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AND AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Hearing Date: Thursday, July 23, 2020

Time: Not before 1:00 PM
Location: Visit www.sfplanning.org for details
Case Type: Environmental (Draft Environmental Impact Report)
Hearing Body:  Planning Commission
PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICATION INFORMATION
Project Address: n/a Case No.: 2016-016100ENV
Cross Street(s): State Route 92/State Route 35 Building Permit: Not Applicable
Block /Lot No.: Various Applicant/Agent: SFPUC
Zoning District(s): Various Scott MacPherson, Environmental
Plan Area: SFPUC Peninsula Watershed Project Manager
Telephone: (415) 551-4525
E-Mail: smacpherson@sfwater.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A Draft environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared by the San Francisco Planning Department in
connection with this project.

The project sponsor, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), proposes to improve and develop
recreational trails and associated facilities located within the Peninsula Watershed in central San Mateo County. The
Peninsula Watershed property is owned by the City and County of San Francisco and managed by the SFPUC. The
project is a component of the SFPUC’s Peninsula Watershed Management Plan. The project area includes watershed
lands along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, which is approximately 1.5 miles north of the State Route 92 (S.R. 92)/State
Route 35 (S.R. 35) intersection (north of the Skylawn Memorial Park), and watershed lands extending south from S.R.
92 approximately 6 miles to the Phleger Estate boundary and east from S.R. 35 a few hundred feet.

Primary project components proposed for areas north of S.R. 92 include a new 0.5-mile universal access loop trail
(that would provide Americans with Disabilities Act-compliant access and parking), and a 50-car parking lot and
restroom near the watershed’s Cemetery Gate, as well as the transfer of a public access easement (from the Bay Area
Ridge Trail Council to the SFPUC) along an existing segment of the Bay Area Ridge Trail through Skylawn Memorial
Park. Project components proposed for areas south of S.R. 92 include a new 6-mile southern skyline ridge trail along
S.R. 35, a 20-car parking lot, and two restrooms. Along the proposed southern skyline ridge trail, the SFPUC would
install a prefabricated bridge to span a gulch that intersects the trail alignment.

The SFPUC is considering multiple public access program configurations with differing levels of restrictiveness. These
access programs would apply to existing and new trail areas north and south of State Route 92, and cover a range of
potential access controls — from supervised to unsupervised.

The project site is not included on any of the lists compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the California Government
Code.
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DRAFT EIR: The Draft EIR finds that implementation of the project could result in significant unavoidable project-level
impacts related to biological resources and transportation and circulation. The Draft EIR provides a detailed project
description, an analysis of physical environmental effects of the project, and identification of feasible mitigation
measures and alternatives that would avoid or lessen the severity of project impacts. It is available for public review
and comment on the San Francisco Planning Department’s website at https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-
documents

The purpose of the public hearing is for the Planning Commission and Department staff to receive comments on the
adequacy and accuracy of the EIR. The Planning Commission will not respond to any of the comments or take action
on the project at this hearing. Please be advised that due to the COVID-19 emergency, the Planning Commission may
be required to conduct this hearing remotely. Additional information may be found on the Department's website at
www.sfplanning.org. Certification of the Final EIR will be considered at a later hearing. Contact the planner below if
you wish to be on the mailing list for future notices.

NOTE: This notice is being issued during the 60-day suspension of certain CEQA filing and posting requirements
pursuant to Executive Order N-54-20, and its issuance complies with the alternative posting requirements stated in the
order. This notice also complies with local requirements under the March 23, 2020 Fifth Supplement to the Mayoral
Proclamation Declaring the Existence of a Local Emergency Dated February 25, 2020.

Public comments on the Draft EIR will be accepted from Thursday, June 25, 2020 to 5:00 p.m. on Monday,
August 10, 2020.

FOR MORE INFORMATION OR TO SUBMIT COMMENTS ON THE EIR, PLEASE CONTACT:
Planner: Timothy Johnston Telephone: (415) 575-9035 E-Mail: timothy.johnston@sfgov.org

GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information,
may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s
website or in other public documents.

Only commenters on the Draft EIR will be permitted to file an appeal of the certification of the final EIR to the Board of
Supervisors.

A USB or paper copy of the Draft EIR will be mailed upon request. Referenced materials will also be made available
for review upon request. Please contact the project planner, Timothy Johnston, at timothy.johnston@sfgov.org or (415)
575-9035. Written comments should be addressed to Timothy Johnston, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, or emailed to timothy.johnston@sfgov.org. At the close of the
public review period, the San Francisco Planning Department will prepare a Responses to Comments document to
respond to all comments on the Draft EIR presented at the public hearing and received in writing during the public
review period.
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June 24, 2020

TO: Distribution List for the Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension
Project Draft EIR

FROM: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer

SUBJECT:  Request for the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Southern
Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project (Planning Department

File No. 2016-016100ENV)

This is the Draft of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Southern Skyline
Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project. A public hearing will be held on the adequacy
and accuracy of this document. After the public hearing, our office will prepare and
publish a document titled “Responses to Comments,” which will contain a summary of
all relevant comments on this Draft EIR and our responses to those comments. It may
also specify changes to this Draft EIR. Those who testify at the hearing on the Draft EIR
will automatically receive a copy of the Responses to Comments document, along with
notice of the date reserved for certification; others may receive a copy of the Responses to
Comments and notice by request or by visiting our office. This Draft EIR together with
the Responses to Comments document will be considered by the Planning Commission
in an advertised public meeting and will be certified as a Final EIR if deemed adequate.

After certification, we will modify the Draft EIR as specified by the Responses to
Comments document and print both documents in a single publication called the Final
EIR. The Final EIR will add no new information to the combination of the two documents
except to reproduce the certification resolution. It will simply provide the information in
one document, rather than two. Therefore, if you receive a copy of the Responses to
Comments document in addition to this copy of the Draft EIR, you will technically have
a copy of the Final EIR.

We are aware that many people who receive the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments
have no interest in receiving virtually the same information after the EIR has been
certified. To avoid expending money and paper needlessly, we would like to send copies
of the Final EIR in Adobe Acrobat format on a USB drive to private individuals only if
they request them. Therefore, if you would like a copy of the Final EIR, please fill out and
mail the postcard provided inside the back cover to the Environmental Planning division
of the Planning Department within two weeks after certification of the EIR. Any private
party not requesting a Final EIR by that time will not be mailed a copy. Public agencies
on the distribution list will automatically receive a copy of the Final EIR.

Thank you for your interest in this project.

www.sfplanning.org

Revised 7/25/13

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail
Extension Project Draft EIR

Page
Acronyms and ADDIeVIAtiOnS .........iiiiineneinciiiissssssssssssssissssssssesssesns v
SUMMALY c.ucuviteiiieiniieiiieiesceisees st s s bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb ene S-1
5.1 INErOdUCHON ..ot 5-1
5.2 Project SUMIMATY ......ccoceveiiiiiiiiiiicee ettt S-2
S.3  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures.............ccocoeuerevriniecreeeieineecee e, S-3
S4  Summary of ArNatiVes .........ccccovviiiiiiiiiiiiii e S-5
S.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative............ccccoorriririeiiiiiinnnnnrecceeccceseseeeeeeeenes S-6
5.6 Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved...........c.ccccooinniiiiiicininnnrnne S-8
Chapter 1, INETOAUCHON ....evuerieirerrcritctininrtiitncninieenerssesessenssesesessaesssssssssessasssssssssssssases 1-1
1.1 Project SUMMATY ......ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiicc s 1-1
1.2 Purpose of this Environmental Impact Report ..........ccccucueiiiiinnnnnrciccccccccnees 1-3
1.3 Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping Process ..........cccococeeveerrrererreeuererciienrenneneenes 1-4
1.4  Draft EIR and Final EIR ... 1-12
1.5  Organization of the Draft EIR ........cccccoooiiiiiii e 1-13
1.6 Public Participation ... 1-14
Chapter 2, Project Description 2-1
2.1 Project SUMMATY ..o 2-1
2.2 BacKGround ... 2-2
2.3 Project LOCAtION. .....cciiiiitiiiiiiitte ettt s 2-8
2.4 Project Goals and ODbJectiVes .........coowiiiiiiiiiiiiiccc 2-9
2.5  Project COMPONENLS ......c.coviiimiiiiiiiiiiticc s 2-10
2.6 Project CoNStrUuCHON ....c.cucuiiiiiiiiiiiicc s 2-21
2.7  Project Operations and Maintenance............c.cccoccueiiiiiinininininiccciecee e 2-29
2.8 Intended Uses of the EIR and Approvals Required..........c.cococeueueieiiininnnnnccccene. 2-36
Chapter 3, Plans and Policies 3-1
3.1 OVEIVIEW ..ottt 3-1
3.2 U.S. Department of the Interior, Golden Gate National Recreation Area — Scenic
Easement and Scenic and Recreation Easement ..., 3-2
3.3  City and County of San Francisco Plans and Policies.........c.cccccoeeurnnrreercreccinnnenenenes 3-3
3.4  SFPUC Plans and PoliCies........c.cccoiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiiiisssssns s 3-7
3.5  State and Regional AGenCies ............cccceueiiiiiiiciiieic s 3-11
3.6 San Mateo County Land Use Plans and Policies...........c.ccoooviioiiiiiiiniiccce 3-14
Case No. 2016-016100ENV i Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project
Draft EIR June 2020



Table of Contents

Page
Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 4.1-1
41 OVEIVIOW ..ottt ettt bbb b et ss e s s st 4.1-1
4.2 ASHNELICS...oiiii 4.2-1
4.3 Cultural RESOUTICES .......ccvviiiiiiiiiciii s 4.3-1
4.4  Transportation and Circulation ... 4.4-1
4.5 Noise and VIDIation ... 4.5-1
4.6 AL QUALILY .o 4.6-1
4.7  Greenhouse Gas EMISSIONS .........ccccvuiimimiiiiiiiiniiiii s 4.7-1
4.8  Biological RESOUICES.........cccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiic e 4.8-1
49 Geology, Soils, and Paleontological ReSOUrces............ccceeiviiuiiniiiiiniiiiniiciiiccieiene 49-1
410 Hydrology and Water QuUality..........cccoouiiiiiiiiiiiiic 4.10-1
4.11 Hazards and Hazardous Materials ..........ccccveueeinieeininieiniicineieiieeiseeieeseeeeseenenens 4111
412 Tribal Cultural RESOUICES .......ccvviviviiiiiiiiiiciic s 4.12-1
4.13 Topics Not Requiring Detailed Environmental Analysis.........c.cocoovureeueuerciniccncnennnns 4.13-1
Chapter 5, Other CEQA ISSUES ......cerevuireresuirisesniesessisesessssesessssesessssesessssesessssesessssessssssessssssssssssssssssssens 5-1
51 Growth INdUCEMENt........cccimiiiiiiiiiiii s 5-1
5.2  Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts.........ccccoeviiiiinciiiiicc, 5-1
53 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes............cccooooeieiiiiiiiiiciciccc, 5-4
5.4  Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved.............cccooooiiiiiiiiiiniic, 5-5
Chapter 6, Alternatives 6-1
6.1  INrOdUCHON ..o s 6-1
6.2 Alternatives SEleCtion. ..........cccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicc s 6-2
6.3  CEQA AILEINAtIVES ...coveevieevieeeeeteeeteeeteeete et eee et eeteeeteeeteeveersesteeeseeeseeseeseersesasesssensseseenseeseens 6-9
6.4 Alternatives Comparison and the Environmentally Superior Alternative................... 6-35
6.5 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis ...........cccccoeveeurinininnee. 6-37
Chapter 7, Report Preparers 7-1
701 Lead AGENCY ... s 7-1
7.2 PrOJECt SPONSOT......oiiiiiiiei ittt 7-1
7.3 Environmental Consultants............ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie s 7-1
Appendices
A. Notice of Preparation and Scoping SUMMATY .........ccccocvvrririeiiiiiiiinirnneeeeeeeecseseeeseenenes A-1
B. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Estimates .............cccccoceiniiiniiiniinniiinics B-1
C. Biological RESOUICES.........cccviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e C-1
D. SFPUC Specifications for Preventing the Introduction and Spread of Phytophthora
Species, Including Sudden Oak Death............cccoviiiiiiiiiiiiccc e, D-1
E. Expanded Hazards Mitigation M-HZ-8: Fire Management Plan ............cccccccevvniiiiccnnne. E-1
List of Figures
2-1 Peninsula Watershed Peninsula Watershed Existing Conditions..........cccooevvviviniiinnnnes 2-3
2-2 Project Overview and Regional Setting.........c.cccccovrrririeieieiiiinirrrrceccecce e 2-7
2-32 INAEX MAP .ot 2-11
2-3b  Proposed Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail..........cccocooeiiiiiniiiiii 2-12
Case No. 2016-016100ENV ii Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project

Draft EIR June 2020



Table of Contents

Page
List of Figures (continued)
2-3c  Proposed Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail..........ccccoooviiininiiiiiniic 2-13
2-3d  Proposed Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail...........cccccooevvnniiiiiiiiiiiinninee 2-14
2-3e  Proposed Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail...........ccccoooeeiinniiiiiiiiiinnee 2-15
2-4 Proposed Fifield-Cahill Ridge Trail Improvements ...........c.ccccceeeevririiieeccicnnnnrenenen 2-19
4.1-1 Cumulative Projects........ccoocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiic s 4.1-8
42-1 Representative Viewpoints and Features of Interest...........cccoevvvreccccncinnnnnnnnnes 42-2
4.2-2a Representative Photographs of the Project Area ..........ccccoeoiceennnnneccccccrnreeenes 4.2-3
4.2-2b Representative Photographs of the Project Area (Cont.) .........ccooveeieiieiniiiiciciiiens 4.2-4
4.2-2c  Representative Photographs of the Project Area (Cont.) .........ccooevrieiieieiiiiiciica 4.2-5
45-1 Noise Measurement LOCAtIONS .........ccccoveuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicc e 4.5-6
4.8-1  Vegetation TYPeS.....coviiiiiiiiiiiicc s 4.8-7
4.8-2  Special Status Plants Within Two Miles of Project Area (CNDDB).........ccccevrunnunnnes 4.8-35
4.8-3  Special Status Wildlife Within Two Miles of Project Area (CNDDB)............cccccouvuvunees 4.8-36
4.8-4  Critical Habitat within the Watershed ...........cccoooiivniie, 4.8-37
49-1 Erosion and Land Stability Sensitivity Zones...........ccccccceeeiirnnrnerecencccceernereeenenes 49-3
4.10-1 Water Features and Water Quality Vulnerability Zones.........c.cococeeueeeioinnnnnncncnenes 4.10-2
4.11-1 Fire Hazard Severity Map ...t 4.11-6
6-1 Alternative B - Relocated Parking Lot and Trailhead ..o 6-20
6-2 Alternative D - Alternative Trail Alignment ...........c.cccoooiiiiie 6-27
List of Tables
S-1 Summary of Impacts of the Proposed Project and Mitigation Measures Identified

N hiS EIR Lttt S-9
S-2 Summary of Impacts of Access Program Variant 1, Variant 2, and Variant 3 and

Mitigation Measures Identified in this EIR.........c.ccccoiiiiiiiiiiicccccccne 5-43
S-3 Comparison of the Significant Environmental Impacts of the Project vs. the

Impacts of the AIEINAtIVES ........cccccoviviiiiiiiiiii e S-56
1-1 Summary of Scoping COMMENLS.........ccccoimimiiiiiiiiii e 1-5
2-1 Summary of Construction Requirements for the Project..........cccoevvivvniiiiiinnininnnns 2-23
3-1 Designated Beneficial USeS ..........cccooviuiuiieiiiiiiiiicccecee s 3-13
41-1  Projects Considered in the Cumulative Project Analysis ..........cccccoeeeeiniiiiiinieines 4.1-7
42-1 Summary of Impacts — Aesthetics.........coooviiiiiiii 4.2-10
43-1 Summary of Impacts — Cultural RESOUICES .........cccceveieieiiiiicicicieic e 4.3-14
4.4-1  Summary of Impacts — Transportation and Circulation..........cccceeeeeiiiiiciiiiiens 4.4-8
45-1 Typical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment.............cccooiiiii 4.5-2
4.5-2  Short-Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area ...........ccccoeueuiuiiiiinninnnnnnns 4.5-5
4.5-3  Exterior Noise Standards at Receiving Land Uses: Residential, School, Hospital,

Church, or Public Library Properties............cccoeviiiiiininnnniniiiccccccnneeeenes 4.5-9
45-4 Summary of Impacts — Noise and Vibration ............c.cccccevceeoionnnnnceececinnneans 4.5-12
45-5 Predicted Noise Levels at Sensitive Receptors from Trail Construction Activities ..... 4.5-14
45-6  Predicted Noise Levels at Sensitive Receptors from Parking Lot Construction

ACHVIHIES .. s 4.5-15
4.5-7  Predicted Noise Levels at Sensitive Receptors from Driveway Construction

ACHVIHIES .. s 4.5-16
4.5-8 Predicted Noise Levels at Sensitive Receptors from Restroom Construction

ACHVIHIOS .t 4.5-16
459  Vibration Velocities for Construction Equipment ............ccccccoeeiiiiiiiiiiinnieccenne 4.5-19
4.6-1 Redwood City Monitoring Station — Ambient Air Quality Summary (2013-2017) ....... 4.6-3
Case No. 2016-016100ENV iii Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project
Draft EIR June 2020



