proper scientific study or input from

residents.
i am writing to request that the Planning Department demand more studies assessments with forest-specific expertise on the part of the consultants, unlike the
Initial Study provided by Tetra Tech. Such studies are needed in order to fully evaluate
the substantial impacts that would result from the loss of the trees noted in the NAP

Management Plan.
The history of this neighborhood and the NAP is rich with conflict, stemming primarily
from documented clandestine clear-cutting of trees atop Tank HilL. One only need
regard this site to witness an unfortunate example of the effects of wholesale tree
removaL. Winds blow with extreme force without the buffer of mature trees and of the
native flora planted there (with the help of neighbors, I among them) few plants survive
today. The total area of the site is far smaller than the interior greenbelt just 2/1
Os of a
mile away, and the evidence from the Tank Hil experience bodes poorly for the
greenbelt proposaL.

While the reasons to require more studies are legion, I wil focus my remarks and
questions on a few key points:

Geoloav: How do we know that erosion problems resulting from the loss of trees wil not
be incurred upon the neighboring homes? What will be the effects of herbicides to
immediate neighbors, animal and insect denizens of the forest, and others?

Mr. Bill Wycko
May 25, 2009
Page two

While the forest is managed under two jurisdictions it nonetheless exists as a single
entity, with the university and the NAP overseeing a combined total of 61 acres of Sutro
forest. The university currently proposes clear-cutting a total of 14 +/- acres of trees,
which is more than 20% of total forest acreage. How have the combined effects of such
significant deforestation been evaluated? How have the risks to both people and
property been evaluated in light of the fact that deforestation will be upslope from
residential areas adjacent to the greenbelt? How has the City evaluated the cumulative
effects of the UC/FEMA grant proposal along with the NAP Management Plan?
This EIR must evaluate this cumulative effect on the entire Sutro forest of both
management proposals.

Bioloav: What is known of the effects of removing established trees as proposed? What
wil be the effects of the health of the forest in its entirety with this type of periodic and
spotty tree removal?
Recreation/Land Use: One of the reasons this management plan is so controversial is
because of the restriction of access to the public of their own public land. The interior
greenbelt contains the Belgrave trailhead into the forest from the east. Neighbors and
visitors use this greenbelt area on a year-round basis. Sensitive habitat plantings wil

restrict use to a degree unknown. The impact of these plantings on our use has not
been quantified.

As your charge to implement CEQA, which defines 'environment' as the 'existing
setting', I respectfully request that the Planning Department provide for a comprehensive
scientific Environmental Review to evaluate the above-stated concerns on our current
environment. Such a report wil address the deficiencies in the Initial Study and allow
the effects of the scope of the Management Plan to be fully and scientifically evaluated.

Thank you for your attention to these important concerns. i appreciate the opportunity to

contribute to this important Management Plan.
Sincerely,

17m .~D.
/tenise
cc: SF Recreation & Park Commission

Supervisor Ross Mirkarimi, Dist. 5
Belgrave Neighbors
Twin Peaks Improvement Association

San Mateo County
Mosquito and Vector Control District
13S1 Rolls Rd
Burligame CA 94010
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To: Bil Wycko
San Francisco Planning Deparent
N atural1\eas Management Plan
1650 Mission St, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Scope and Content of Environmenta Impact Report and Environmental Review of the
San Francisco Natural Areas Management Plan.
The San Mateo County Mosquito and Vector Control Distrct would like to ensure that two
things are considered in any future environmental documents for the Natual Areas Management
Plan
1) The impact of changes at Shar Park on mosquito development there.

