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PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) proposes to implement the Pacific Rod and Gun
Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Plan (the “project”), which would clean up soil contamination at the
Pacific Rod and Gun Club (PRGC), located at 520 John Muir Drive on the southwest side of Lake Merced
in San Francisco, California. Soil contamination is the result of the former use of lead shot and clay targets
made with asphaltic materials at the skeet and trap shooting ranges. The SFPUC prepared the PRGC
Remedial Action Plan (RAP) in response to a Cleanup Order issued by the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (RWQCB). The project consists of excavation and
appropriate off-site disposal of up to 46,500 cubic yards of soils containing elevated concentrations of lead
and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and backfilling of excavated areas with clean fill material.

FINDING:

This project could not have a significant effect on the environment. This finding is based upon the criteria
of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect),
15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative Declaration), and
the following reasons as documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is
attached. Mitigation measures are included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects. See
Initial Study Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects.

In the independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence that the
project could have a significant effect on the environment.
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INITIAL STUDY

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

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A.1l Project Location

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

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

small target-launching stands.

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

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

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

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

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

A.2 Project Background

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

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

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

in the site’s soil and lake sediments.34

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

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

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

3 TIbid.

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

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

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

sediments.

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

exposure to lead, arsenic, and PAHs.

5 Benthic organisms live in sediments at the lake bottom.
6 AMEC, 2012. Supplemental Investigation and Health Risk Assessment, Pacific Rod and Gun Club. April 9, 2012.
7 Ibid.
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In compliance with the first two tasks of Order R2-2013-0023, the SFPUC has established human health
cleanup standards for the site and has prepared the RAP. The site cleanup goal for lead identified in the
RAP is 80 mg/kg, based on the California Human Health Screening Level (CHHSL) for residential
properties, published by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.8 For PAHs, the cleanup
goal is 0.21 mg/kg, based on the site-specific background concentrations of PAHs in upland soil at the
site, as approved by the RWQCB.%10 Although the SFPUC has no plans to construct housing at the site,
cleanup to the residential property standard would achieve the remedial action objective of allowing

unrestricted future use of the site for planning purposes.

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

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

A.3 Project Purpose

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

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

e Reduce the potential for leaching of contaminants into Lake Merced

A.4 Project Characteristics

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

associated with the soil remediation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

proposed soil remediation, as ordered by the RWQCB.

11
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A.4.1 Site Preparation and Survey

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

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

A.4.2 Utility Clearance

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

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

A.4.3 Removal of Surface Debris and Trees

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

removed by the PRGC.

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

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

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

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

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

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

A.4.5 Confirmation Sampling

Confirmation samples would be collected after excavating to the depths shown on Figure 4 to confirm
attainment of cleanup objectives; i.e., that the lead and PAH concentrations, if any, in soil are below the
cleanup goals. Sampling would be performed in accordance with the composite sampling method
described in the RAP.!3 Data validation and review would be completed before final demobilization, in

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

A.4.6 Characterization and Treatment of Excavated Soil for Disposal

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

waste.

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

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

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

approaches, samples may be collected and tested for suitability.

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

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

A.4.7 Waste Management and Disposal

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

offsite to appropriate disposal facilities.

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

A.4.8 Backfilling and Site Restoration

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

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

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

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

materials, 10 for backfill).

The backfilled excavation would be compacted according to engineering specifications and graded to return
the site to conditions similar to the existing site. Some of the existing paved areas would be replaced with
compacted base (permeable surface), as required by the Stormwater Management Ordinance.!8 Suitable

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

A.4.9 Construction Equipment

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

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

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

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

trucks

Soil washing or stabilization equipment, if 10-15

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

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

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

treatment systems or mixing equipment typical of the concrete industry.

A.4.10 Staging Areas

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

quantities of fuels and lubricants, could be stored onsite.

A.4.11 Site Access

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

Construction workers would park in designated areas onsite.

A.4.12 Construction Schedule and Workforce

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

2015.

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

construction is anticipated or proposed.