Table of Contents

Page
List of Tables (continued)
4.6-2  Ambient Air Quality Standards and San Francisco Air Basin Attainment Status ......... 4.6-8
4.6-3  Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions Significance Thresholds.............ccccccoeeiiiinnnnnnnes 4.6-12
4.6-4 Summary of Impacts — Air QUAality......cccccoeoiiininiiriiiiiies 4.6-13
4.6-5 Average Daily Emissions of Criteria Pollutants during Project Construction.............. 4.6-15
4.6-6  Average Daily Emissions of Criteria Pollutants during Operations...........c.cccovuvuvuneeee 4.6-21
4.7-1  GHG Reductions from the Assembly Bill 32 Scoping Plan Categories..........c.corururueneeee 4.7-4
4.7-2  Summary of Impacts — Greenhouse Gases ...........cceueueueuiurrririrerineeeeierereeeeeseresseseeeenenes 4.7-11
4.7-3  Estimated Annual Project GHG EmiSSions.........ccccoceeieiiiiiicicieeieiccccicee e 4.7-13
4.8-1 Natural Communities of the Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension

PIOJECt AT@a ..ottt 4.8-9
4.8-2  Special-Status Plant Species Present, or with Potential to Occur, in the Project

ATCA .ottt 4.8-27
4.8-3  Special-Status Wildlife Species Present, or with Potential to Occur, in the Project

ATCA .ottt 4.8-29
4.8-4 Summary of Impacts — Biological RESOUTICES........ccccvvrurueueucucuiuiiiirrerreeee e 4.8-45
4.8-5 Summary of Mitigation Measures By Access Program.............cccoevererurueueueremecccnencnenens 4.8-46
48-6  Extent of Temporary and Permanent Vegetation Impacts, by Habitat Type................ 4.8-49
49-1 Summary of Impacts — Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources ........................ 4.9-15
4.10-1 Designated Beneficial USeS ..........cccoorriiieieiiiiiccccc s 4.10-5
4.10-2 Summary of Impacts — Hydrology and Water Quality..........cccccooovreniriniiinnnnnn 4.10-12
411-1 Summary of Impacts — Hazards and Hazardous Materials ..........cccceoevnreininirnnnnennne. 4.11-18
4.12-1 Summary of Impacts — Tribal Cultural Resources...........ccccccceeiivininninnniiiiiiiiiinns 4.12-6
6-1 Comparison of Project and Alternatives.........c.cccciieerririicccccciinrrreeeeceeceeeeaes 6-11
6-2 Summary of Ability of Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives.........c.cocevuvueuccuiiciccncnnne. 6-12
6-3 Comparison of the Significant Environmental Impacts of the Project vs. the

Impacts of the AIEINAtIVES ........ccceuiiiiiiiiiiiic e 6-13
6-4 Comparison of the Significant Environmental Impacts of the Project vs. the

Impacts of the Alternatives, by Access Program Configuration...........cccccceueueiiiinnnnnes 6-16
Case No. 2016-016100ENV iv Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project
Draft EIR June 2020



ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

BAAQMD  Bay Area Air Quality Management District

BP before present
Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CalFire California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Cal-IPC California Invasive Plant Council
C-APE CEQA Area of Potential Effects
CD State of California Delisted
CE State of California listed as Endangered
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CFP State of California Fully Protected Species
CHS CHS Consulting Group
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database
CNPS California Native Plant Society
cO carbon monoxide
COze carbon dioxide-equivalent
CSsC California Species of Special Concern
dBA A-weighted decibel
EIR environmental impact report
ERO Environmental Review Officer
ESA Environmental Science Associates
°F degrees Fahrenheit
FD Federally Delisted
FE Federally listed as Endangered
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FT Federally listed as Threatened
G Global rank indicating sensitive natural community (rank G1, G2, or G3)
GGNRA Golden Gate National Recreation Area
GHG greenhouse gas
1-280 Interstate 280
Ldn day-night noise level
Leq equivalent steady-state noise level
Lmax root mean squared maximum level of a noise source or environment
LOS Level of Service
Case No. 2016-016100ENV \' Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project

Draft EIR June 2020



Acronyms and Abbreviations

LS Less than Significant Impact, no mitigation required
LSM Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation

MT metric tons

Mw moment magnitude scale

NOP Notice of Preparation

NO nitric oxide

NO: nitrogen dioxide

NOx nitrogen oxides

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company

PM Particulate matter

ppm parts per million

RM Resource Management

ROG reactive organic gases

S State rank indicating sensitive natural community (rank S1, S2, or S3)
SA CDFG Special Animal

SFGS San Francisco Garter Snake

SFPUC San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

S.R.35 State Route 35

S.R.92 State Route 92

SOz sulfur dioxide

SSBRTE Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension
SUM Significant and Unavoidable Impact with Implementation of Mitigation
TAC toxic air contaminant

pg/ms3 micrograms per cubic meter

U.S. EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS United States Geological Survey
VdB vibration decibels

WL Watch List

Case No. 2016-016100ENV vi Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project
Draft EIR June 2020



SUMMARY

S.1 Introduction

This document is a draft environmental impact report (EIR) for the proposed Southern Skyline
Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project (“project”). This chapter of the EIR provides a summary
of the project; anticipated environmental impacts of the project and recommended mitigation
measures; areas of controversy to be resolved; and alternatives, including the environmentally
superior alternative.

The project sponsor, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), proposes to
improve and develop recreational trails and associated facilities located within the Peninsula
Watershed in San Mateo County, which is under the jurisdiction of the SFPUC. The project is a
component of the SFPUC’s Peninsula Watershed Management Plan, which includes goals,
policies, and actions that are designed to guide SFPUC management of resources, infrastructure,
facilities, and public access within the agency’s watershed lands.

Under the San Francisco Administrative Code, chapter 31, the San Francisco Planning
Department’s Environmental Planning section is responsible for conducting the environmental
review of all City and County of San Francisco projects pursuant to the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The planning department is the lead agency
responsible for preparing this EIR in compliance with CEQA, and the SFPUC is the project
sponsor proposing to implement the project.

In 2001, the San Francisco Planning Commission certified an EIR analyzing the physical
environmental effects of the management plan’s implementation (management plan EIR).! The
SFPUC subsequently approved the management plan. The project is among the actions identified
in the management plan and evaluated in the management plan EIR at a concept, or program-
level of detail. The SFPUC has since further defined the project, thus allowing for a more
detailed, or project-level, analysis of potential impacts. This EIR has been prepared for the public
and decision-makers to disclose the potential project-level physical impacts of the Southern
Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project, so that an informed judgment can be made
about the project’s environmental consequences.

The San Francisco Planning Commission certified the Peninsula Watershed Management Plan — Environmental
Impact Report (File No.: 96.22E; State Clearinghouse No. 98082030) on January 11, 2001. While prepared as a
Program EIR, the document examines one element of the Management Plan, the Fifield-Cahill Ridge Trail Project,
at a project level. Other management plan elements were evaluated at a program level, including a proposed
southern extension of the Bay Area Ridge Trail, denoted management action tra2 or Southern Skyline Boulevard
Trail. The SFPUC approved the management plan pursuant to SFPUC Resolution 02-0265.

Case No. 2016-016100ENV S-1 Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project
Draft EIR June 2020



Summary

S.2 Project Summary

The project area includes watershed lands along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, which is
approximately 1.5 miles north of the State Route 92 (S.R. 92)/State Route 35 (S.R. 35)? intersection,
and watershed lands extending south from S.R. 92 approximately 6 miles to the Phleger Estate3
boundary and east from S.R. 35 a few hundred feet. Primary project components proposed north
of S.R. 92 include a new 0.5-mile universal access loop trail (including Americans with
Disabilities Act-compliant access and parking), a 50-car parking lot, and one restroom along the
existing Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, and the transfer of a public access easement (from the Bay Area
Ridge Trail Council to SFPUC) along an existing trail segment of the Bay Area Ridge Trail
through Skylawn Memorial Park. South of S.R. 92, project components include a new 20-car
parking lot, two restrooms, and a new 6-mile southern skyline ridge trail. On the proposed
southern skyline ridge trail, a prefabricated bridge would span a wetland in the vicinity of the

trail alignment.

In response to public comments requesting the SFPUC consider multiple access options (see
Chapter 1, Introduction), and to allow flexibility in crafting an access program that responds to
ongoing watershed management requirements as well as environmental and economic
considerations, the SFPUC is considering multiple public access program configurations with
differing levels of restrictiveness. These access programs, each of which is analyzed in this EIR,
would apply to existing and new trail areas north and south of S.R. 92, and cover the range of
potential access controls — from supervised to unsupervised.

For the project, the SFPUC developed a proposed access program that would restrict access to the
Fifield-Cahill ridge trail to visitors with a reservation and under the supervision of a trained
volunteer (i.e., docent), similar to current access restrictions on this trail segment. Access to the
southern skyline ridge trail would be unsupervised, but restricted to visitors who have obtained

an access permit in advance.

The other access program variants considered in this EIR include access program variant 1
(docent program) supervised access, similar to the existing docent program; access program
variant 2 (unsupervised/unrestricted access); and access program variant 3 (unsupervised/
restricted access). Proposed security measures (e.g., fencing and gates) would vary based on the
access program. Chapter 2, Project Description, provides a detailed description of the project.

Should the Final EIR be certified, the SFPUC would consider project approval and selection of
final access program configuration for trails north and south of S.R. 92 based on information
obtained through the environmental analysis, additional cost and engineering feasibility

considerations, and continued community engagement.

2 SR.35is also Skyline Boulevard in this location.
3 The Phleger Estate is the property of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.
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S.3 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This EIR analyzes the potential environmental effects of the project, as identified in the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of an EIR, issued December 21, 2016 to responsible agencies and interested
parties, and issued March 30, 2017 to owners and occupants of properties within 300 feet of
project components (Appendix A of this EIR). The NOP discloses that the EIR will provide a
focused, yet detailed, tiered analysis of environmental topics for which a potentially significant
impact could result, including the areas of Tribal and Other Cultural Resources, Natural
Resources, Hydrology and Water Quality, Fire Management, Transportation and Access, and
Noise. This EIR also provides analysis of impacts related to Aesthetics, Air Quality, Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, Geology and Soils, and Hazards and Hazardous Materials. For the reasons
presented in Section 4.12, Topics Not Requiring Detailed Environmental Analysis, impacts in the
following areas would be less than significant, or have no impact: Agricultural and Forest
Resources, Mineral and Energy Resources, Population and Housing, Land Use, Recreation,
Utilities and Service Systems, and Wind and Shadow. As presented in Chapter 5, Other CEQA
Issues, the project would have no impacts related to Growth Inducement. Accordingly, these
topics are not addressed elsewhere in this EIR.

This summary provides an overview of the analysis contained in Chapter 4, Environmental
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. Impacts are categorized by type of impact as follows:

¢ No Impact. No adverse changes (or impacts) to the environment are expected.

e Less than Significant. An impact that would not involve an adverse physical change to the
environment, does not exceed the defined significance criteria, or would be eliminated or
reduced to a less-than-significant level through compliance with existing local, state, and
federal laws and regulations.

e Less than Significant with Mitigation. An impact that is reduced to a less-than-significant
level though implementation of the identified mitigation measure.

e Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation. An adverse physical environmental impact
that exceeds the defined significance criteria and can be reduced through compliance with
existing local, state, and federal laws and regulations and/or implementation of all feasible
mitigation measures, but cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

e Significant and Unavoidable. An adverse physical environmental impact that exceeds the
defined significance criteria and cannot be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant
level through compliance with existing local, state, and federal laws and regulations and for
which there are no feasible mitigation measures.

Table S-1 (beginning on p. S-9) and Table S-2 (beginning on p. S-43) present the impacts and
mitigation measures that are identified in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures of this EIR. Table S-1 presents the impacts and mitigation measures that this
EIR identifies for the proposed access program. Table S-2 presents the impacts and mitigation
measures that this EIR identifies for the access program variants 1, 2, and 3. The tables are
organized to correspond with environmental topics discussed in Chapter 4, Environmental
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Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. Each table presents (1) impact description, (2) level of
significance prior to mitigation measures (if applicable), (3) mitigation measures (if applicable),
and (4) level of significance after mitigation (if applicable). For a complete description of potential
impacts and recommended mitigation measures, refer to the topical sections in Chapter 4,
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures.

This EIR determined that the project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts,
depending upon the chosen access program, in the areas of biological resources and
transportation and circulation, that would remain significant and unavoidable even with
implementation of feasible mitigation measures, as follows:

Biological Resources

e Project operations with unsupervised visitor access along Fifield-Cahill ridge trail would
increase the potential for visitors, particularly bicycles and equestrians, to encounter and
harm the San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog, particularly in the area
of Five Points. (Impact BI-5; access program variants 2 and 3)

e  Project operations with unsupervised visitor access along Fifield-Cahill ridge trail would
increase the potential for direct impacts (e.g., trampling and crushing) on Mission blue
butterfly or San Bruno elfin butterfly host plants, which could result in take of listed
butterflies, including destruction of larvae and the permanent loss of occupied habitat.
(Impact BI-5; access program variants 2 and 3)

e Project operations with unsupervised access could result in substantial adverse impacts
related to accelerated spread of Phytophthora pathogens (including sudden oak death).
(Impact BI-7; proposed access program [southern skyline ridge trail] and variants 2 and 3)

Transportation and Circulation

e Project operations with unsupervised visitor access would increase the risk of conflicts
between vehicles and pedestrians, bicyclists, or equestrians attempting to cross State Route 92
where no marked or signalized crossing exists. (Impact TR-5; proposed access program and
variants 2 and 3)

The EIR identified significant impacts that could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with
implementation of identified mitigation measures in the following areas:

e Cultural Resources (Project construction and operations effects on archeological resources,
human remains, and tribal cultural resources; proposed access program and all variants)

e Noise and Vibration (Substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels at the closest
receptors from use of certain types of construction equipment; proposed access program and
all variants)

e Air Quality (Project construction-related criteria pollutant and fugitive dust emissions could
violate air quality standards and contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation,
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2017 Clean Air Plan, or result in a
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts; proposed access program and all variants)
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¢ Biological Resources (Project construction effects on special-status plants, wildlife, and
sensitive natural communities, and spread of invasive plant species; proposed access
program and all variants)

e Biological Resources (Project operations effects on nesting birds and spread of invasive plant
species; proposed access program and all variants. Project operations effects related to spread
of plant pathogens; proposed access program [Fifield-Cahill ridge trail] and variant 1. Project
operations effects on San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog along
southern skyline ridge trail; proposed access program and variants 2 and 3. Project
operations effects on special-status plants, marbled murrelet, and wildlife movement along
Fifield-Cahill ridge trail; variants 2 and 3)

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Project construction risk of wildland fires; proposed
access program and variants. Project operations with unsupervised access risk of wildland
fires; proposed access program [southern skyline ridge trail] and variants 2 and 3)

e Tribal Cultural Resources (Project construction and operations effects on tribal cultural
resources; proposed access program and all variants)

S.4 Summary of Alternatives

The following alternatives to the project are considered in this EIR and detailed further in
Chapter 6, Alternatives:

e Alternative A, No Project Alternative represents what would reasonably be expected to
occur in the foreseeable future if the project is not approved. The SFPUC would not construct
the Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project, and the project area would
remain generally in its existing condition. There would be no changes in the existing docent
program for the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, the SFPUC would not implement the Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail improvements, and the SFPUC would not construct the southern skyline ridge
trail. The SFPUC would continue to operate and maintain the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and
associated existing facilities as under current conditions and watershed management
procedures. Visitation under the No Project Alternative would be similar to existing
visitation levels.

e Alternative B, Relocated Parking Lot and Trailhead South of S.R. 92 would avoid the
significant-and-unavoidable-with-mitigation impact related to traffic hazards. This
alternative would relocate the parking lot and trailhead for the southern skyline ridge trail
from the proposed location at the intersection of S.R. 92/S.R. 35 to a new location
approximately 1.5 miles south of S.R. 92, near the site of a proposed permanent access drive
and temporary construction staging. No trail would be constructed between S.R. 92 and the
relocated parking lot and trailhead. This reduced trail alignment would accommodate multi-
modal access and include docent-led, unsupervised/unrestricted, or unsupervised/restricted
access. The 1.5-mile gap between S.R. 92 and the relocated trailhead of the southern skyline
ridge trail would substantially reduce the likelihood that visitors of one trail segment would
attempt crossing S.R. 92 to reach the opposite segment.

e Alternative C, Pedestrian-Only Trail Access would avoid the significant-and-unavoidable-
with-mitigation impact related to San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog.
This alternative would limit the mode of visitor access on Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and
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southern skyline ridge trail to pedestrians only (thus eliminating bicycle and equestrian
usage), while constructing all of the same trail and facility components as the project (except
for the accommodation of equestrian parking in the parking areas). The pedestrian-only
alternative would accommodate docent-led, unsupervised/unrestricted, or unsupervised/
restricted access. As a pedestrian-only alternative, alternative C would reduce impacts to
special-status amphibians and reptiles on Fifield-Cahill ridge trail by limiting the mode of
visitor access to foot travel on project trails, as compared to bicycle and equestrian travel that
would be allowed under the project. Alternative C would be protective of special-status
amphibians and reptiles because pedestrians would generally be closer to the ground and
travel at slower speeds than would bicyclists and equestrians. For these reasons, pedestrians
would be better able to detect and avoid special-status amphibians and reptiles that may be
traveling or basking on the trail. Similarly, slower travel speeds would provide special-status
amphibians and reptiles with more time to move out of harm’s way.

e Alternative D, Alternative Trail Alignment would substantially reduce the significant-and-
unavoidable-with-mitigation impacts related to special-status butterflies and their host plants,
and accelerated spread of plant pathogens. There would be an alternative trail alignment
providing improved trail access between Sweeney Ridge and the Phleger Estate via the existing
Crystal Springs Regional Trail and Huddart County Park trail system. Alternative D would
require the development of two trail connectors to supplement the existing trail system: a
1.2-mile connector trail (converted from existing SFPUC maintenance roads) between Sweeney
Ridge and the Crystal Springs Regional Trail, and 1.3 miles of new trail in the vicinity of S.R. 92
between the Crystal Springs Regional Trail’s San Andreas segment and Sawyer Camp segment.
Alternative D would allow multi-modal (pedestrian, bicyclist, and equestrian) access on the
connector trail between Sweeney Ridge and the Crystal Springs Regional Trail, and along the
trail between the Sawyer Camp segment and Crystal Springs segment. The existing access
modes for the Crystal Springs Regional Trail and the Huddart County Park trail system would
not change. Visitor access along the 1.2-mile connector trail would be the same as described for
the project (e.g., could range from docent-led access to unsupervised/unrestricted access).
Visitor access along the 1.3 miles of new trail would be consistent with that of the adjacent
existing Crystal Springs Regional Trail segments (i.e., unsupervised/unrestricted access). By
largely using existing trails and paved access roads, alternative D would substantially reduce
the significant-and-unavoidable-with-mitigation impacts on special-status butterflies and
the potential for accelerated spread of Phytophthora pathogens identified for the project.
However, this alternative could also result in similar or greater substantial adverse effects on
San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog, as well as special-status plant
species that may not occur within the project area.