The San Mateo County Mosquito and Vector Control Distrct has been conducting
mosquito control at Laguna Salada in the Sharp Park Gulf course in Pacifca for several
years. Substantial populations of
vector mosquitoes develop on ths property. Over the past
several years, sediment has accumulated in the Lagua and encouraged the growt of cattails.
The cattail stads provide ideal habitat for tue mosquitoes. Because of
the broad extent of
iht:se stands, they must be treated by helicopter, a very expensive operation. If left
uncontrolled, mosquitoes from this site present a significant theat to the health and safety of

the residents in surounding neighborhoods and visitors to the golf course and surounding
area. Therefore, the impact of changes to the sIte on mosquito development there should be
one of
the issues addressed in environmenta documents prepared for the propert. Changes
to the shape, depth, and vegetation will have imediate and long term consequences on the
necessity for pestìcìde applications, the method by which they are applied, and even the types
of materials tht must be used at this site. There are ways in which physical changes to the

site could greatly alleviate mosquito production and reduce the need for pesticide
applications. Conversely, the extent of
mosquito development could be increased, i£larger
areas of
marsh become populated with thick vegetation. District staff can offer expertise 00
the impact of
proposed changes on mosquito production at the site. Our staff
would like to

work with the Planng Departent during the design phase to ensure that chages at the
Laguna minimize the potential tor mosquito development rather than exacerbating the
problem.

2) Continued access for inspection and treatment activities.

E13 /G13 :3Si'id

Q8AW . 08 0:31 'iW N'iS
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The SMCMVCD is responsible to the citizens and tapayers of San Mateo County to
provide vector control services. Because mosquito development is curently occurrg at
this site and may continue, the environmental review should clearly state the need for
access to all mosquito development areas for inspection and control operations.

The District would like to work closely \Vth the Plarng Deparent in the futue and
can provide information on the curent state of mosquito development in Shar Park and the
potential impact of any changes to the landscape there.

Than you,

Chindi Peavey, PhD
Vector Ecologist

San Mateo County Mosquito and Vector Control
(650) 344-8592
(650) 642-4845
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To: Bill Wycko

San Francisco Planing Deparment
Natural Areas Management Plan
1650 Mission St, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
the

RE: Scope fId Content of Environmenta Impact RepOlt and Environmenta Revit:w of

San Francisco Natural Areas Management Plan.

The San Mateo County Mosquito and Vector Control Distrct would like to ensure that two
things are considered in any future environmental documents for the Natural Areas Management
Plan
1) The impact of changes at Shar Park on mosquito development there.

The San Mateo County Mosquito and Vector Control District has been conductig
mosquito control at Laguna Salada in the Shar Park Golf course in Pacifica for several
years. Substatial populations of vector mosquitoes develop on ths propert. Over the past
several years, sediment has accumulated in the Laguna and encouraged the growt of cattls.

The cattail stands provide ideal habitat for tule mosquitoes. Because of the broad extent of
these stands, they must be treated by helicopter, a very expensive operation. If left
uncontrolled, mosquitoes from this site present a signficant theat to the health and safety of

the residents in surrounding neighborhoods and visitors to the golf course and surounding
area. Therefore, the impact of changes to the site on mosquito development there should be
one of the issues addressed in environmental documents prepared for the property. Changes
to the shape, depth, and vegetation wil have immediate and long term consequences on the
necessity for pesticide applìcations, the method by which they are applìed, and even the types
of materials that must be used at tlús site. There art: ways in wmch physical changes to the
site could greatly alleviate mosquito production and reduce the need for pesticide
applications. Conversely, the extent ùfmosquito development could be increased, i£larger
areas of
marsh become populated with thck vegetation. District staf can offer expertise on
the impact of proposed changes on mosquito production at the site. Our staff would like to
work with the Planing Deparent during the design phase to ensure that changes at the
Laguna minimize the potential for mosquito development rather than exacerbating the
problem.

2) Continued access for inspection and treatment activities.
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The SMCMVCD is responsible to the citizens and taxpayers of San Mateo County to
provide vector control services. Because mosquito development is curently occurrng at
this site and may continue, the environmental review should clearly stte the need for

access to all mosquito development areas for inspection and control operations.
The District would like to work closely with the Planng Deparent in the future and
can provide information on the curent state of mosquito development in Shar Park and the
potential impact of any changes to the landscape there.