A.4.13 Noticing of Construction

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

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

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

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

A5 Project Approvals

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

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

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

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

could include the following:

Federal

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

State

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

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

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

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

Local

San Francisco Planning Commission: Approval of a Coastal Development Permit

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

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

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

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

B.1 Regional and Local Setting

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

property boundary.

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

occupied by dune scrub, riparian, and wetland vegetation.

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

more than half a mile from the site.

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

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

20 AMEC, 2013. Remedial Action Plan: Pacific Rod and Gun Club, San Francisco, California. Prepared for the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission. July 12, 2013. Ground elevations are based on the San Francisco City Datum, which is
11.37 feet above NAVDSS.
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B.2 Other Projects in the Vicinity

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

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

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

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

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

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

issue area subsections within Section E.

C. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS

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

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

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

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

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

policies.

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

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

SFPUC decisions. These plans are as follows:

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

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

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

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

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

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

overall SFPUC business performance.

C.1.1 San Francisco General Plan

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

and community safety elements of the General Plan.

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

described below.

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

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

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

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

Plan is discussed below.

Western Shoreline Area Plan

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

water quality as a standby reservoir for emergency use.

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

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

nonpotable emergency uses.

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

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

C.1.2 The Accountable Planning Initiative

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7. Landmarks and historic buildings be preserved

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

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

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

project and these policies.

C.1.3 San Francisco Bicycle Plan

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

project construction.

C.1.4 San Francisco Sustainability Plan

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

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

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

goals of the plan.

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

C.2.1 SFPUC Strategic Sustainability Plan

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

principles for San Francisco properties.

C.3 Other Plans

C.3.1 Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan

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

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

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

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

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

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

Land Use Air Quality Biological Resources

Aesthetics Greenhouse Gas Emissions Geology and Soils

Population and Housing Wind and Shadow Hydrology and Water Quality

Cultural and Paleo. Resources Recreation Hazards/Hazardous Materials

Transportation and Circulation Utilities and Service Systems Mineral/Energy Resources

XXX OX O
OOoOOoooX

Noise Public Services Agricultural and Forest Resources

XOODODOOOKX

Mandatory Findings of Significance

E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

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

Mitigation Incorporated.

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

cultural and paleontological resources impacts.

Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis

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

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

projects to be considered in this cumulative analysis:

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

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

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

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

overlap with the construction of the project are listed in bold.
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TABLE 3

CUMULATIVE PROJECTS IN THE PACIFIC ROD AND GUN CLUB PROJECT VICINITY

Potential Cumulative Impact

Approximate
Distance to

CEQA Status and
Estimated Construction

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

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

The project would consist of the following:

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

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

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

e Replacing the Vista Grande Tunnel to expand its capacity

e Replacing the outfall structure at Fort Funston

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

Long Term: Impacts on
aesthetics and biological
resources

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

TABLE 3 (Continued)

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

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

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

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

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

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

around San Francisco. Groundwater pumped from these wells biological resources; mile east Construction schedule:
would be blended with Hetch Hetchy water at the Sunset and hydrology; and hazards Lake Merced Well
Sutro reservoirs and then distributed throughout the city using Facility construction
existing infrastructure. The project includes construction and scheduled January 2015
operation of a wel'l faci?ity at thg Lake M.erced Pump S.t'at.ion, to through April 2016

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

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

TABLE 3 (Continued)

Potential Cumulative Impact

Approximate
Distance to

CEQA Status and
Estimated Construction

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

o Increase residential density

e Provide a neighborhood core with new commercial and retail
services

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

TABLE 3 (Continued)

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

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

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

Modifications were completed in March 2012.

Recreation Wellness Center. Funded through a student fee, the

proposed Recreation Wellness Center is a significant addition to

San Francisco State University, revitalizing the northern edge of

campus and providing a major new student activity center. The

campus master plan located the project on North State Drive;

however, given the continued useful life of the Library Annex

buildings on that site, the Recreation Wellness Center project has

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

Drive.

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

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

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

weight and fitness space, and an elevated jogging track.

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

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

TABLE 3 (Continued)

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

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

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

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

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

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

traffic light on Brotherhood Way.

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

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

TBD = To be determined

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

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

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

a) Physically divide an established community?