Table S-3 provides a comparison of the significant environmental impacts identified for the
project and the project alternatives (beginning on p. S5-56).

S.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126(e)(2), an EIR is required to identify the
environmentally superior alternative from among the alternatives evaluated if the project has
significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The environmentally
superior alternative is the alternative that best avoids or lessens any significant effects of the project,
even if the alternative would impede, to some degree, the attainment of the project objectives.
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Alternative B is the environmentally superior alternative among the project alternatives (other
than the No Project Alternative). Alternative B would have the greatest impact reduction because
it would avoid a significant traffic hazard impact, and would have a greater reduction in
significant-but-mitigable impacts. Construction impacts would be reduced as compared to the
project due to a 25 percent reduction in new trail construction, and operations impacts would be
reduced compared to the project due to a 10 percent reduction in overall length of publicly
accessible trail for the SFPUC to operate and maintain. Under Alternative B, significant impacts
related to special-status amphibians, reptiles, and butterflies, as well as spread of plant
pathogens, would remain. For construction and operation impacts, the main impact drivers would
be the same as the project, the same types of impacts would remain significant, and Alternative B
would require the same types of mitigations to reduce those impacts.

Alternative C would avoid a significant project impact by eliminating the potential for bicyclists
and equestrians to harm San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog. Under
Alternative C, significant impacts related to transportation hazards, special-status butterflies, as
well as spread of plant pathogens, would remain. Construction impacts would be the same under
Alternative C relative to the project because this alternative would involve construction of all the
components described for the project. Alternative C would have slightly reduced operational
impacts related to transportation and circulation, biological resources, and hazards and hazardous
materials due to reduced overall visitation numbers under the pedestrian-only alternative.
However, this intensity reduction would not decrease the relative severity of the operational
impacts, as the key impact drivers would be substantially similar to those identified for the project,
and require similar mitigations.

Alternative D would substantially reduce significant project impacts related to special-status
butterflies and their host plants, and accelerated spread of plant pathogens. Alternative D
construction would result in substantially reduced construction-related impacts on cultural and
tribal cultural resources, noise, air quality and hazards due to a reduced construction footprint.
However, new trail segments under Alternative D would pass through sensitive biological habitat
and its construction could result in similar impacts on special-status plants, including impacts on
endangered and threatened plant species not expected to occur in the project area. Alternative D
would have similar or increased construction-related impacts as the project on special-status
amphibians and reptiles, and on sensitive natural communities. In terms of operational impacts,
significant impacts related to special-status plant species, special-status amphibians and reptiles, as
well as transportation hazards would remain. Alternative D operations could result in new or
greater significant impacts on special-status plants, and would have similar impacts as the project
on special-status amphibians and reptiles, and on sensitive natural communities.

In summary, Alternative B is the environmentally superior alternative. Alternative B would have
the greatest impact reduction because it would avoid a significant traffic hazard impact, and have
a greater reduction in significant-but-mitigable impacts. Alternative B also meets most of the
project objectives.
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S.6 Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved

Publication of the NOP and subsequently expanded outreach to owners and occupants of
properties within 300 feet of the project initiated two 30-day public scoping periods—from
December 21, 2016 to February 3, 2017, and from March 30, 2017 to April 29, 2017, respectively.
The San Francisco Planning Department also held a public scoping meeting on January 18, 2017
at the SFPUC offices in San Francisco, California. During the scoping period, interested parties
provided a total of 56 comments, including letters, emails, and oral comments. The comment
letters, emails, and transcript of the comments received at the public scoping meeting are
available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2016-
016100ENV. The planning department has considered the comments made by the public in
preparation of the project draft EIR. Comments on the NOP that relate to environmental issues
are addressed and analyzed throughout this EIR and generally concern the following:

e Support for increased watershed access for recreational purposes, while continuing to protect
water quality and other natural resources

o  Effects of construction and operations on project area traffic and circulation
e Estimated number of trail users

e  Effects of project implementation, including access program modifications, on scenic
resources, noise, historical sites and cultural resources, wildlife and habitat, spread of
invasive species and sudden oak death, and fire hazards

e Effects of unsupervised access on ability of users to safely cross S.R. 92 and S.R. 35

The planning department prepared a scoping report that summarizes the comments received on
the project, including a transcript of oral testimony at the January 18, 2017 scoping meeting (see
Appendix A). In addition, Chapter 1, Introduction, of this EIR provides further detail on the
public comments received and provides a cross-reference to where each comment is addressed in
this document.
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impacts

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline

Ridge Trail

Mitigation/Improvement Measures

Level of Significance
With Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline

Ridge Trail

Aesthetics

Impact AE-1: Project construction
would not result in a substantial
adverse effect on scenic vistas;
would not substantially damage
scenic resources that contribute to
a scenic public setting; and would
not substantially degrade the
existing visual character of the site
or its surroundings.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact AE-2: Project operation
would not result in a substantial
adverse effect on scenic vistas;
would not substantially damage
scenic resources that contribute to
a scenic public setting; and would
not substantially degrade the
existing visual character of the site
or its surroundings.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact C-AE-1: The project, in
combination with past, present,
and probable future projects,
would not substantially contribute
to cumulative impacts on aesthetic
resources.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Cultural Resources

Impact CU-1: Project construction
could cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an
archeological resource pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5.

Significant

Significant

Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 - Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and
Human Remains.

The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect
from the project on accidentally discovered buried archeological resources as defined
in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(a) and (c). The SFPUC shall distribute the

San Francisco Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the
project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation,
grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant
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TABLE S-1 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impacts

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail Ridge Trail

Mitigation/Improvement Measures

Level of Significance
With Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail

Cultural Resources (cont.)

Impact CU-1 (cont.)

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, pile drivers, supervisory personnel,
etc. The SFPUC shall provide the Environmental Review Officer with a signed affidavit
from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the
review officer 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 or during project operation, the project head foreman
and/or SFPUC shall immediately notify the review officer and shall immediately suspend
any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the review officer has
determined what additional measures should be undertaken.

If the review officer determines that an archeological resource may be present within the
project site, the SFPUC shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from the
pool of qualified archeological consultants maintained by the planning department
archeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the review officer 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 review officer 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 division guidelines for such programs.
The review officer may also require that the SFPUC 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 prepare a final archeological resources report
that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and
describes 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 report.
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TABLE S-1 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impacts

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail

Mitigation/Improvement Measures

Level of Significance
With Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail Ridge Trail

Cultural Resources (cont.)

Impact CU-1 (cont.)

The project archeological consultant shall send copies of the draft archeological
resources report to the review officer for review and approval. Once approved by the
review officer, the project archeological consultant shall distribute copies of the final
archeological resources report as follows: (1) California Archeological Site Survey
Northwest Information Center shall receive one copy, with a copy of the transmittal of
the archeological resources report to the Northwest Information Center sent to the
review officer; (2) the Environmental Planning division of the planning department
shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF
copy on CD along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (California
Department of Parks and Recreation 523 series) and/or documentation of nomination
to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources.
In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the review officer may require
a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.

The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects
discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with applicable state and
federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Coroner of the County of
San Mateo and in the event of the coroner’s determination that the human remains are
Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American
Heritage Commission who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (Public Resources
Code section 5097.98). The archeological consultant, SFPUC, Environmental Review
Officer, and Most Likely Descendant shall have up to but not beyond six days after the
discovery to make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects with appropriate
dignity (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. Nothing in existing state regulations or in this
mitigation measure compels the SFPUC and the review officer to accept
recommendations of a Most Likely Descendant. The archeological consultant shall
retain possession of any Native American human remains and associated or
unassociated burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses of the human
remains or objects as specified in the treatment agreement if such as agreement has
been made or, otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the
review officer.
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TABLE S-1 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impacts

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail

Mitigation/Improvement Measures

Level of Significance
With Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail

Cultural Resources (cont.)

Impact CU-2: Project construction
could disturb human remains,
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries.

Significant Significant

Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 - Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and
Human Remains.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact CU-3: Project operations
could cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an
archeological resource pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5.

Significant Significant

Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 - Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and
Human Remains.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact CU-4: Project operations
could disturb human remains,
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries.

Significant Significant

Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 - Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and
Human Remains

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact C-CU-1: The project, in
combination with past, present,
and probable future projects,
would not substantially contribute
to cumulative impacts on
historical resources, archeological
resources, or human remains.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Transportation and Circulation

Impact TR-1: Construction of the
project would not substantially
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 travel.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact TR-2: Project construction
activities would not result in
inadequate emergency access.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant
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TABLE S-1 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline

Environmental Impacts Ridge Trail Ridge Trail Mitigation/Improvement Measures Ridge Trail Ridge Trail
Transportation and Circulation (cont.)
Impact TR-3: Project construction Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
activities could result in Significant Significant Significant Significant
potentially hazardous conditions
for vehicles, bicyclists, and
pedestrians.
Impact TR-4: Operation of the Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
project would not cause a Significant Significant Significant Significant
substantial adverse change in the
significance of a transportation
and circulation impact.
Impact TR-5: Project operations Significant Significant Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a — Installation of Signage. Significant and Significant and

would not create potentially
hazardous conditions for vehicles
entering and exiting the project
area; however, project operations
would increase the risk of conflicts
between vehicles and pedestrians,
bicyclists, or equestrians
attempting to cross State Route 92.

The SFPUC shall install signs stating, “Do Not Cross” and “End of Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail” or “End of Southern Skyline Ridge Trail” at the southern terminus of the
existing Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and at the northern terminus of the proposed
southern skyline ridge trail. The SFPUC shall also request that Caltrans install two-
hour time limit signs in the vista point parking lot adjacent to the southern skyline
ridge trailhead parking lot and “No Parking” signage along both sides of S.R. 35 at
regular intervals from the S.R. 92/S.R. 35 intersection to the south approximately

500 feet.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b — Construction of a Pedestrian/Bicycle/Equestrian
Bridge or Roundabout.

The SFPUC shall work with Caltrans to formulate and execute an agreement on the
design, funding, and construction of either a grade-separated crossing or roundabout
to reduce potentially hazardous conditions for trail user access across S.R. 92 near its
intersections with S.R. 35 and Lifemark Road. The two options, as further described
below based on preliminary evaluations conducted to-date, are conceptual, meaning
that specific design elements may change.

e Bridge — The grade-separated crossing shall consist of an elevated pedestrian,
bicycle, and equestrian bridge over S.R. 92 at the east leg of the intersection with
S.R. 35. The bridge will connect to a high point on the north side of S.R. 92, use a
spiral ramp on the south side of S.R. 92, and provide a full grade-separated

Unavoidable Unavoidable
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impacts

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail

Mitigation/Improvement Measures

Level of Significance
With Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail

Transportation and Circulation (cont.)

Impact TR-5 (cont.)

connection that does not require any modifications to the S.R. 92/S.R. 35
intersection. The bridge piers will be constructed within the Caltrans right-of-way,
outside of the travel lanes.

o Roundabout — The roundabout shall accommodate traffic flow among the S.R. 92
intersections with S.R. 35 and Lifemark Road (e.g., dual roundabout design). The
SFPUC shall construct an at-grade crosswalk located at a safe point of pedestrian,
cyclist, and equestrian passage at the roundabout (e.g., near the middle of the two
roundabouts, where the distance between the opposing travel lanes is smallest).
The roundabout shall be accompanied by signage installed adjacent to both the
eastbound and westbound roadway approaches to the crosswalk to alert drivers
of its presence. The crosswalk shall be marked with reflective, high-contrast
pavement striping and pedestrian/cyclist/ equestrian trail crossing signs. The
roundabout design shall be subject to Caltrans’ review and approval, including for
conformance with applicable state operations and safety design standards and best
practices.

The agreement shall also provide for the construction of new sidewalks connecting the
selected crossing improvement (i.e., bridge or roundabout) to the existing adjacent Bay
Area Ridge Trail segment along Lifemark Road to the north, and the southern skyline
ridge trail trailhead and parking area approximately 300 feet to the south. Considering
that transportation safety has long been and will continue to be a challenge at the
subject intersections independent of the project, SFPUC’s financial contribution in the
agreement shall be roughly proportional to the project’s impact. The selected crossing
option (i.e., bridge or roundabout) shall be constructed prior to opening the Fifield-
Cahill ridge trail to unsupervised public access (if southern skyline ridge trail is
constructed) and prior to opening the southern skyline ridge trail to unsupervised
public access.

Impact C-TR-1: The project, in
combination with past, present,
and probable future projects,
would not substantially affect
transportation and circulation.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline
Environmental Impacts Ridge Trail Ridge Trail Mitigation/Improvement Measures Ridge Trail Ridge Trail
Noise and Vibration
Impact NO-1: Construction of the Less than Significant Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 — Construction Noise Reduction. Less than Less than
project would result in a substantial Significant Significant Significant

temporary increase in ambient
noise levels at the closest receptors,
and could expose people to
substantial noise levels in excess of
standards established in the San
Mateo County Noise Ordinance.

The SFPUC shall incorporate the following practices into the construction contract
agreement documents, which the construction contractor shall implement:

¢ Post signs onsite pertaining to permitted construction days and hours and
complaint procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem, with telephone
numbers listed;

e At least two weeks prior to commencement of construction, provide notice of
impending construction and construction schedule to sensitive receptors located
within 500 feet of the northernmost 2 miles of the proposed southern skyline ridge
trail, parking lot, and restroom construction, and the site of the Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail parking lot;

e Limit construction activity to the exempted hours (7 a.m. to 6 p.m. on weekdays;
9 a.m. to 5 p.m. on weekends) of the San Mateo County Code chapter 4.88;

o To the extent that it does not extend the overall schedule, select “quiet”
construction methods and equipment (e.g., improved mulfflers, use of intake
silencers, engine enclosures);

e Locate stationary equipment, material stockpiles, and vehicle staging areas as far as
practicable from sensitive receptors;

e Avoid placing stationary noise-generating equipment (e.g., generators,
compressors) within noise-sensitive buffer areas (measured at 200 feet) from
immediately adjacent neighbors;

e Ensure all construction equipment is in good working order and mufflers are
inspected for proper functionality;

o Prohibit unnecessary idling of equipment and engines;

e To the extent that it does not extend the overall schedule, limit the simultaneous
operation of multiple pieces of construction equipment close to noise-sensitive land
uses; and

o Use noise-reducing barriers or enclosures around stationary equipment when
within 200 feet of receptors sufficient to achieve a 10-dBA reduction in noise levels.

Case No. 2016-016100ENV
Draft EIR

Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project

June 2020



Summary

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

TABLE S-1 (CONTINUED)

Level of Significance Level of Significance
Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline
Environmental Impacts Ridge Trail Ridge Trail Mitigation/Improvement Measures Ridge Trail Ridge Trail

Noise and Vibration (cont.)
Impact NO-2: Construction Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
activities would not result in Significant Significant Significant Significant
excessive groundborne vibration.
Impact NO-3: Project operations Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
would not result in a substantial Significant Significant Significant Significant
permanent increase in ambient
noise levels at the closest receptors
or expose people to substantial
noise levels in excess of standards
established in the San Mateo
County Noise Ordinance.
Impact C-NO-1: Construction of Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
the project combined with Significant Significant Significant Significant
cumulative construction noise in
the project area would not cause a
substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels
near the project area.
Air Quality
Impact AQ-1: Emissions Significant Significant Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a — Tier 4 Engines for Selected Equipment. Less than Less than
generated during project . . Significant Significant
construction activities could A. Engine Requirements.
violate air quality standards and o All excavators, bulldozers, and scrapers used in project construction shall have
contribute substantially to an engines that meet the U.S. EPA or California Air Resources Board Tier 4 off-road
existing air quality violation. emission standards. If engines that comply with Tier 4 off-road emission standards

are not commercially available, then the project sponsor shall provide the next

cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the step-down schedules in Table

M-AQ-1-1. The project sponsor shall submit documentation to the ERO of the

following: 1) evidence that the Tier 4 equipment is not commercially available,

identification of the compliance alternative in Table M-AQ-1-1 to be implemented,

and analysis demonstrating that the compliance alternative would not exceed the

significance threshold for NOx of an average of 54 Ibs/day.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impacts

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail Ridge Trail

Mitigation/Improvement Measures

Level of Significance
With Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail Ridge Trail

Air Quality (cont.)

Impact AQ-1 (cont.)

. Waivers.

The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of subsection (A) if: a particular
piece of off-road equipment is technically not feasible; the equipment would not
produce desired emissions reduction due to expected operating modes; installation
of the equipment would create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for the
operator; or, there is a compelling emergency need to use other off-road equipment.
If the ERO grants the waiver, the contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-
road equipment with alternative fueling, according to table M-AQ-1-1, below.