Than you,

Chindi Peavey, PhD
Vector Ecologist

San Mateo County Mosquito and Vector Control
(650) 344.8592
(650) 642-4845
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May 23, 2009
Bil Wycko, Environmental Review Ofcer

RECEI\fED

San Francisco Planning Departent
1650 Mission Street. Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

MAY 2 7 28:9

Re: Initial Study of the Natural Areas Management Plan

CITY & COUNTY OF S,t
PLANNING DEPARTMF1\l

ME

Dear Mr. Wycko,
Please require a full Environmental

Impact Report of the Natural Areas Management Plan. As director and

founder of the SF Tree Council and an appointed founding member of the city's Urban Forest Council, and after
attending 5 years of Natural Areas meetings - i am greatly concerned about the past 10 years of
the Natural Areas
Program destroying healthy mature trees, and ignonng the tremendous loss and outrage of the majonty of San

Franciscans.
San Francisco's large, mature trees are truly an endangered spees and need to be preserved. Only 5% of trees of
the total 669,000 tres in San Francisco have diameters greater than 30 inches, accrding USDA 2007 report
(UFORE) on the state of the urban forest in San Francisco.
I concur with Mary McAllster, Kann Hu, and Nancy Wuerfl's assessment of The Initial Study of the SNRAMP. It is
flawed, incomplete, and does not provide the much needed proof that SNRAMP is sustainable, cost effive or wil
benefit the greater goo of our citizens. The scientific communities in the United State question the value of native

plants and its citizens have rejeced it when requinng the removal of healthy trees.

The Initial Study of the environmental impacts of SNRAMP is inadequate in many respes:
. It dismisses as "insignificant" environmental impacts that have been expenence in the past and that caused

considerable damage as well as public concern.
. It makes sweeping statements, dismissing environmental and safety issues without providing any basis for
these dismissals
. It demonstrates that the author has either not read SNRAMP or has not understood important portions of it
. It demonstrates that the author has ignored basic scientific pnnciples needed to analyze potential impacts,

such as carbon sequestration and release
. It demonstrates that the author has not visited the natural areas and is unaware of the 10-year history of

environmental and safety problems and public concern since the Natural Areas Program bean
For the long-term health of our environment and that of the ciizens of San Francisco, please require a full EIR of
SNRAMP.

Sincerely yours,
Cart1l8la, Executive Director
San Francisco Tree Council
Member SF Urban Forest Council
2310 Powell Street, Suite 305
San Francisco, CA 94133

sftreecounci l(âdslextreme, com
415-982-8793

W~T~ To-P~& ProOur Com U~FOY
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And I nlirtX(o th"' if

Brent Plater

<bplater@ggnrabig
year.org>

To

<jessica.range@sfgov.org>,

06/16/2009 01:38
PM

<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc

Subject

Re: Scoping Comments on NAP EIR

Hi Jessica,
Thanks for talking to me about the Natural Areas Program/Laguna Salada

Enhancement CEQA process last month. As I mentioned to you on the phone,
the main purpose of the Laguna Salada Enhancement Plan is to “restore the
Laguna Salad wetlands to provide suitable habitat for the San Francisco

garter snake and the California red-legged frog.” p. 1-1. To do so, the

purposes and objectives section expressly states that San Francisco and/or
its consultants must consider restoring vegetative conditions, water

quality, migration corridors, etc. in “the lagoon and the surrounding
area.” Id. Thus, it seems that RPD must consider full restoration of

Sharp Park through the CEQA process, and that the City may not simply
presume that the golf course will continue to exist indefinitely.
I also previously sent you a copy of my comments, along with a website

where you could download the comments and all the exhibits. Please let me
know if you have any trouble accessing the documents. The link is posted
again below.
Thank you,
Brent Plater

415-572-6989