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

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

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

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

impact.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

contribute (no impact).
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E.2 Aesthetics

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

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

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

Designated Scenic Resources

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

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

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

value.

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

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

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

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

San Francisco Convention and Visitors Bureau, Official Visitors Website, San Francisco 49-mile Scenic Drive. Available online at
http://www.sanfrancisco.travel/maps/49-Mile-Scenic-drive. html?c=y&product=&showMain=. Accessed December 12, 2013.
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The urban design element also identifies streets that are important to the “perception” of the city. John
Muir Drive and Lake Merced Boulevard are identified as “Streets that Extend[s] the Effect of Public Open
Space.” The urban design element also identifies Lake Merced as an area where it is important to

preserve the existing landscape.

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

of the Lake Merced area.

Visual Character and Quality of the Project Site and Surroundings

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

locations.

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

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

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

motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians.

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

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

vegetation.

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

site.

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

uncharacteristic of the surrounding area.

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

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

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

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

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

lsh_oto 3 - East facing view from John Muir Drive Pedestrian Path
Pacific Rod and Gun Club . 120468.02
SOURCE: ESA Figure 6a
Public Views of Pacific Rod and Gun Club




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

Photo 6 - North facing view from Jdn Muir Drive Ped
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Figure 6b
Public Views of Pacific Rod and Gun Club

SOURCE: ESA
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Photo 7 - Southeast facing view from Johh Muir Drive Pedestriah Path

Photo 9 - South facing view from Lake Merced boathouse dock area . . Photo 10 - West facing view from Lake Merced Boulevard Pedestrian Path
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Figure 6¢

Public Views of Pacific Rod and Gun Club

SOURCE: ESA



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

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

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

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

important to preserve the existing landscape.

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

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

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

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

level.

Mitigation Measure M-AE-3: Screening Vegetation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

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

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

growth-inducing impact would be less than significant.

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

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

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

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

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

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

impact).

E.4 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Less than
Potentially Significant with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
4. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL
RESOURCES —Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance ] X ] ] ]

of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5,
including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article
11 of the San Francisco Planning Code?

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

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological ] X ] ] ]
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:|

outside of formal cemeteries?

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

Approach

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

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

The cultural landscape evaluation assessed the potential eligibility of the PRGC site as a historical
resource based on criteria established in the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and for listing on
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). To be eligible for the CRHR, a historical resource

must be significant at the local, state, and/or federal level under one or more of the following criteria:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Evaluation of the PRGC Site as a Historical Resource

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

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

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

29 Weeks Kav D and Gr1rnmer Anne E Secreturu of the Interior’s Standards ( Stundurds) for the Treatment of Historic Properties

Interior, National Park Service, Cultural Resource Stewardship and Partnerships Heritage Preservat10n Services,
Washington, D.C. 1995.
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landscapes), the PRGC can best be described as a vernacular landscape—that is, one that has evolved
through use by the people whose activities or occupancy shaped it and one in which function played a
significant role. As described in NRHP bulletins on cultural landscapes, both the processes that helped to
form the landscape and its individual components are critical to the understanding of a cultural
landscape. The key processes to the formation of a cultural landscape include land uses and activities,
patterns of spatial organization, responses to the natural environment, and cultural traditions. The
individual components of a cultural landscape include groupings of features within a larger landscape,
circulation-related features, the various types of boundary demarcations, vegetation features, buildings
and structures, archaeological resources, and small-scale elements.?’ The description and evaluation of

the PRGC site incorporates these cultural landscape characteristics and features.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

vernacular buildings and lack significance related to design or construction.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Contributing and Non-Contributing Features. The features constructed on the PRGC property during its
period of significance (1934-1941) and which relate to its significance under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1,
for its association with the broad pattern of history related to the increased popularity of sport hunting
and the development of skeet within the context of the early 20t century wildlife conservation
movement, were identified as contributing features to the PRGC cultural landscape. The primary features
from this period that contribute to the design of the PRCG cultural landscape and that remain in place
include Fields 4 to 7, the broad terrace for these fields, the Clubhouse, the Caretaker’s House, the Rifle

Range building, and the Shell House.