The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of subsection A if: a particular piece
of off-road equipment with an engine meeting Tier 4 emission standards is not
regionally available to the satisfaction of the ERO. If seeking a waiver from this
requirement, the project sponsor must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the ERO that
the average daily emissions of NOx from project construction sources does not exceed
a total of 54 pounds per day.

Use of renewable diesel is only required for equipment that does not meet the Tier
4 engine specification. With respect to renewable diesel, “commercially available”
shall mean the availability taking into consideration factors such as: (a) critical path
timing of construction; (b) geographic proximity of fuel source to the project site;
and (c) cost of renewable diesel is within 10 percent of Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel #2
market price.

The project sponsor shall maintain records concerning its efforts to comply with
this requirement.

TABLE M-AQ-1-1
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP-DOWN SCHEDULE

Compliance Alternative | Engine Emission Standard Emissions Control

1 Tier 3 Use renewable diesel

2 Tier 2 Use renewable diesel

How to use the table: If the Tier 4 emissions standards cannot be met for each piece of off-road
equipment, then the project sponsors would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the
project sponsors not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1,
then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be met.

SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, 2016
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impacts

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail Ridge Trail

Mitigation/Improvement Measures

Level of Significance
With Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail

Air Quality (cont.)

Impact AQ-1 (cont.)

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1b — Bay Area Air Quality Management District Basic
Construction Measures.

To limit dust, criteria pollutants, and precursor emissions associated with project
construction, the following Bay Area air district-recommended Basic Construction
Measures shall be included in all construction contract specifications for the project:

All exposed surfaces exclusive of trail areas (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil
piles, graded areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day.

All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off site shall be covered.

All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using
wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power
sweeping is prohibited.

All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour.

All paving shall be completed as soon as possible. Building pads shall be laid as
soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used.

Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the maximum idling time to five minutes (as required by the California
airborne toxics control measure in title 13, section 2485 of California Code of
Regulations). Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at all access
points.

All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance
with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified
mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.

Post a publicly visible sign at the project site entrance with the telephone number
and person to contact at the SFPUC regarding dust complaints. This person shall
respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. The Bay Area Air Quality
Management District’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance
with applicable regulations.

Impact AQ-2: Project construction
activities would not create
objectionable odors that affect a
substantial number of people.

Less than Less than
Significant Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance Level of Significance
Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline

Environmental Impacts Ridge Trail Ridge Trail Mitigation/Improvement Measures Ridge Trail Ridge Trail
Air Quality (cont.)
Impact AQ-3: Project construction Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
activities would not expose Significant Significant Significant Significant
sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations.
Impact AQ-4: Emissions Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
generated during project Significant Significant Significant Significant
operation would not violate air
quality standards and contribute
substantially to an existing air
quality violation.
Impact AQ-5: Project operations Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
would not create objectionable Significant Significant Significant Significant
odors that affect a substantial
number of people.
Impact AQ-6: Implementation of Significant Significant Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a — Tier 4 Engines for Selected Equipment. Less than Less than
the project could conflict with or . . . L. . Significant Significant
obstruct implementation of the M1t1gat101} Measure M-AQ-1b - Bay Area Air Quality Management District Basic
2017 Clean Air Plan. Construction Measures.
Impact C-AQ-1: Construction and Significant Significant Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a — Tier 4 Engines for Selected Equipment. Less than Less than
operation of the project could L . . L. . Significant Significant
result in cumulatively MltlgathI.l Measure M-AQ-1b - Bay Area Air Quality Management District Basic
considerable increases of criteria Construction Measures.
pollutant emissions.
Greenhouse Gases
Impact C-GG-1: Project Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
construction and operation would Significant Significant Significant Significant
not generate GHG emissions that
could have a significant impact on
the environment, or conflict with
any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing GHG emissions.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impacts

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail

Mitigation/Improvement Measures

Level of Significance
With Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail Ridge Trail

Biological Resources

Impact BI-1: Construction of the
project could result in substantial
adverse impacts on special-status

plants.

Significant

Significant

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1a — Avoidance Measures for Special-Status Plant Species.

e DPrior to initial ground-disturbing activities in the project area, a qualified botanist
shall conduct a special-status plant survey in accordance with the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife protocol. The survey shall cover all unsurveyed
portions of the project area that might be affected by the project to identify special-
status plants and sensitive natural communities.

e Surveys shall be timed to ensure detection of all potentially occurring special-status
plant species. If any special-status species are found within the project footprint, the
plants shall be avoided by re-routing the project component to ensure that no work
would affect the special-status plant species and by establishing a no-disturbance
buffer around the species. The fence shall be located away from any identified
special-status plant population. If special-status plant populations are found along
the Fifield and Cahill service roads, the SFPUC shall install signage and protective
fencing (such as split rail) to protect the population during construction.

o If avoidance of special-status plants is not feasible, other options as recommended
by a qualified botanist, including transplanting or reseeding in suitable habitat,
shall be implemented according to the revegetation plan (M-BI-1c).

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b — Minimization Measures for Special-Status Plant
Species and their Habitat.

Construction contractor(s) shall limit the construction disturbance area to that
necessary for project construction and avoid non-project areas by posting signage
delineating the construction disturbance area with flags, stakes, or fencing.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1c — Revegetation Plan.

A qualified ecologist shall prepare and implement a revegetation plan with detailed
specifications for restoring all temporarily disturbed areas. The plan shall include or
provide for the following:

e Preconstruction surveys of representative areas to characterize vegetation
composition, including species present, vegetation characterization (tree diameter,
etc.), percent cover contributed by each plant species, and total cover by natives,
non-natives, and target invasive plant species. Photo points shall also be used to
document pre-project conditions. The surveys shall be performed by a qualified
ecologist with experience in vegetation restoration.

Less than Less than
Significant Significant
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Ridge Trail Ridge Trail

Biological Resources (cont.)

Impact BI-1 (cont.)

o Use of locally native, ecologically appropriate species for revegetation. Only native

species known to occur on the Peninsula Watershed in the affected habitat types
shall be used in the planting and seeding palettes. Local native seeds should be
sourced from the watershed where possible. Upon approval of the SFPUC or
approved representative, some seed may be sourced from suppliers who specialize
in locally sourced seed from the greater Bay Area region.

e Sanitation measures (e.g., locally sourced cuttings, the elimination of container

stock, or the exclusive use of container plants that were grown according to plant
pathogen best management practices) to prevent the introduction and/or spread of
sudden oak death, other plant pathogens, and invasive plants during revegetation.

e Performance criteria and measures to control/remove target invasive plants.
Control species shall include those ranked by Cal-IPC as high or moderately
invasive, except those that are already widespread in the watershed (e.g., non-
native bromes, rough cat’s ear [Hypochaeris radicata], Italian ryegrass [Festuca
perennis], wild oats [Avena fatua], etc.). The revegetation plan shall distinguish
between well-established invasives not targeted for management and invasives
targeted for management. Target invasive plants include but are not be limited to
the following: yellow star-thistle, purple star-thistle, Italian thistle, shortpod
mustard, poison hemlock, and large periwinkle. Because the proposed trail may
serve as a conduit for spread of weeds, controlling newly introduced invasive
weeds promptly and effectively at disturbed construction sites is critical. The
performance standard for target invasive weeds shall be no more than 10 percent
absolute cover during the five-year performance period.

e The minimum performance criteria shall include:

— Combined native and naturalized* plant cover (50 percent cover; or equal to or
greater than baseline within five years) (applies to non-maintained areas only)

— Maximum cover by target invasive plant species (no more than 10 percent
absolute cover during each year of the monitoring period)

If special-status plants are identified within the active work area and cannot be
avoided, the revegetation plan shall include salvage and transplantation measures to
seed or relocate affected plants to an appropriate nearby revegetation site. The

4 Note that naturalized species may include Cal-IPC moderate species such as non-native bromes, Italian ryegrass, wild oats, and other species found in the Peninsula Watershed.
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Environmental Impacts

Level of Significance
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Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline
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Biological Resources (cont.)

Impact BI-1 (cont.)

qualified ecologist shall identify those plants for which translocation would likely be
successful and feasible, and for each of those species the plan shall include a
description of microhabitat conditions necessary for the species, salvage and
transplantation procedures, seed collection and germination methods, an assessment
of potential transplant and enhancement sites, performance criteria (e.g., less than

10 percent coverage by target invasive plants and comparable plant abundance, as
deemed appropriate for the affected species), and a long-term monitoring program.

Special-status plant mitigation areas shall be established at a ratio of 1:1 (impacted area to
plantings) based on either the impacted area or the number of impacted individuals, as
deemed appropriate by the qualified ecologist. Plants that can be feasibly relocated shall
be transplanted into the revegetation site, typically adjacent suitable habitat that is
unoccupied, to avoid making transplants into undisturbed occupied habitat and
potentially spreading diseases. If salvage and transplantation is not feasible, consistent
with the requirements of the Native Plant Protection Act, the SFPUC shall notify the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife at least 10 days prior to disturbance to allow
for the salvage of rare or endangered native plants that would otherwise be destroyed.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1d — Worker Environmental Training,.

A qualified biologist shall conduct a biological resources awareness training session
for all construction personnel. A qualified biologist is an individual with a four-year
degree in biological sciences and familiarity with the special-status species and their
habitat that may occur on the site. The training shall be provided for all personnel
prior to individuals conducting any work on site, including vegetation clearing. At a
minimum, the training shall include:

e A description of rare plants and sensitive vegetation communities that may be
encountered, and means of avoiding or minimizing impacts on these species and
communities

o A description of the San Francisco garter snake, California red-legged frog, marbled
murrelet, and other special-status species that may be encountered, the importance
of these species and their habitat, the measures being implemented to conserve
these species, the boundaries within which the project construction shall occur, and
the penalties for failing to comply with biological mitigation requirements

o A description of listed butterflies and how to avoid impacts on these species and
their host plants
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Level of Significance

Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline
Environmental Impacts Ridge Trail Ridge Trail Mitigation/Improvement Measures Ridge Trail Ridge Trail
Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact BI-1 (cont.) ¢ Instruction that personnel shall not feed or otherwise attract any wildlife or bring
pets into the project area, adherence to speed limits and proper trash removal, and
other best management practices
o Orientation regarding the importance of preventing the spread of invasive weeds
and plant pathogens, and means of avoiding such spread
Impact BI-2: Construction of the Significant Significant Mitigation Measure M-BI-1c — Revegetation Plan. Less than Less than
project could result in substantial Significant Significant

adverse impacts on special-status
wildlife.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1d — Worker Environmental Training.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2a — Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-
Status Reptiles and Amphibians.

The following measures shall be implemented before and during construction:

e Construction contractor(s) shall limit the construction disturbance area to that
necessary for project construction and avoid outside areas by posting signage
delineating the construction disturbance area with flags, stakes, or fencing.

e The SFPUC shall identify a qualified biologist (who has familiarity and field
experience with the affected species, as described in M-BI-1d) to act as construction
monitor before construction work begins.

e No more than two weeks prior to the onset of work activities and immediately
prior to commencing work, the qualified biologist shall conduct a thorough survey
of the entire construction footprint for San Francisco garter snake, California red-
legged frog, and other special-status species with the potential to be present.

o The SFPUC shall ensure that, during work activities, all trash is properly contained
in closed containers, removed from the work site and disposed of daily to avoid
attracting predators to the site.

o The contractor and all site personnel in motorized vehicles shall maintain a speed
limit of 15 miles per hour within the project area at all times.

e The construction contractor shall install a wildlife exclusion fence in or adjacent to
wetland areas where earthmoving equipment will be used. The qualified biologist
shall determine specific locations for the exclusion fencing and shall be present
during, and oversee vegetation removal for, construction of the exclusion fence.
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Biological Resources (cont.)

Impact BI-2 (cont.)

The contractor shall install an exclusion fence containing exit funnels to allow any
San Francisco garter snakes within the construction area to leave without human
intervention while preventing entry of San Francisco garter snake and California
red-legged frog into the construction zone. Exit funnels shall be placed no more
than 200 feet apart along the fence, or as modified by the biological monitor. The
exit funnels shall be installed at ground level.

At the beginning of each workday that includes initial ground disturbance, including
grading, excavation, and vegetation-removal activities, the approved biologist shall
conduct onsite monitoring for the presence of these species in the area where ground
disturbance or vegetation removal will occur. The biologist shall inspect the perimeter
fences to ensure they do not have any tears or holes, that the bottoms of the fences are
still buried, and that no individuals have been trapped in the fences.

Construction work crews shall cover all excavated or deep-walled holes or trenches
greater than 2 feet at the end of each workday using plywood, steel plates, or
similar materials or shall construct escape ramps of earth fill or wooden planks to
allow animals to exit. Before such holes are filled, workers shall thoroughly inspect
them for trapped animals.

If a special-status species is present within the exclusion fence area during
construction, work shall cease in the vicinity of the animal, and the animal shall be
allowed to relocate of its own volition unless otherwise approved by the regulatory
agencies with jurisdiction over the species.

The contractor shall maintain the temporary fencing—both exclusion fencing and
protective fencing (if installed) —until all construction activities are completed. No
construction activities, parking, or staging shall occur beyond the fenced exclusion
areas. After construction is completed, the contractor shall remove exclusion fencing,
cover boards, and all associated debris and either store or dispose of it off site.

Project personnel shall be required to immediately report any harm, injury, or
mortality of a special-status species during construction (including entrapment) to
the biological monitor, who shall immediately notify the SFPUC. As appropriate,
the SFPUC shall provide verbal notification to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s
Endangered Species Office in Sacramento, California and/or to the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife warden or biologist (as applicable) and written
notification, as requested, by the agencies.
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Biological Resources (cont.)

Impact BI-2 (cont.)

Once all initial ground-disturbing activities are completed, the biological monitor
shall perform spot checks of the project area at least once a week, and daily
between November and April during rain events, for the duration of construction
to ensure that the perimeter fence is in good order, trenches are being covered if left
open overnight (or escape ramps provided), project personnel are conducting
checks beneath parked vehicles prior to their movement, and all other required
biological protection measures are being followed.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2b — Avoidance and Mitigation for Host Plants of Listed
Butterfly Species.

Prior to any trail-related construction, vegetation management, development, or
any other ground-disturbing activities, a qualified biologist (i.e., with demonstrated
experience working with these species) shall conduct preconstruction surveys for
butterfly larval host plants (Sedum spathulifolium, Lupinus albifrons, L. formosus, and
L. variicolor). The qualified biologist shall survey any areas within 1.5 miles of
Portola Gate where vegetation disturbance for fencing installation would occur.

Prior to construction, the qualified biologist shall flag all areas containing host
plants so that personnel avoid vehicular and foot traffic in these areas.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2¢ — Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Dusky-
footed Woodrat and American Badger.

The following measures shall be implemented to avoid and minimize impacts on
dusky-footed woodrat and American badger, if present:

A qualified biologist with experience identifying woodrat nests and badger dens
shall conduct a preconstruction survey for San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat
nests and American badger dens in suitable habitat along: the universal access loop
trail, staging area, parking lots; the southern skyline ridge trail work area, parking
lot, and staging areas; and all fencing work areas along the southern skyline ridge
trail and Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, including along the Skyline Quarry access road.
The qualified biologist shall flag active nests/dens identified within the project
work areas as a sensitive resource to be avoided during construction.

Should avoidance of active woodrat stick nests within the project site not be
feasible, the nests shall be dismantled by hand under the supervision of the
qualified biologist, consistent with California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Biological Resources (cont.)

Impact BI-2 (cont.)

guidance and permits, as applicable. If young are encountered during dismantling
of the nest, material shall be replaced and a 20-foot no-disturbance buffer shall be
established around the active nest. The biologist shall inspect the nest at least 24
hours later to see if the young are present. If the young are still present, the buffer
shall remain in place until the woodrats have matured enough to disperse on their
own accord and the nest is no longer active.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2d — Measures to Minimize Disturbance to Nesting Bird
Species.

The SFPUC shall conduct tree and shrub removal in the project area outside the
breeding season (generally August 16 through February 14) for migratory birds and
raptors whenever possible. In the event that the construction schedule requires work
during the breeding season, tree and shrub removal shall occur only in the absence of
nesting birds.

If the SFPUC conducts construction activities during the avian breeding season
(February 15 to August 15), a qualified biologist experienced in identifying birds and
their habitat shall conduct nesting-raptor surveys within 500 feet of construction areas
(as access is allowed on adjacent private lands). The biologist shall conduct nesting
songbird surveys within 150 feet of all work areas (as access is allowed on adjacent
private lands) and shall map all migratory bird and active raptor nests within these
areas. These surveys shall be conducted within two weeks prior to the initiation of
construction activities at any time between February 15 and August 15. If no active
nests are detected during surveys, no additional mitigation is required.

If migratory bird and/or active raptor nests are found within the construction area or
in the adjacent surveyed area, the SFPUC shall establish a no-disturbance buffer
around the nesting location to avoid disturbance or destruction of the nest site until
after the breeding season or after the biologist determines that the young have fledged
(usually late June through mid-July). The biologist shall determine the extent of these
buffers consistent with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service guidelines, and buffer placement
would depend on: the species’ sensitivity to disturbance, which can vary among
species; the level of noise or construction disturbance; the line-of-sight between the
nest and the disturbance; ambient noise (baseline noise) and other disturbances under
existing conditions; and consideration of other topographical or artificial barriers.
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Biological Resources (cont.)

Impact BI-2 (cont.)

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2e — Avoidance and Mitigation Measures for Special-
Status Bats and Maternity Roosts.

A qualified biologist experienced in the identification of special-status bats shall conduct
a preconstruction survey for special-status bat species habitat in advance of any tree
removal to identify signs of potential bat habitat, including maternity colonies and any
active roost sites. Identified bat maternity colonies shall be avoided, if possible. Should
potential maternity colonies, roosting habitat, or active bat roosts be found in trees but
cannot be avoided, SFPUC shall ensure the following measures are implemented:

Trim trees or install bat exclusion devices when bats are active, approximately
between the periods of March 1 to April 15 and August 15 to October 15; outside of
the bat maternity roosting season (approximately April 15 to August 15) if a
maternity roost is present, and outside the months of winter torpor (approximately
October 15 to February 28, or as determined by a qualified biologist experienced in
the identification of special-status bats), to the extent feasible.

If tree trimming is not feasible during the periods when bats are active, and bat roosts
being used for maternity or hibernation purposes are found on or in the immediate
vicinity of the tree trimming, a qualified biologist shall delineate a no-disturbance
buffer around these roost sites until they are no longer in use as maternity or
hibernation roosts or the young are capable of flight.

Based on the professional opinion of a qualified biologist, buffer distances may be
adjusted around roosts depending on the level of surrounding ambient activity (e.g.,
if the project area is adjacent to a road or active quarry area) or if an obstruction, such
as a large rock formation, is within the line-of-sight between the nest and
construction.

A biologist experienced in the identification of special-status bats shall be present
during tree trimming and disturbance to rock crevices or outcrops if bat roosts are
present. Project activities shall disturb trees and rock crevices with roosts only
when no rain is occurring or is not forecast to occur for three days and when
daytime temperatures are at least 50 degrees Fahrenheit.

Under the supervision of the qualified biologist, trim trees containing or suspected
to contain roost sites over two days. On the first day, branches and limbs not
containing cavities or fissures in which bats could roost shall be cut using
chainsaws. The following day, branches or limbs containing roost sites shall be
trimmed with chainsaws, under the supervision of the biologist.
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Impact BI-3: Construction of the
project could result in substantial
impacts on sensitive natural
communities, including riparian
habitat and wetlands.

Less than
Significant

Significant

Mitigation Measure M-BI-3 — Minimizing, Monitoring, and Compensatory
Replacement for Impacts on Sensitive Natural Communities.

Prior to start of construction, the extent of sensitive natural communities within the
work area shall be surveyed by a qualified botanist experienced in the definition and
recognition of the sensitive natural communities in this region, as a basis for avoiding
and minimizing impacts on sensitive natural communities. The outer dripline of the
tree canopy in Douglas fir forest, redwood forest, and tanoak forest shall be defined as
the limits of the natural community; areas currently managed as fuelbreaks shall not
be considered part of the extent of sensitive natural communities. SFPUC shall carry
out an as-built survey after the project is completed to document the extent of
permanent and temporary impacts on sensitive natural communities.

Within Douglas fir forest, redwood forest, and tanoak forest, SFPUC native trees
whose dripline extends within the work area shall be protected using best practices to
minimize impact on roots and for cutting roots, when necessary, to minimize the
potential to weaken trees and spread disease. SFPUC shall ensure the following
actions are implemented during construction within sensitive natural communities to
protect native trees:

— A certified arborist or qualified ecologist shall assist in tree protection planning,
monitoring, and follow-up maintenance as needed to protect trees.

— Barriers or sturdy fencing shall be used around individual trees or groups of trees
that require protection to define and protect critical root zones near work areas.

— Excavation and ground disturbance shall be minimized within the critical root
zone (i.e., within the tree dripline).

— Construction shall avoid cutting tree roots over 4 inches in diameter, and any
necessary cuts shall be made cleanly with sharp tools to encourage wound closure
and confine the spread of decay.

— To avoid compacting soils during construction in sensitive natural communities,
no parking of cars, trucks, or heavy equipment shall occur within the critical root
zone.

The SFPUC shall compensate for temporary and permanent impacts on sensitive
needlegrass grassland and serpentine bunchgrass natural communities by
revegetation, wherever feasible, as part of Mitigation Measure M-BI-1c.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant
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Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact BI-4: Project operations Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
could result in substantial adverse Significant Significant Significant Significant
impacts on special-status plants.
Impact BI-5: Project operations Significant Significant Mitigation Measure M-BI-2d — Measures to Minimize Disturbance to Nesting Bird Less than Less than
could result in substantial adverse Species. Significant Significant

impacts on special-status wildlife.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2e — Avoidance and Mitigation Measures for Special-
status Bats and Maternity Roosts.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-5a — Protection of Special-Status Wildlife during
Operations.

e The SFPUC shall limit public use of the trail system to 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. in winter,
and 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. in summer, to avoid periods when wildlife are most active and
minimize human-wildlife conflicts.

e The SFPUC shall provide interpretive signage to educate the public concerning
potential recreational impacts on special-status and native wildlife. Topics shall
include the protection of listed butterflies, marbled murrelet, San Francisco garter
snake, and California red-legged frog, the importance of properly disposing food
trash, and the need to avoid butterfly host plants. The SFPUC shall educate the
public on the dangers of trampling, intentional or unintentional feeding of park
wildlife, and harassment through observation or pursuit.

e Each spring, the SFPUC shall demarcate the locations of butterfly host plants. Along
the trail edge in the vicinity of these plants, Carsonite brand fiberglass composite or
equivalent markers shall be installed to indicate the habitat that visitors and
maintenance traffic should avoid. The SFPUC shall monitor and maintain these
markers throughout the year to protect all phases of the butterfly life cycle.

¢ During operations, the SFPUC shall regularly monitor and hand-clear non-native
invasive plants and all shrubs from grassland habitat along the Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail that supports butterfly larval host plants (i.e., select areas from Portola Gate to
approximately 1.5 miles farther south) to limit the encroachment of native and non-
native invasive species on butterfly host plants. The SFPUC shall treat any trampling
that causes the loss of host plants as the take of a listed butterfly and shall provide
mitigation as described below in Mitigation Measure M-BI-5b, via habitat
enhancement or contribution to habitat restoration in areas that support San Bruno
elfin butterfly and/or Mission blue butterfly, such as at San Bruno Mountain.
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Impact BI-5 (cont.)

e The SFPUC shall continue to conduct annual breeding-season monitoring for:

— Murrelets, as described in Avocet Research Associates:?

= Conduct nesting season flyover surveys over multiple sequential days in the
Pilarcitos Watershed to estimate the number of breeding murrelets.

— Listed butterflies, as described in Arnold, Richard A., Monitoring Report for the
Endangered San Bruno Elfin and Mission Blue Butterflies at the San Francisco
Peninsula Watershed, prepared for San Francisco Public Utilities Commission,
December 2016, as follows:

= Conduct surveys to visually monitor the life stages of both endangered
butterflies at all of the same Ridge Trail study sites studied since 2004.

= Regularly inspect all the foodplant locations that are part of the Ridge Trail
study sites for signs of trampling or other damage, and take measurements of
the area of foodplant at each location.

= Conduct presence-absence butterfly and foodplant surveys along other service
roads and off-road locations throughout the entire watershed that were
identified by the Geographic Information System-based models created to
predict the potential occurrences of the lupine or stonecrop larval foodplants.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-5b — Additional Biological Protections for Unsupervised
Access.

The SFPUC shall post informational signage at trailheads explaining the presence of
endangered species and/or their habitat and the importance of preserving host
plants as habitat for endangered butterflies. The signs shall provide speed limits to
slow bicyclists and shall explain the need to avoid closed areas and roped-off plants
and to use care in traversing sensitive habitat areas.

If population decline is recorded during annual surveys and the surveyors determine
trail usage or unauthorized off-trail use appears to be a contributing factor, the SFPUC
shall monitor the population and implement protective measures in order to reduce
the impacts of trail usage. Protective measures may include additional fencing,
signage, increased enforcement, rerouting the road or trail, returning to docent-led
access, or seasonal trail closure.

5
California, 2018.

Avocet Research Associates, Protocol-level Nesting Season Surveys for the Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus), San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Lands, Upper Pilarcitos Creek, San Mateo County,
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Biological Resources (cont.)

Impact BI-5 (cont.)

To compensate for the loss of listed butterfly host plants due to trampling, the
SFPUC shall clear existing host plant patches or nearby bare areas on the Peninsula
Watershed of invasive competitor species and shrubs and reseed the areas to
improve habitat and encourage butterfly use. Specifically, the SFPUC shall collect
and scatter lupine seeds within the existing host plant patches or nearby bare areas
at a 2:1 ratio to lost host plant acreage, or as otherwise required by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. The SFPUC shall monitor sites in accordance with the success
parameters provided by Mitigation Measure M-BI-1c.

Whether on or off the site, restoration sites shall be chosen based on several factors
including:

— Size of the mitigation area, with large contiguous areas of habitat preferred over
small, separated areas

— Demonstrated nearby species use or occupancy
— Opverall habitat suitability and quality
— Proximity of the mitigation area to the lupine impact site

— The presence of appropriate soils and environmental conditions to support
target plant species

— The absence of long-term impact mechanisms or threats to successful restoration

Alternatively, the SFPUC may fund butterfly habitat restoration in an equivalent
area, based upon the 2:1 ratio of restoration to lost host plant acreage at the San
Bruno Mountain Habitat Conservation Plan implementing agency, or other existing
comparable restoration initiative or program permitted by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service for Mission blue butterfly.

The SFPUC shall continue annual monitoring (Arnold, 2016) and use the findings to
assess the impacts of increased visitation on sensitive species, butterfly host plants,
and vegetation communities and allow for adaptive management. If visitation shows
a significant impact on vegetation, such as host plant trampling or reduction in plant
numbers, the SFPUC shall consider additional actions such as supplementary
educational signage; additional flagging; more frequent maintenance, security patrols,
and increased enforcement; increased seasonal restrictions; or reversion to more
restricted access (such as permit or docent only).
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Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact BI-5 (cont.) ¢ In the Five Points area, the SFPUC shall install signage designating a speed limit of

10 miles per hour within 1,000 feet of the intersection, and may install road striping

or similar mechanism on both sides of the intersection to induce bicyclists to slow

speeds through this area. If warranted based on visitor conduct, the SFPUC shall

place camera stations and enforcement personnel in this area to monitor for non-

compliance, trespassing, and illegal collection.
Impact BI-6: The project would Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
not result in operational impacts Significant Significant Significant Significant
on sensitive natural communities,
including riparian habitat and
wetlands.
Impact BI-7: Project construction Significant Significant Mitigation Measure M-BI-4 — Operational Measures to Protect Sensitive Plant Species. Less than Significant and
and operations would result in Significant Unavoidable

substantial adverse impacts
related to the spread of invasive
plant species and pathogens.

o The SFPUC shall annually survey and monitor special-status plants within 20 feet of
the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, loop trail, and southern skyline ridge trail centerline to
detect changes in population size, location, and vigor. If population decline is
recorded during annual monitoring and the surveyors determine trail usage or
unauthorized off-trail appears to be a contributing factor, the SFPUC shall protect the
population and reduce the impact of trail usage by implementing measures such as
additional fencing, signage, increased enforcement, rerouting the road or trail,
translocation or reseeding, returning to docent-led access, or seasonal trail closure.
The SFPUC shall monitor and enforce protection of special-status plant populations
for 10 years or until monitoring demonstrates that trail use has no substantial effect on
year-over-year plant vigor or plant population numbers, whichever is longer.

o The SFPUC shall provide informational signage to educate the public concerning
potential recreational impacts on native vegetation, including sudden oak death and
other Phytophthora spp.

o The SFPUC shall regularly inspect trail fencing (e.g., weekly or monthly) and
promptly repair damage (e.g., quarterly) in order to maintain fencing integrity and
prevent off-trail use.

o All motorized vehicles shall maintain a speed limit of 15 miles per hour within the
project area (10 miles per hour at Five Points) at all times to avoid harm to sensitive
species.
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Biological Resources (cont.)

Impact BI-7 (cont.)

o The SFPUC shall provide closed (wildlife-proof) garbage containers at trailhead
parking areas for the disposal of trash items (e.g., wrappers, cans, bottles, food scraps)
and empty them daily. The SFPUC shall scan the project area for litter during daily
sweeps.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-7a - Measures to Reduce Spread of Invasive Plants.

The SFPUC shall ensure the following measures to reduce spread of invasive plants are
implemented:

¢ Construction equipment shall arrive at the project area free of soil, seed, and plant
parts to reduce the likelihood of introducing new weed species

¢ Any imported fill material, soil amendments, gravel, etc., required for construction
and/or restoration activities that would be placed within the upper 12 inches of the
ground surface, shall be certified free of weed seeds and plant material. (see:
www://cal-ipc.org/ip/prevention/WeedFreeLandManagers_web.pdf)

o Certified, weed-free, imported erosion-control materials (or rice straw in upland
areas) shall be used exclusively, as applicable (this measure concerns biological
material and does not preclude the use of silt fences, etc.).

o Excavated topsoil shall be salvaged, stored on-site, and reused on the site if it is of
suitable quality, or removed and disposed at an appropriate offsite location if it is not
suitable.

e Prepare and implement an invasive plant management plan for the Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail and southern skyline ridge trail segments on Peninsula Watershed lands.
At a minimum, the plan shall commit the SFPUC to carry out semiannual surveys and
treatment and removal of target invasive plants on the southern skyline ridge trail
and Fifield-Cahill ridge trail segments during the operation of the ridge trail. The plan
shall specify invasive exotic plant species shall be managed using integrated pest
management practices, and define invasive plants as those which the Cal-IPC rates as
high in invasiveness, and a subset of those it rates as moderate in invasiveness and
which pose relevant management concerns for the ridge trail region of the Peninsula
Watershed (i.e., could spread along the trail). The plan shall except from this
definition any species that are already widespread and naturalized in the watershed
(e.g., annual and perennial non-native grasses, rough cat’s ear, etc.). The performance
standard for target invasive weeds shall be no more than 5 percent absolute cover, or
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Biological Resources (cont.)

Impact BI-7 (cont.)

no more than 30 percent above-baseline invasive plant cover, whichever is higher,
within 20 feet of the southern skyline ridge trail, Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, or Quarry
Road edge.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-7b — Measures to Limit the Spread of Phytophthora spp.

(including Sudden Oak Death).

o The SFPUC shall post signage along the southern skyline ridge trail requiring users
to remain on the surfaced trail rather than venturing onto adjacent soil to prevent
the spread of soil-borne pathogens.

o Based on the rate and extent of pathogen spread, the SFPUC may adopt further
measures to reduce disease spread, such as the use of phytosanitizing wash stations
at entrances for vehicles and individuals entering the Peninsula Watershed per the
recommendations of the Phytophthora Working Group’s Guidelines to Minimize
Phytophthora Contamination in Restoration Projects, October 2016 (see Appendix D).

o Project staff and volunteers (e.g., docents) shall be trained to educate visitors about
the need to avoid the spread of Phytophthora spp. and other pathogens, such as by
not stepping in or riding through ponded water and mud and complying with
phytosanitation measures, if implemented, before and after trail use.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-7c — Measures to Monitor and Prevent Further Spread of
Phytophthora spp. Pathogens.

e SFPUC maintenance staff shall monitor the condition of the trail edges on the
southern skyline ridge trail. If monitoring identifies areas of exposed earth or mud
adjacent to the trail where vegetation has been removed due to foot traffic beyond
the 6-foot-wide aggregate base trail, additional gravel or other measures to prevent
direct soil contact (e.g., signage, barriers) shall be placed in these locations to reduce
the potential for spread of Phytophthora spp. pathogens.

e At least once, beginning one year before construction is completed, the SFPUC shall
retain a qualified forest pathologist who is familiar with signs of Phytophthora
damage to conduct a review of plant health along all portions of the southern
skyline ridge trail, the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, and Quarry Road. The forest
pathologist shall test unhealthy trees and shrubs adjacent to the alignment for the
presence of Phytophthora spp. pathogens This review shall be used to determine the
baseline extent of the infestation and assess the rate of spread over the baseline rate.
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Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact BI-7 (cont.) The forest pathologist shall establish permanent monitoring transects away from

trails to examine the baseline tree infestation over time (i.e., the control area) to

compare with transects in forested areas located adjacent to the trail segment with

unsupervised access (i.e., southern skyline ridge trail and/or Fifield-Cahill ridge

trail). The forest pathologist shall monitor Phytophthora infection conditions in each

area for a period of at least five years. Monitoring data shall be evaluated using a

statistical test, such as a t-test, to assess the potential rate of spread over the baseline

rate. The SFPUC shall use this information to gauge the need to deploy measures to

reduce spread, as presented in Measure M-BI-7b.
Impact BI-8: Construction of the Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
project would not conflict with Significant Significant Significant Significant
local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance.
Impact C-BI-1: The project, in Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
combination with past, present, Significant Significant Significant Significant
and probable future projects,
would not substantially contribute
to cumulative impacts on
biological resources.
Geology, Soils, and Paleontology
Impact GE-1: Project construction Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
would not result in substantial Significant Significant Significant Significant
erosion or loss of topsoil during
construction.
Impact GE-2: The project is located Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
on a geologic unit that is Significant Significant Significant Significant
potentially unstable, but would
not increase the potential for
landsliding, collapse, or other
slope failures during construction.
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Geology, Soils, and Paleontology (cont.)
Impact GE-3: Construction of the Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
project would not substantially Significant Significant Significant Significant
alter the topography of the
proposed trail alignment.
Impact GE-4: The project would Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
not directly or indirectly destroy a Significant Significant Significant Significant
unique paleontological resource
during construction.
Impact GE-5: The project would Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
not expose people or structures to Significant Significant Significant Significant
the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving seismic groundshaking,
seismically induced landslides, or
potentially unstable geologic units
during operation.
Impact GE-6: Runoff from the Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
permanent project components Significant Significant Significant Significant
would not result in substantial
erosion or loss of topsoil during
operation.
Impact GE-7: Use of the trails Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
under the proposed access Significant Significant Significant Significant
program and variants would not
result in substantial erosion or loss
of topsoil during operation.
Impact C-GE-1: The project, in Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
combination with past, present, Significant Significant Significant Significant
and probable future projects,
would not substantially contribute
to cumulative impacts on geology,
soils, or paleontological resources.
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Ridge Trail
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Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HY-1: Construction of the
project would not violate water
quality standards or waste
discharge requirements, otherwise
substantially degrade water
quality, or alter existing drainage
patterns.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact HY-2: Stormwater runoff
from permanent project
components would not violate
water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements, otherwise
substantially degrade water
quality, exceed the capacity of an
existing or planned stormwater
drainage system, provide a
substantial additional source of
polluted runoff, or alter drainage
patterns.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact HY-3: Use of the trails
under the proposed access
program and variants would not
violate water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements,
otherwise substantially degrade
water quality, exceed the capacity
of an existing or planned
stormwater drainage system,
provide a substantial additional
source of polluted runoff, or alter
drainage patterns.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant
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Summary