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

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

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

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

e alevel terrace

e the linear arrangement of the fields

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Duck Tower

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

32

The external siding on the low house on Field 4 has been remodeled since the end of the period of significance and the

structure is now entirely clad in wood siding; however, the low house remains in its original location, retains all of its
other character-defining features, and so continues to retain its integrity.
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e TFields 8 and 9, used for skeet, and their associated features

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

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

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

e Vegetation features

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

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

significant level.

Project Effects

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

as follows:

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

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

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

resource as defined above.

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

Rehabilitation.

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

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

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

defined under CEQA Section 15064.5(b).

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

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

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

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

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

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

vibration impact on contributory buildings would be less than significant.

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

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

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

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

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

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

e Prior to commencement of site remediation, the SFPUC shall record and document the existing
structural condition and location of the wood frame high/low houses at skeet fields 4 - 7 (total of
8 structures) and the wood fences which separate these fields (total of 4 fences). This shall be
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accomplished through; 1) digital photography of all such features, 2) mapping their original
locations and configuration on a site plan, and 3) numbering and cataloging each structure. These
features shall be carefully relocated to a secure, onsite or off site location to avoid damage. If
stored onsite, they may be relocated to alternate safety zones as remediation progresses. The most
appropriate temporary relocation sites shall be determined by the SFPUC prior to
commencement of work.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the Lake Merced prehistoric midden®) are documented within the project vicinity. Lake Merced has an

33 A midden is any large refuse heap, mound, or concentration of cultural debris associated with human occupation. The
term includes such materials as discarded artifacts, food remains, shells, bones, charcoal and ashes. Middens are
valuable sources of archeological data.
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abundance of freshwater biotic resources essential to and valued by Holocene epoch indigenous peoples.
Because of this, researchers expect there to have been seasonal encampments focused on food and materials
procurement in the area. They know the Lake Merced area had even more productive ecosystems during
the thousands of years before the sand barrier blocked the former bay-estuary and formed the lake. Older
prehistoric sites may lie buried or submerged under alluvial, sand dune, and marine deposits. No recent
subsurface archeological field investigation has occurred in the Lake Merced area. Nearly all of the
documented sites® are known merely from walk-over surveys or happenstance discoveries. Even in these

cases, the recording archeologists made little effort to characterize the deposits.3®

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

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

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

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

34 CA-SFR-25 (an isolate worked biface obsidian tool); CA-SFR-106 (shell midden deposit, mostly oyster, at ground surface

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

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

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

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

described in the soil boring logs.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

construction-related impacts on paleontological resources.

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

deposits, traces, or trackways.

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

discovered in the area or in similar geologic units.

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

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

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

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

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

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

analysis.

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

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

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

Quadrangle, San Francisco Bay Area, California.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

human remains encountered during project grading and construction.

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

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

remains if any are accidentally discovered during project implementation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(less than significant with mitigation).

E.5 Transportation and Circulation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

roads used to access the project site.

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

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

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

2013.

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

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

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

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

priority over travel by private automobile.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

53 San Francisco Bicycle Plan

http://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/projects/San_Francisco_Bicycle_Plan_June_26_2009_002.pdf.
54 49 CFR: Transportation. Office of the Secretary of Transportation http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=
£887e38a370ccbfc57574d0c9bf0cb9c&tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title49/49tab_02.tpl. Accessed November 4, 2013.
Caltrans, 2012. California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways. Amended January 13,
2012.
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e DPedestrian and bicycle access and circulation shall be maintained during project construction
where it is safe to do so. The contractor shall be required to maintain bicycle lanes and lane
widths to accommodate bicycle traffic; alternatively, the contractor shall seek a permit from the
SFMTA to address bicycle route detours and signs for any lane closures, as appropriate. Where
construction encroaches on a bicycle lane, advance warning signs (e.g., “Bicyclists Allowed Use
of Full Lane” and “Share the Road”) shall be posted to indicate that bicycles and vehicles are
sharing the lane and to warn bicyclists and drivers of upcoming traffic hazards. If construction
encroaches on a sidewalk, safe crossings and appropriate signs shall be provided for pedestrians.