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

TABLE S-1 (CONTINUED)

Environmental Impacts

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail

Mitigation/Improvement Measures

Level of Significance
With Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail

Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)

Impact C-HY-1: The project, in
combination with past, present,
and probable future projects in the
site vicinity, would not result in
significant adverse cumulative
hydrology impacts.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact HZ-1: Project construction
would not result in a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact HZ-2: Project construction
would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials present in the
soil.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact HZ-3: Project construction
would not result in a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably
foreseeable conditions involving
the release of naturally occurring
asbestos.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact HZ-4: Project construction
would not impair implementation
of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant
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TABLE S-1 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline
Environmental Impacts Ridge Trail Ridge Trail Mitigation/Improvement Measures Ridge Trail Ridge Trail
Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)
Impact HZ-5: Project construction Significant Significant Mitigation Measure M-HZ-5 - Fire Safety During Construction. Less than Less than
could expose people or structures Significant Significant
t 01; sub slt3 a ntie}:l rifk of los stli njury, The SFPUC shafll l1r1equi§je1 .’rhe constlructéor:1 co;tr.actor to comply ?vith the following igrtean igiiea
or death involving wildland fires. requirements of the Public Resources Code during construction:
o Earthmoving and portable equipment with internal combustion engines shall be
equipped with a spark arrester to reduce the potential for igniting a wildfire (Public
Resources Code section 4442).
e Appropriate fire suppression equipment shall be maintained during the highest fire
danger period —from April 1 to December 1 (Public Resources Code section 4428).
¢ On days when a burning permit is required, flammable materials shall be moved to
a distance of 10 feet from any equipment that could produce a spark, fire, or flame,
and the construction contractor shall maintain the appropriate fire suppression
equipment (Public Resources Code section 4427).
¢ On days when a burning permit is required, the appropriate fire suppression
equipment shall be maintained when portable tools powered by gasoline-fueled
internal combustion engines are used within 25 feet of any flammable materials
(Public Resources Code section 4431).
Impact HZ-6: The project would Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
not create a significant hazard to Significant Significant Significant Significant
the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous
materials present in the soil during
operation.
Impact HZ-7: The project would Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
not impair implementation of or Significant Significant Significant Significant
physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan.

6

The project would not require a burning permit, but these restrictions would apply when burning permits would be required for projects that do involve burning. This time period would be from May 1 to a date

specified by CalFire when the department has determined that hazardous fire conditions have abated for that year. CalFire may also declare that unusual fire hazard conditions exist in the area at any time during

the year and impose these requirements.
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TABLE S-1 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impacts

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail

Mitigation/Improvement Measures

Level of Significance
With Mitigation

Fifield-Cahill
Ridge Trail

Southern Skyline
Ridge Trail

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)

Impact HZ-8: Project operations

could expose people or structures
to a substantial risk of loss, injury,
or death involving wildland fires.

Less than
Significant

Significant

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-8: Fire Management Plan.

The SFPUC shall prepare and implement a new fire management plan in coordination
with CalFire prior to opening the southern skyline ridge trail, universal access loop
trail, or Fifield-Cahill ridge trail to unsupervised public access. The new fire
management plan shall include the actions of the fire management element of the
Peninsula Watershed Management Plan relevant to the project and which have not
been completed. Specifically, the new fire management plan shall include:

o Relevant fire defense improvement actions related to increasing the water supply
for firefighting and constructing access improvements (Peninsula Watershed
Management Plan fire defense improvement actions fir2, fir3, fir4, fir5, fir6, and fir7
- see expanded mitigation measure in Appendix E).

e Relevant fuel management actions related to reducing fuel volume and
flammability, establishing/maintaining fuel discontinuity, and preventing fires
from spreading to the tree crowns (Peninsula Watershed Management Plan fuel
management action fir8 — see expanded mitigation measure in Appendix E).

Relevant fire response actions that provide the framework for the SFPUC’s response to
fires (Peninsula Watershed Management Plan fire response actions fir9, fir10, firll,
firl2, and fir13 — see expanded mitigation measure in Appendix E). If prescribed burns
are proposed for fuel management, the fire management plan shall specify appropriate
actions for safe implementation. These actions include preparing a prescription (or
burn plan), coordinating with appropriate regulatory agencies regarding potential
environmental impacts, obtaining a burn permit from the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District, and notifying the public and neighboring agencies. The
prescribed burn shall be conducted when conditions permit both adequate combustion
and control of the fire and shall be coordinated with CalFire as part of its vegetation
management program.

The new fire management plan shall address all of the identified fire management
element actions and tailor those actions to site-specific conditions, as well as the potential
effects of climate change. The plan’s implementation methodology shall consider and
incorporate, as relevant, the methods set forth in the Peninsula Watershed Management
Plan’s Appendix A-1 (Peninsula Watershed Fire Management Element). An
implementation schedule shall be provided. The southern skyline ridge trail, universal
access loop trail, and Fifield-Cahill ridge trail shall not be opened for unsupervised access

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant
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TABLE S-1 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline
Environmental Impacts Ridge Trail Ridge Trail Mitigation/Improvement Measures Ridge Trail Ridge Trail

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)
Impact HZ-8 (cont.) until the actions intended to address fire risk in those areas have been completed. The

SFPUC shall coordinate preparation and implementation of the fire management plan

with CalFire as part of its fire prevention and vegetation management programs, in

accordance with standing procedures and Peninsula Watershed Management Plan policy

F9. Implementation of the fire management plan shall be assigned to an incident

commander employed by the SFPUC’s Natural Resources and Land Management

Division in accordance with Peninsula Watershed Management Plan action fir13.
Impact C-HZ-1: The project, in Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
combination with past, present, Significant Significant Significant Significant
and probable future projects,
would not substantially contribute
to cumulative impacts related to
hazards and hazardous materials.
Tribal Cultural Resources
Impact TCR-1: Project Significant Significant Mitigation Measure M-TCR-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Preservation Plan and/or Less than Less than
construction could cause a Interpretive Program. Significant Significant

substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public
Resources Code section 21074.

If the archeological consultant called for under M-CU-1 determines that the accidental
discovery is an archeological resource of Native American origin, retains sufficient
integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance, Mitigation
Measure M-TCR-1 shall be implemented.

In the event of the discovery of an archeological resource of Native American origin,
the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), the project sponsor, and the tribal
representative shall consult to determine whether preservation in place would be
feasible. If it is determined that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource
would be both feasible and effective, then the archeological consultant shall prepare an
archeological resource preservation plan to be implemented by the project sponsor
during construction. If the ERO in consultation with the project sponsor and the tribal
representative determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource is
not a sufficient or feasible option, then the project sponsor shall prepare an interpretive
program of the tribal cultural resource in consultation with affiliated Native America
tribal representatives.
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TABLE S-1 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance Level of Significance
Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline Fifield-Cahill | Southern Skyline
Environmental Impacts Ridge Trail Ridge Trail Mitigation/Improvement Measures Ridge Trail Ridge Trail

Tribal Cultural Resources (cont.)
Impact TCR-1 (cont.) The plan shall identify proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed

content and materials of those displays or installation, the producers or artists of the

displays or installation, and a long-term maintenance program. The interpretive

program may include artist installations, preferably by local Native American artists,

oral histories with local Native Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and

educational panels or other informational displays. Upon approval by the ERO and

prior to project occupancy, the interpretive program shall be prepared by the project

sponsor.
Impact TCR-2: Project operations Significant Significant Mitigation Measure M-TCR-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Preservation Plan and/or Less than Less than
could cause a substantial adverse Interpretive Program. Significant Significant
change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource as defined
in Public Resources Code section
21074.
Impact C-TCR-1: The project, in Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than
combination with past, present, Significant Significant Significant Significant
and probable future projects,
would not substantially contribute
to cumulative impacts on tribal
cultural resources.
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Summary

TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ACCESS PROGRAM VARIANT 1, VARIANT 2, AND VARIANT 3 AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impacts

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Access
Program
Variant 1

Access
Program
Variant 2

Access
Program
Variant 3

Mitigation/Improvement Measures

Level of Significance

With Mitigation

Access
Program
Variant 1

Access
Program
Variant 2

Access
Program
Variant 3

Aesthetics

Impact AE-1: Project construction
would not result in a substantial
adverse effect on scenic vistas;
would not substantially damage
scenic resources that contribute to a
scenic public setting; and would not
substantially degrade the existing
visual character of the site or its
surroundings.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact AE-2: Project operation
would not result in a substantial
adverse effect on scenic vistas;
would not substantially damage
scenic resources that contribute to a
scenic public setting; and would not
substantially degrade the existing
visual character of the site or its
surroundings.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact C-AE-1: The project, in
combination with past, present, and
probable future projects, would not
substantially contribute to
cumulative impacts on aesthetic
resources.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Cultural Resources

Impact CU-1: Project construction
could cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an
archeological resource pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5.

Significant

Significant

Significant

Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 - Accidental Discovery of Archeological

Resources and Human Remains.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ACCESS PROGRAM VARIANT 1, VARIANT 2, AND VARIANT 3 AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance Level of Significance
Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Access Access Access Access Access Access
Program Program Program Program Program Program

Environmental Impacts Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3 Mitigation/Improvement Measures Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3
Cultural Resources (cont.)
Impact CU-2: Project construction Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 - Accidental Discovery of Archeological Less than Less than Less than
could disturb human remains, Resources and Human Remains. Significant | Significant Significant
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries.
Impact CU-3: Project operations Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 - Accidental Discovery of Archeological Less than Less than Less than
could cause a substantial adverse Resources. Significant | Significant Significant
change in the significance of an
archeological resource pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5.
Impact CU-4: Project operations Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 - Accidental Discovery of Archeological Less than Less than Less than
could disturb human remains, Resources and Human Remains Significant | Significant | Significant
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries.
Impact C-CU-1: The project, in Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
combination with past, present, and | Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
probable future projects, would not
substantially contribute to
cumulative impacts on historical
resources, archeological resources,
human remains.
Transportation and Circulation
Impact TR-1: Construction of the Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
project would not substantially Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
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 travel.
Impact TR-2: Project construction Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
activities would not result in Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
inadequate emergency access.
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ACCESS PROGRAM VARIANT 1, VARIANT 2, AND VARIANT 3 AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Access Access Access Access Access Access
Program Program Program Program Program Program
Environmental Impacts Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3 Mitigation/Improvement Measures Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3
Transportation and Circulation (cont.)
Impact TR-3: Project construction Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
activities could result in potentially | Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
hazardous conditions for vehicles,
bicyclists, and pedestrians.
Impact TR-4: Operation of the Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
project would not cause a Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
substantial adverse change in the
significance of a transportation and
circulation impact.
Impact TR-5: Project operations Less than | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a - Installation of Signage. Less than Significant Significant
would not create potentially Significant . ) Significant and and
hazardous conditions for vehicles Mltlgatfon Measure M'TR'.Sb - C,OHSthtmn ofa Unavoidable | Unavoidable
entering and exiting the project Pedestrian/Bicycle/Equestrian Bridge or Roundabout.
area; however, project operations
would increase the risk of conflicts
between vehicles and pedestrians,
bicyclists, or equestrians attempting
to cross State Route 92.
Impact C-TR-1: The project, in Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
combination with past, present, and | Significant | Significant | Significant Significant Significant Significant
probable future projects, would not
substantially affect transportation
and circulation.
Noise and Vibration
Impact NO-1: Construction of the Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 — Construction Noise Reduction. Less than Less than Less than
project would result in a substantial Significant | Significant Significant
temporary increase in ambient
noise levels at the closest receptors,
and could expose people to
substantial noise levels in excess of
standards established in the San
Mateo County Noise Ordinance.

Case No. 2016-016100ENV
Draft EIR

5-45

Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project

June 2020



Summary

TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ACCESS PROGRAM VARIANT 1, VARIANT 2, AND VARIANT 3 AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Access Access Access Access Access Access
Program Program Program Program Program Program
Environmental Impacts Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3 Mitigation/Improvement Measures Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3
Noise and Vibration (cont.)
Impact NO-2: Construction Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
activities would not result in Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
excessive groundborne vibration.
Impact NO-3: Project operations Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
would not result in a substantial Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
permanent increase in ambient
noise levels at the closest receptors
or expose people to substantial
noise levels in excess of standards
established in the San Mateo
County Noise Ordinance.
Impact C-NO-1: Construction of Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
the project combined with Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
cumulative construction noise in
the project area would not cause a
substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels
near the project area.
Air Quality
Impact AQ-1: Emissions generated | Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a - Tier 4 Engines for Selected Equipment. Less than Less than Less than
during project construction o . . Significant | Significant Significant
activities could violate air quality M‘1t1g.at10n Measure M-{&Q-lb — Bay Area Air Quality Management
standards and contribute District Basic Construction Measures.
substantially to an existing air
quality violation.
Impact AQ-2: Project construction Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
activities would not create Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
objectionable odors that affect a
substantial number of people.
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ACCESS PROGRAM VARIANT 1, VARIANT 2, AND VARIANT 3 AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Access Access Access Access Access Access
Program Program Program Program Program Program
Environmental Impacts Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3 Mitigation/Improvement Measures Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3
Air Quality (cont.)
Impact AQ-3: Project construction Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
activities would not expose Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations.
Impact AQ-4: Emissions generated Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
during project operation would not | Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
violate air quality standards and
contribute substantially to an
existing air quality violation.
Impact AQ-5: Project operations Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
would not create objectionable Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
odors that affect a substantial
number of people.
Impact AQ-6: Implementation of Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a — Tier 4 Engines for Selected Equipment. Less than Less than Less than
the project could conflict with or Mitieation M M-AO-1b — Bav Area Ai lity M Significant | Significant Significant
obstruct implementation of the 2017 'ltlg.atlon vieasure -/ Q-1b - Bay Area Air Quality Management
Clean Air Plan. District Basic Construction Measures.
Impact C-AQ-1: Construction and Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a - Tier 4 Engines for Selected Equipment. Less than Less than Less than
operation of the project could result L . i Significant | Significant Significant
in cumulatively considerable M‘1t1g.at10n Measure M-{&Q-lb — Bay Area Air Quality Management
increases of criteria pollutant District Basic Construction Measures.
emissions.
Greenhouse Gases
Impact C-GG-1: Project Lessthan | Lessthan | Lessthan | None required. Less than Less than Less than
construction and operation would Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
not generate GHG emissions that
could have a significant impact on
the environment, or conflict with
any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing GHG emissions.
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ACCESS PROGRAM VARIANT 1, VARIANT 2, AND VARIANT 3 AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Access Access Access Access Access Access
Program Program Program Program Program Program
Environmental Impacts Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3 Mitigation/Improvement Measures Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3

Biological Resources
Impact BI-1: Construction of the Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-BI-1a — Avoidance Measures for Special-Status Less than Less than Less than
project could result in substantial Plant Species. Significant Significant Significant
adverse impacts on special-status L L. .
plants. Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b — Minimization Measures for Special-Status

Plant Species and their Habitat.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1c - Revegetation Plan.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1d — Worker Environmental Training.
Impact BI-2: Construction of the Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-BI-1c - Revegetation Plan. Less than Less than Less than
project could result in substantial Mitigation M M-BI-1d - Worker Envi | Traini Significant | Significant Significant
adverse impacts on special-status itigation Measure M-BI-1d — Worker Environmental Training.
wildlife. Mitigation Measure M-BI-2a — Avoidance and Minimization Measures for

Special-Status Reptiles and Amphibians.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2b — Avoidance and Mitigation for Host Plants

of Listed Butterfly Species.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2c — Avoidance and Minimization Measures for

Dusky-Footed Woodrat and American Badger.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2d — Measures to Minimize Disturbance to

Nesting Bird Species.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2e — Avoidance and Mitigation Measures for

Special-status Bats and Maternity Roosts.
Impact BI-3: Construction of the Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-BI-3 - Minimizing, Monitoring, and Compensatory | Less than Less than Less than
project could result in substantial Replacement for Impacts on Sensitive Natural Communities. Significant | Significant Significant
impacts on sensitive natural
communities, including riparian
habitat and wetlands.
Impact BI-4: Project operations Less than | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-BI-1a — Avoidance Measures for Special-Status Less than Less than Less than
could result in substantial adverse Significant Plant Species. Significant | Significant Significant
impacts on special-status plants. e . .

Mitigation Measure M-BI-4 — Operational Measures to Protect Sensitive

Plant Species.
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ACCESS PROGRAM VARIANT 1, VARIANT 2, AND VARIANT 3 AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Access Access Access Access Access Access
Program Program Program Program Program Program
Environmental Impacts Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3 Mitigation/Improvement Measures Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3
Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact BI-5: Project operations Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-BI-2b — Avoidance and Mitigation for Host Plants Less than Significant Significant
could result in substantial adverse of Listed Butterfly Species. Significant and and
impacts on special-status wildlife. Unavoidable | Unavoidable

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2d — Measures to Minimize Disturbance to
Nesting Bird Species.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2e — Avoidance and Mitigation Measures for
Special-Status Bats and Maternity Roosts.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-4 — Operational Measures to Protect Sensitive
Plant Species.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-5a — Protection of Special-Status Wildlife
during Operations.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-5b — Additional Biological Protections for
Unsupervised Access.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-5¢ — Mitigation for Permanent Upland Impacts
on Special-Status Reptiles and Amphibians.

e The SFPUC shall reduce the likelihood of user-wildlife encounters and
mitigate for permanent impacts on upland dispersal habitat for San
Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog in the Five Points
area by preparing and implementing a five-year reptile and amphibian
adaptive management plan.

o The plan shall be prepared by a qualified biologist (i.e., with a four-year
degree and one to two years of field experience with the affected species)
and reviewed by SFPUC senior biologists. The plan shall also address
mechanisms for protecting California red-legged frog and San Francisco
garter snake populations. Such mechanisms may include additional
fencing, signage, increased enforcement, rerouting the road or trail,
seasonal trail closure or return to docent-led access, or a monitoring
program to preclude unauthorized off-trail use and other unauthorized
activities.
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ACCESS PROGRAM VARIANT 1, VARIANT 2, AND VARIANT 3 AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Access Access Access Access Access Access
Program Program Program Program Program Program
Environmental Impacts Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3 Mitigation/Improvement Measures Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3
Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact BI-5 (cont.) e Such a monitoring program could include placing appropriate enforcement
personnel at either end of the trail and at two- to three-mile intervals, and
trail use could be conditional upon agreement to check in with monitors
at reasonable intervals, which might vary depending on skill level and
travel mode (i.e., hikers, bicyclists, or equestrians). Monitors would be
connected (by phone or walkie-talkie) and identification would be
required when users checked in.
e The adaptive management plan shall include mitigation for habitat loss
at a 1:1 ratio within the watershed in the form of habitat enhancement or
restoration. The SFPUC shall file the finalized plan with the San Francisco
Planning Department prior to project construction.
Impact BI-6: The project would not | Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
result in operational impacts on Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
sensitive natural communities,
including riparian habitat and
wetlands.
Impact BI-7: Project construction Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-BI-4 — Operational Measures to Protect Sensitive Less than Significant Significant
and operations would result in Plant Species. Significant and and
substantial adverse impacts related L . Unavoidable | Unavoidable
to the spread of invasive plant Mitigation Measure M-BI-7a — Measures to Reduce Spread of Invasive
¢ Plants.
species and pathogens.
Mitigation Measure M-BI-7b — Measures to Limit the Spread of
Phytophthora spp. (including Sudden Oak Death).
Mitigation Measure M-BI-7c - Measures to Monitor and Prevent Further
Spread of Phytophthora spp. Pathogens.
Impact BI-8: Construction of the Less than Less than Less than None required. Less than Less than Less than
project would not conflict with Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance.
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Summary

TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ACCESS PROGRAM VARIANT 1, VARIANT 2, AND VARIANT 3 AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Access Access Access Access Access Access
Program Program Program Program Program Program
Environmental Impacts Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3 Mitigation/Improvement Measures Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3
Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact C-BI-1: The project, in Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
combination with past, present, and | Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
probable future projects, would not
substantially contribute to
cumulative impacts on biological
resources.
Geology, Soils, and Paleontology
Impact GE-1: Project construction Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
would not result in substantial Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
erosion or loss of topsoil during
construction.
Impact GE-2: The project is located Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
on a geologic unit that is potentially | Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
unstable, but would not increase
the potential for landsliding,
collapse, or other slope failures
during construction.
Impact GE-3: Construction of the Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
project would not substantially Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
alter the topography of the
proposed trail alignment.
Impact GE-4: The project would Lessthan | Lessthan | Lessthan | None required. Less than Less than Less than
not directly or indirectly destroy a Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
unique paleontological resource
during construction.
Impact GE-5: The project would Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
not expose people or structures to Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving seismic groundshaking,
seismically induced landslides, or
potentially unstable geologic units
during operation.
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Summary

TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ACCESS PROGRAM VARIANT 1, VARIANT 2, AND VARIANT 3 AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Environmental Impacts

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Access
Program
Variant 1

Access
Program
Variant 2

Access
Program
Variant 3

Mitigation/Improvement Measures

Level of Significance
With Mitigation

Access
Program
Variant 3

Access
Program
Variant 2

Access
Program
Variant 1

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology

(cont.)

Impact GE-6: Runoff from the
permanent project components
would not result in substantial
erosion or loss of topsoil during
operation.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact GE-7: Use of the trails
under the proposed access program
and variants would not result in
substantial erosion or loss of topsoil
during operation.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact C-GE-1: The project, in
combination with past, present, and
probable future projects, would not
substantially contribute to
cumulative impacts on geology,
soils, or paleontological resources.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HY-1: Construction of the
project would not violate water
quality standards or waste
discharge requirements, otherwise
substantially degrade water quality,
or alter existing drainage patterns.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact HY-2: Stormwater runoff
from permanent project
components would not violate
water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements, otherwise
substantially degrade water quality,
exceed the capacity of an existing or
planned stormwater drainage
system, provide a substantial
additional source of polluted
runoff, or alter drainage patterns.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ACCESS PROGRAM VARIANT 1, VARIANT 2, AND VARIANT 3 AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance
Without Mitigation

Environmental Impacts

Access
Program
Variant 1

Access
Program
Variant 2

Access
Program
Variant 3

Mitigation/Improvement Measures

Level of Significance

With Mitigation

Access
Program
Variant 1

Access
Program
Variant 2

Access
Program
Variant 3

Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)

Impact HY-3: Use of the trails
under the proposed access program
and variants would not violate
water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements, otherwise
substantially degrade water quality,
exceed the capacity of an existing or
planned stormwater drainage
system, provide a substantial
additional source of polluted
runoff, or alter drainage patterns.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact C-HY-1: The project, in
combination with past, present, and
probable future projects in the site
vicinity, would not result in
significant adverse cumulative
hydrology impacts.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact HZ-1: Project construction
would not result in a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Impact HZ-2: Project construction
would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials present in the
soil.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

None required.

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant

Less than
Significant
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ACCESS PROGRAM VARIANT 1, VARIANT 2, AND VARIANT 3 AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Access Access Access Access Access Access
Program Program Program Program Program Program

Environmental Impacts Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3 Mitigation/Improvement Measures Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3
Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)
Impact HZ-3: Project construction Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
would not result in a significant Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably
foreseeable conditions involving
the release of naturally occurring
asbestos.
Impact HZ-4: Project construction Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
would not impair implementation Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan.
Impact HZ-5: Project construction Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-HZ-5 — Fire Safety During Construction. Less than Less than Less than
could expose people or structures Significant | Significant Significant
to a substantial risk of loss, injury,
or death involving wildland fires.
Impact HZ-6: The project would Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
not create a significant hazard to Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous
materials present in the soil during
operation.
Impact HZ-7: The project would Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
not impair implementation of or Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan.
Impact HZ-8: Project operations Less than | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-HZ-8: Fire Management Plan. Less than Less than Less than
could expose people or structures Significant Significant | Significant Significant
to a substantial risk of loss, injury,
or death involving wildland fires.
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Summary

TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ACCESS PROGRAM VARIANT 1, VARIANT 2, AND VARIANT 3 AND MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

Without Mitigation With Mitigation
Access Access Access Access Access Access
Program Program Program Program Program Program
Environmental Impacts Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3 Mitigation/Improvement Measures Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3
Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)
Impact C-HZ-1: The project, in Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
combination with past, present, and | Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
probable future projects, would not
substantially contribute to
cumulative impacts related to
hazards and hazardous materials.
Tribal Cultural Resources
Impact TCR-1: Project construction | Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-TCR-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Preservation Less than Less than Less than
could cause a substantial adverse Plan and/or Interpretive Program. Significant | Significant Significant
change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource as defined in Public
Resources Code section 21074.
Impact TCR-2: Project operations Significant | Significant | Significant | Mitigation Measure M-TCR-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Preservation Less than Less than Less than
could cause a substantial adverse Plan and/or Interpretive Program. Significant | Significant Significant
change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource as defined in Public
Resources Code section 21074.
Impact C-TCR-1: The project, in Less than Less than Less than | None required. Less than Less than Less than
combination with past, present, and | Significant | Significant | Significant Significant | Significant Significant
probable future projects, would not
substantially contribute to
cumulative impacts on tribal
cultural resources.
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Summary

TABLE §-3
COMPARISON OF THE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT VS. THE IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES
Alternative B: Alternative C:
Environmental Alternative A: Relocated Parking Lot and Pedestrian-Only Trail Alternative D:
Resource Project No Project Trailhead South of S.R. 92 Access Alternative Trail Alignment
Cultural Resources | Impact CU-1: Project construction could cause a No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Same as project. Substantially reduced due to
substantial adverse change in the significance of an smaller construction footprint; smaller construction footprint;
archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines less than significant with less than significant with
section 15064.5. mitigation. mitigation.
Impact CU-2: Project construction could disturb No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Same as project. Substantially reduced due to
human remains, including those interred outside of smaller construction footprint; smaller construction footprint;
formal cemeteries. less than significant with less than significant with
mitigation. mitigation.
Impact CU-3: Project operations could cause a No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Same as project. Substantially reduced due to
substantial adverse change in the significance of an smaller project footprint; less reduced areas of new visitor
archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines than significant with mitigation. access; less than significant with
section 15064.5. mitigation.
Impact CU-4: Project operations could disturb human | No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Same as project. Substantially reduced due to
remains, including those interred outside of formal smaller project footprint; less reduced areas of new visitor
cemeteries. than significant with mitigation. access; less than significant with
mitigation
Transportation Impact TR-5: Project operations would not create No impact. Hazard posed by visitors Slightly reduced, due to Slightly reduced, hazard posed
and Circulation potentially hazardous conditions for vehicles crossing S.R. 92 would be lower overall visitation (no | by visitors crossing S.R. 92
entering and exiting the project area; however, eliminated; reduced impact bicycle or equestrian use; would be shifted to new trail
project operations would increase the risk of conflicts related to vehicles turning to significant and unavoidable | alignment; significant and
between vehicles and pedestrians, bicyclists, or and from relocated parking lot; | with mitigation). unavoidable with mitigation;
equestrians attempting to cross State Route 92. less than significant. hazards posed by vehicles
turning into parking lot would
be reduced; significant and
unavoidable with mitigation.
Noise and Impact NO-1: Construction of the project would No impact. Reduced, due to relocation of | Same as project. Substantially reduced due to
Vibration result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient parking lot and trailhead, and distance from sensitive receptors,
noise levels at the closest receptors, and could expose would avoid construction reduced construction duration,
people to substantial noise levels in excess of noise impacts associated with and smaller project footprint;
standards established in the San Mateo County Noise installation of prefabricated less than significant with
Ordinance. bridge; less than significant mitigation.
with mitigation.
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TABLE S-3 (CONTINUED)
COMPARISON OF THE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT VS. THE IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Alternative B:

Alternative C:

Environmental Alternative A: Relocated Parking Lot and Pedestrian-Only Trail Alternative D:
Resource Project No Project Trailhead South of S.R. 92 Access Alternative Trail Alignment
Air Quality Impact AQ-1: Emissions generated during project No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Same as project. Substantially reduced due to
construction activities could violate air quality decreased construction duration reduced construction duration
standards and contribute substantially to an existing and footprint; less than and footprint; less than
air quality violation. significant with mitigation. significant with mitigation.
Impact AQ-6: Implementation of the project could No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Same as project. Substantially reduced due to
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2017 decreased construction duration reduced construction duration
Clean Air Plan. and footprint; less than and footprint; less than
significant with mitigation. significant with mitigation.
Impact C-AQ-1: Construction and operation of the No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Same as project. Substantially reduced due to
project could result in cumulatively considerable decreased construction duration reduced construction duration
increases of criteria pollutant emissions. (Less than and footprint; less than and footprint; less than
significant with mitigation for the proposed access significant with mitigation. significant.
program and variants)
Biological Impact BI-1: Construction of the project could result | No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Same as project. Increased due to potential
Resources in substantial adverse impacts on special-status smaller construction footprint; impacts on additional special-
plants. less than significant with status plants in alternative
mitigation. alignment, less than significant
with mitigation.
Impact BI-2: Construction of the project could result | No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Same as project. Similar to project for special-
in substantial adverse impacts on special-status smaller construction footprint; status amphibians and reptiles
wildlife. less than significant with due to preferred habitat
mitigation. proximity, less than significant
with mitigation.
Impact BI-3: Construction of the project could result | No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Same as project. Similar to project due to sensitive
in substantial impacts on sensitive natural smaller construction footprint; natural communities in vicinity
communities, including riparian habitat and less than significant with of alternative alignment, less
wetlands. mitigation. than significant with mitigation.
Impact BI-4: Project operations could result in No impact. Same as project; the project Slightly reduced, due to Increased due to potential
substantial adverse impacts on special-status plants. footprint north of S.R. 92 lower overall visitation (no | impacts on additional special-
would not change. bicycle or equestrian use); status plants in alternative
less than significant with alignment; less than significant
mitigation. with mitigation.
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TABLE S-3 (CONTINUED)
COMPARISON OF THE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT VS. THE IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Alternative B:

Alternative C:

Environmental Alternative A: Relocated Parking Lot and Pedestrian-Only Trail Alternative D:
Resource Project No Project Trailhead South of S.R. 92 Access Alternative Trail Alignment
Biological Impact BI-5: Project operations could result in No impact. Same as project for special- Potential for significant Potential for significant effects on
Resources substantial adverse impacts on special-status wildlife. status wildlife on Fifield-Cahill | effects on special-status special-status butterfly reduced;
(cont.) ridge trail; reduced impacts for | amphibian and reptile would be similar or increased for
San Francisco garter snake, species from bicyclists and | special-status amphibians and
California red-legged frog, and | equestrians eliminated; reptiles due to preferred habitat
nesting birds along southern potential effects on other proximity. Potential effects on
skyline ridge trail due to special-status species would | other special-status species would
somewhat smaller project be same as project; be similar to the project but
footprint. Significant and significant and unavoidable | substantially reduced due to
unavoidable with mitigation. with mitigation. smaller project footprint.
Significant and unavoidable with
mitigation.
Impact BI-7: Project construction and operations No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Slightly reduced because Substantially reduced because the
would result in substantial adverse impacts related to decreased project footprint; hikers would not likely extent of new trails would be
the spread of invasive plant species and pathogens. significant and unavoidable travel as far as bicyclists or | considerably smaller, unfavorable
with mitigation. equestrians, thereby to hosting plant pathogens (e.g.,
limiting the potential extent | paved or graveled), and present
of spread; significant and limited opportunity for spread if
unavoidable with transmission occurred. Less than
mitigation. significant with mitigation.
Hazards and Impact HZ-5: Project construction could expose No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Same as project. Substantially reduced due to
Hazardous people or structures to a substantial risk of loss, decreased construction area; smaller construction footprint;
Materials injury, or death involving wildland fires. less than significant with less than significant with
mitigation. mitigation.
Impact HZ-8: Project operations could expose people | No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Slightly reduced, due to Substantially reduced due to
or structures to a substantial risk of loss, injury, or decreased project footprint; lower overall visitation (no | reduced areas of new visitor
death involving wildland fires. less than significant with bicycle or equestrian use); access; less than significant with
mitigation. less than significant with mitigation.
mitigation.
Tribal Cultural Impact TCR-1: Project construction could cause a No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Same as project. Substantially reduced due to
Resources substantial adverse change in the significance of a smaller construction footprint; smaller construction footprint;
tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources less than significant with less than significant with
Code section 21074. mitigation. mitigation.
Impact TCR-2: Project operations could cause a No impact. Reduced due to somewhat Same as project. Substantially reduced due to

substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources
Code section 21074.

smaller construction footprint;
less than significant with
mitigation.

smaller construction footprint;
less than significant with
mitigation.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

1.1 Project Summary

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) proposes the Southern Skyline Boulevard
Ridge Trail Extension Project (“project”). The project area includes lands owned by the City and
County of San Francisco and under the jurisdiction of the SFPUC within the Peninsula Watershed
in San Mateo County. One portion of the project area lies south of State Route 92 (S.R. 92), and
another occurs in a separate area north of S.R. 92. The primary project components north of

S.R. 92 are access improvements to the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, located approximately 1.5 miles
north of the S.R. 92/State Route 35 (S.R. 35)! intersection. The improvements include a new
0.5-mile universal access loop trail (including Americans with Disabilities Act-compliant access
and parking) along the existing Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, a new 50-car parking lot, one new
restroom, and the transfer of a public access easement (from the Bay Area Ridge Trail Council to
SFPUC) along an existing segment of the Bay Area Ridge Trail through Skylawn Memorial Park.
Project components south of S.R. 92 include a new 20-car parking lot south of the S.R. 92/S.R. 35
intersection, two restrooms, and a new 6-mile southern skyline ridge trail.

The SFPUC proposes an access management program that would differ in the degree of access
restriction for the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and the southern skyline ridge trail. The SFPUC would
restrict access to the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail to visitors with a reservation and under the
supervision of a trained volunteer (i.e., docent), similar to current access restrictions. Access to
the southern skyline ridge trail would be unsupervised but restricted to visitors who have
obtained an access permit in advance.

In response to public comments requesting the SFPUC consider multiple access options, and to
allow flexibility in crafting an access program that responds to ongoing watershed management
requirements as well as environmental and economic considerations, this environmental impact
report (EIR) evaluates three additional access program configurations, or variants, with differing
levels of restrictiveness. The variants would apply to existing and new trail areas north and south
of S.R. 92, and cover the range of potential access controls —from supervised to unsupervised.
The access program variants include: (1) supervised access, similar to the existing docent
program (access program variant 1 [docent programy]); (2) unsupervised and unrestricted access
(access program variant 2 [unsupervised/unrestricted access]); and (3) unsupervised and
restricted/permit access (access program variant 3 [unsupervised/restricted access]). Security

1 SR.35isalso Skyline Boulevard in this location.
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1. Introduction

measures (e.g., fencing and gates) would vary based upon the access program. Chapter 2, Project
Description, provides a detailed description of the project.