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

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

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

Construction Activities

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Construction-Related Vehicle Trips

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

increasing overall traffic volumes along affected roadways.

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

80 one-way vehicle trips).>”

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

project site using 20-cubic-yard haul trucks.

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

one delivery truck trip on a given weekday.

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

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

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

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

Increased Traffic Impacts

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

traffic.

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

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

[~

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

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

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

SOURCE: CHS Consulting Group 2013

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

would occur concurrently, whereas other phases would occur sequentially.

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

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

roadways would be less than significant.

Public Transit Impacts

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

vehicles, along with construction-related impacts.

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

significant.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

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

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

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

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

management plan is described further below.)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

haul trucks share the roadway with other vehicles.

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

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

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

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

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

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

would be less than significant.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

19th Avenue, SR35 and SR1.

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

cumulative projects in the same geographic area.

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

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

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

62 Tn 1998, San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First
Policy. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian travel be given priority over travel by private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and
objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan and are addressed in Chapter 4, Plans and
Policies.
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and lane restrictions from potentially overlapping and concurrent projects could increase potential traffic
hazards for drivers, bicyclists, and pedestrians on roadways affected by the proposed project. The
combination of construction-related traffic impacts of projects in the cumulative scenario suggests the

potential for a significant cumulative traffic impact to occur during construction.

As discussed under Impact TR-1, above, the required project-specific construction management plan and
the Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (Blue Book) would require the SFPUC or its contractor to
address potential transportation disruptions. In addition, the construction management plan would require
the SFPUC to engage in ongoing coordination with the appropriate jurisdictional agencies through the
TASC. Also, the SFPUC would be required to directly address potential cumulative transportation impacts
from projects whose schedules and locations could overlap with the PRGC soil remediation project. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-1, potential impacts on bicyclists and pedestrians from
trucks and vehicles entering and exiting the site would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Thus,
with mitigation, the project’s contribution to a significant cumulative traffic impact on local and regional

roads would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant with mitigation).

E.6 Noise
Less Than
Potentially Significant Less-than-
Significant with Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
6. NOISE—Would the project:
a)  Resultin exposure of persons to or generation of noise |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:|
levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?
b)  Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive |:| |Z |:| |:| |:|
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
¢)  Resultin a substantial permanent increase in ambient |:| |:| |:| |:| |z
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
d) Resultin a substantial temporary or periodic increase in |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:|

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan |:| D |:| D |z
area, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in an
area within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing or
working in the area to excessive noise levels?

f)  For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, U U ] U X
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

g) Be substantially affected by existing noise levels? ] ] ] Ol X
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The project consists solely of construction; no long-term maintenance or monitoring of the site would be
necessary. Therefore, project implementation would not result in any permanent increases in ambient
noise levels. The project site is not within an airport land use plan area, nor is it in the vicinity of a private
airstrip. The project would not be affected by existing noise levels because the PRGC’s activities would

cease during project construction. Therefore, topics 6¢, 6e, 6f, and 6g are not applicable.

Impact NO-1: During construction, the project would not result in a temporary increase in ambient
noise levels and vibration in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project and would
not expose persons to noise levels in excess of standards in the Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the
Police Code). (Less than Significant)

Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code, revised November 25, 2008, regulates construction-related
noise. Section 2907 limits noise levels from individual pieces of equipment to 80 decibels (dBA) at
100 feet, which is equivalent to 86 dBA at 50 feet. Impact tools, such as jackhammers, are exempt from
this noise limit if they are equipped with intake and exhaust mufflers approved by the Director of Public
Works or the Director of Building Inspection. Section 2908 allows for construction work during nighttime
hours (defined by the code as 8:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.); however, construction-related noise cannot exceed
the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the nearest property line, unless a special permit is granted by the

Director of Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection.

Onsite Construction Activities. Proposed construction hours are primarily from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.,
within regular working hours (7:00 am. to 8:00 p.m.), as defined by Article 29 of the Police Code. The
proposed construction hours would be consistent with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, and no
nighttime or weekend work is anticipated. With proposed conformance with ordinance time limits, no

conflicts would occur during project construction, and this