If the Final EIR is certified, the SFPUC would consider project approval and selection of a final
access program configuration for trails and amenities north and south of S.R. 92 based on
information obtained through the environmental analysis, additional cost and engineering
feasibility considerations, and continued community engagement.

1.1.1 Background

The SFPUC is charged with managing protected watershed lands extending from the Sierra
Nevada mountains in the east to the San Francisco Peninsula in the west. The latter includes the
Peninsula Watershed, which encompasses 23,000 acres in San Mateo County. The SFPUC
developed the Peninsula Watershed Management Plan in the 1990s to address the management
of watershed lands in a comprehensive and integrated manner. The management plan consists of
a collection of goals, policies, and management actions that address both long-term management
objectives and day-to-day operations and maintenance activities. Among these management plan
components are specific policies and management actions in response to the Bay Area Ridge Trail
Council’s request that the Bay Area Ridge Trail be routed through a portion of the Peninsula
Watershed. The construction and management of trail segments and associated facilities, which
would extend and enhance the Bay Area Ridge Trail, are the primary focus of this EIR.

In response to the trail council’s request, the management plan includes alignment and access
management options (or “alternatives” as described in that document) for two segments of trail
across the Peninsula Watershed, referred to in this EIR as the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and the
southern skyline ridge trail. The Peninsula Watershed Management Plan describes the first trail
segment (Fifield-Cahill ridge trail) as extending from Golden Gate National Recreation Area’s
Sweeney Ridge Trail south through the watershed along the Fifield-Cahill service road to S.R. 92.
The management plan identifies access management program alternatives for the Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail, ranging from unsupervised access to docent-led access (management plan trail
alternatives A to D). The plan describes the second trail segment, the southern skyline ridge trail,
as beginning south of the S.R. 92/S.R. 35 intersection and extending south across SFPUC and/or
private property to a point of connection with a trail leading to Kings Mountain (trail

alternative A/B). The plan describes public access for the southern skyline ridge trail segment as
unsupervised. Chapter 2, Project Description, further discusses the management plan’s trail
alternatives and management actions.

The San Francisco Planning Department prepared an EIR (management plan EIR) evaluating the
physical effects of the management plan on the environment.? The management plan describes
the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail at a greater level of detail than other proposed actions; therefore, the
management plan EIR analyzes trail alternatives A to D at a project level of detail. The management

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,

File No. 96.22E; State Clearinghouse No. 98082030, certified January 11, 2001, www.sfwater.org/Modules/
ShowDocument.aspx?document]D=4343, accessed May 18, 2018.
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1. Introduction

plan EIR evaluates the southern skyline ridge trail at a program level of detail. Based on the
analysis in the draft EIR, the planning department identified trail alternative D (docent-led access
with termination at Skyline Quarry) as the environmentally superior trail alternative.

After the 2001 management plan EIR certification, members of the community proposed a fifth
Fifield-Cahill ridge trail alternative, known as trail alternative E (guided multi-modal access).3 The
planning department examined the new Fifield-Cahill ridge trail alternative and determined that
trail alternative E fell within the range of trail alternatives analyzed and was similar to trail
alternative D analyzed in the management plan EIR (and whose mitigation measures would apply
to trail alternative E), and therefore concluded the management plan EIR adequately analyzed the
environmental effects of trail alternative E. The SFPUC adopted trail alternative E in 2002.4

The SFPUC constructed the trail alternative E improvements, and guided tours began in 2003. As
constructed, the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail extends approximately 10 miles, from the Portola Gate
at Sweeney Ridge to Skyline Quarry near S.R. 92. As envisioned in the management plan, the trail
is accessible to small groups of hikers, bicyclists, or equestrians (up to three groups of 20 people,
fewer on horseback, per day), up to three days per week, with a reservation and a trained docent
or volunteer trail leader.

The SFPUC has since identified funding opportunities that now make implementation of trail
alternative A/B (unsupervised access along programmatic southern skyline ridge trail alignment)
more feasible. Thus, the agency has further defined the southern skyline ridge trail concept,
including more specific details regarding the proposed location, construction, and operation,
such that project-level environmental review is now possible. In addition, the SFPUC has also
identified and proposes to implement a number of access improvements for the Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail. In combination with the proposed southern skyline ridge trail and Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail improvements, the SFPUC is considering revisions to the access management program that
could apply to both existing and proposed facilities. These trail extensions and access
improvements are analyzed in this EIR.

1.2 Purpose of this Environmental Impact Report

Under the San Francisco Administrative Code, chapter 31, the San Francisco Planning Department,
through its Environmental Planning Division, is the lead agency responsible for implementing
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements for all projects sponsored by the City
and County of San Francisco or within San Francisco, including those sponsored by the SFPUC. The
San Francisco Planning Department determined that preparation of this EIR for the Southern
Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project, for which the SFPUC is the project sponsor, is
required for the project to comply with CEQA. CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR when a
proposed project could significantly affect the physical environment.

3 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan, Spring 2002,
https://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=756, accessed May 18, 2018, p. 9-4.
Ibid, pp. 10-1 to 10-3.
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1. Introduction

The planning department has prepared this EIR to tier from the Peninsula Watershed Management
Plan EIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15168(c), which provides for environmental
review of subsequent activities under the same program. The management plan EIR evaluates the
impacts of new trails and amenities, including project elements, along with various access
management alternatives at both program and project levels of detail, based on the information
available at that time. This EIR presents the project as it is now envisioned and analyzes its effects
at a project level of detail to provide decision-makers, the public, and responsible and trustee
agencies reviewing the project with information about its potential impacts on the environment.
This EIR describes the potential environmental impacts resulting from project implementation,
identifies mitigation measures for reducing impacts to a less-than-significant level where feasible,
and evaluates alternatives to the project that meet the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines
section 15126.6(a).

1.3 Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping Process

In accordance with section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the planning department published a
Notice of Preparation of an EIR for the project to responsible agencies and interested parties on
December 21, 2016. In addition, on March 30, 2017 the planning department expanded its public
outreach by mailing the Notice of Preparation to owners and occupants of properties within

300 feet of project sites. Distribution of the Notice of Preparation initiated the official scoping
process, which allows the public and government agencies to comment on the scope and content
of the EIR. The public scoping process included two 30-day public scoping periods—from
December 21, 2016 to February 3, 2017 and from March 30, 2017 to April 29, 2017, respectively.
The planning department also held a public scoping meeting on January 18, 2017 at the SFPUC
offices in San Francisco, California. The Notice of Preparation included a preliminary discussion
of the potential environmental impacts of the project with respect to the following resource
topics: tribal and other cultural resources; biological resources; hydrology and water quality; fire

management; and transportation and access.

During the scoping period, interested parties provided a total of 56 comments, including letters,
emails, and oral comments. The comment letters, emails, and transcript of the comments received
at the public scoping meeting are available for review as part of case file no. 2016-016100ENV.
The planning department has considered the comments made by the public in preparation of the
draft EIR for the project. Comments on the Notice of Preparation that relate to environmental
issues are addressed and analyzed throughout this EIR. In addition, the planning department
summarized the public scoping process and the comments received during the scoping process in
a scoping report. Table 1-1 summarizes key environmental concerns raised during the scoping
period and cross-references applicable EIR sections where these comments are addressed.
Appendix A of this EIR provides the Notice of Preparation and scoping report.
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1. Introduction

TABLE 1-1
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Commenter

Summary of Comment

CEQA Subject Area(s)

Federal Agencies

National Park Service
(Craig Kenkel)

Describes the scenic and recreation easements in the
Peninsula Watershed granted to the U.S. Department of the
Interior, along with the authorities of the National Park
Service/Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA)
and the City and County of San Francisco under the
easements.

e Plans and Policies

States that the project is in the scenic easement and
describes the restrictions for National Park Service approval
for uses and actions in the watershed.

e Plans and Policies

Requests coordination between San Francisco and GGNRA
to seek concurrence regarding the project being a federal
action.

¢ Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

States that the project could be in compliance with easement
requirements for water-related rights with appropriate
mitigation.

e Plans and Policies

States that the GGNRA General Management Plan (2014)
supports the connection of the southern skyline ridge trail
to the Phleger Estate and requests coordination between
SFPUC and GGNRA on this topic.

e Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Requests analysis of different access procedures on visitor
use, experience, and connectivity with adjacent lands and
trails, including the Phleger Estate.

e Project Description

Requests analysis of consistency of proposed range of uses
with adjacent lands and trails, including the Phleger Estate.

e Project Description

Requests that the EIR evaluate potential visual impacts on
the scenic easement and include the development of
appropriate mitigation measures.

e Plans and Policies

e Aesthetics

State Agencies

California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans)
(Patricia Maurice)

Requests a figure with the trail segment improvements
numbered as listed in the Project Description of the NOP
with Caltrans right-of-way and access points to the right-of-
way clearly mapped.

e Project Description

Requests that the current number of trail users and the
expected number of visitors be included in the EIR.

e Project Description

e Transportation and
Circulation

States that San Francisco is responsible for all
implementation, scheduling, and financing of mitigation
and needed improvements to the state transportation
network.

¢ Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Any required improvements should be completed prior to
issuance of the building permit.

¢ Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Recommends early coordination between Caltrans and San
Francisco to address site access issues prior to submittal of
an encroachment permit application.

e Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Requests identification of the project-generated truck trips
during construction along S.R. 92 and S.R. 35 between 9:30
a.m. and 2:30 p.m.

e Project Description

¢ Transportation and
Circulation
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TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Commenter

Summary of Comment

CEQA Subiject Area(s)

State Agencies (cont.)

Caltrans
(Patricia Maurice)
(cont.)

Requests identification of the expected number of daily
worker vehicle trips and daily truck trips that will use S.R.
92 and S.R. 35 during construction.

e Project Description

e Transportation and
Circulation

Requests the exact locations of construction activities
requiring the closure of S.R. 35, including the hours and
types of closures (mainline or shoulder).

e Transportation and
Circulation

Requests identification of the proposed detour route during
construction.

e Transportation and
Circulation

Describes transportation demand management elements
and measures that should be included in project design.

e Transportation and
Circulation

A Caltrans-approved transportation management plan is
required for incidents where vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian
traffic may be impacted during construction.

e Transportation and
Circulation

Pedestrian and bicycle access through construction zone
must be maintained at all times to comply with Americans
with Disabilities Act regulations.

e Transportation and
Circulation

All curb ramps and pedestrian facilities located within
project limits are required to be brought up to current
Americans with Disabilities Act standards.

e Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

The transportation management plan must comply with the
requirements of the corresponding jurisdictions.

e Transportation and
Circulation

San Francisco should conduct a cultural resource technical
study that includes a record search from the Northwest
Information Center of the California Historical Resources
Information System and a field survey conducted by a
qualified archeologist and architectural historian.

e Tribal and Cultural
Resources

San Francisco is required to conduct Native American
consultation with tribes, groups, and individuals who are
interested and may have knowledge of the project area.

e Tribal and Cultural
Resources

The Natural Trust for Historic Preservation, the owners of
the Filoli Estate, should be consulted because it is a historic
landmark listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

e Tribal and Cultural
Resources

A transportation permit issued by Caltrans is required for
project work that requires movement of oversized or
excessive load vehicles on state roadways.

e Project Description

Any work or traffic control that encroaches onto the state
right-of-way requires an encroachment permit issued by
Caltrans.

e Project Description

Traffic-related mitigation measures should be incorporated
into the construction plans prior to the encroachment permit
process.

¢ Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

San Francisco should coordinate early with Caltrans on new
site access from S.R. 35.

e Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope
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TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Commenter

Summary of Comment

CEQA Subiject Area(s)

State Agencies (cont.)

Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection/
Cal Fire

States that the land proposed for the project is classified as
“Timberland” under Public Resource Code section 4526 and
that a timberland conversion permit or conversion permit is

e Project Description

(Richard Sampson) required prior to cutting any trees.
States that the project is in wildlands and that compliance e Hazards and Hazardous
with applicable fire codes will be required and mitigation Materials
and protection measures to comply with such rules must be
part of the building permit.
Department of Fish and | Recommends that the EIR provide baseline habitat ¢ Biological Resources
Wildlife assessments from a range of sources for special-status
(Scott Wilson) species located or potentially located within the project area

and surroundings lands.

Recommends that surveys for special-status species occur
prior to project implementation.

¢ Biological Resources

Notes that EIR must discuss all direct and indirect impacts,
and cumulative impacts that may occur with
implementation of the project, including impacts on wildlife
and habitat.

¢ Biological Resources

e Cumulative Scenario

Recommends that mitigation measures designed to avoid
taking and to minimize impacts on special-status species
should be developed in consultation with U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service the National Marine Fisheries Service, and
California Department of Fish and Wildlife.

¢ Biological Resources

States that fully protected species may not be taken or
possessed at any time and mitigation measures must ensure
complete take avoidance of such species.

¢ Biological Resources

States that a California Endangered Species Act permit must
be obtained if the project could result in the “take” of
species listed under the act.

¢ Biological Resources

States that the CEQA lead agency’s findings of overriding
consideration do not eliminate obligations to comply with
Fish and Game Code section 2080.

e Project Description

Describes lake and streambed alteration agreement
requirements.

e Project Description

Local/Regional Agencies/Organizations

Bay Area Ridge Trail
Council
(Bern Smith)

Describes the successful SFPUC Bay Area Ridge Trail access
program, which included trailhead and restroom
construction and a docent program.

e Project Description

Expresses support for the docent program, but also
supports dawn to dusk access.

¢ Comment noted; beyond
scope of EIR

States that the docent program should no longer be required
for the Bay Area Ridge Trail and expressed support for a
permit program.

¢ Comment noted; beyond
scope of EIR

Describes the benefits of narrow trails over wide trails.

e Project Description
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TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Commenter

Summary of Comment

CEQA Subiject Area(s)

Local/Regional Agencies/Organizations (cont.)

Bay Area Ridge Trail Describes the impacts of heavy construction equipment on | ¢ Project Description
Council ‘ air quality, soils, and water quality. o Air Quality
(Bern Smith)
(cont.) ¢ Geology, Soils, and
Paleontological Resources
e Hydrology and Water
Quality
Requests a study to examine safe crossing for trail users at e Transportation and
S.R.92 and S.R. 35. Circulation
Audubon Society Requests that the EIR address how climate change, the e Greenhouse Gas

(Golden Gate, Santa
Clara Valley, and
Sequoia Chapters);
California Native Plant
Society (Santa Clara
Valley and Yerba Buena
Chapters); Committee
for Green Foothills;
Native Plant
Conservation Campaign;
Nature in the City; and
Sierra Club (San
Francisco Bay and Loma

intensity of droughts, extreme weather, and wildfire can
affect water quality and wildlife.

Emissions

e Hydrology and Water
Quality

e Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Expresses concern that the watershed’s fire management
plan is outdated.

e Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Requests that the EIR determine the consistency of
unsupervised access with the 1969 scenic easement held by
the federal government.

e Plans and Policies

Requests that the EIR explore how unsupervised access can

e Hydrology and Water

Prieta Chapters) affect water quality and hydrology, soils, wildlife, the Quality
sc,ipre;d of invasive species, and the spread of sudden oak « Geology, Soils, and
eath. Paleontological Resources
¢ Biological Resources
Requests that the EIR consider impacts that retaining walls, | e Biological Resources
fences, and other structures have on wildlife.
Describes the effectiveness of the docent program, expresses | e Project Description
support for its expansion, and notes that it is consistent with
the scenic easement.
Requests that baseline analysis include the docent program. | e Project Description
¢ Environmental Setting
and Impacts
Describes how unsupervised access to the Peninsula ¢ Comment noted; beyond
Watershed is incompatible with a docent program. EIR scope
Requests assessment of the level of park personnel e Project Description
necessary to enforce regulations and ensure visitor safety
for an unsupervised access management program.
SF Urban Riders Requests that the EIR focus on potential conflicts among e Project Description
(Matthew Blain) different types of trail users and off-trail use into habitat

areas.

¢ Biological Resources

e Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Describes how design features such as trail width, materials,
and routing can affect user experience.

¢ Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Requests that the EIR consider how a limited access program
affects those who do not have flexible schedules.

e Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope
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TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Commenter

Summary of Comment

CEQA Subiject Area(s)

Local/Regional Agencies/Organizations (cont.)

SF Urban Riders
(Matthew Blain)
(cont.)

Requests that the EIR be used as a basis for other trail
projects in the watershed.

¢ Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Sierra Club — Loma
Prieta and San Francisco

Expresses support for the docent program.

¢ Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Bay Chapt
éy -hapters Requests that the EIR thoroughly assesses impacts on ¢ Environmental Setting
(Mike Ferreira)
natural resources. and Impacts
Requests that the EIR include a No Project Alternative. o Alternatives
Golden Gate Audubon Requests further exploration of the extent of the biodiversity | e Biological Resources
Society of the area.

(Sean Herman)

Expresses concern for unsupervised access and impacts on
biodiversity.

¢ Biological Resources

Expresses concern for increased fire risk with unsupervised
access and a need for adequate enforcement, funding,
personnel, and training.

e Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Open SF Watershed
(Chris Brousseau)

Requests that the EIR assess hiking, biking, and equestrian
access.

e Project Description

¢ Environmental Setting
and Impacts

Requests that the EIR discuss how the trail affects wildlife.

¢ Biological Resources

Requests that the Skyline Quarry be evaluated for the same
access programs as the project trails.

e Project Description

Requests that the EIR use “open access” instead of
“unrestricted access,” as the latter has a negative connotation.

e Project Description

Palo Alto Run Club
(Ron Wolf)

Expresses support for opening further access to the
watershed.

e Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Requests that the EIR address the entire extension of the
trail, from the northern gate at Sweeney Ridge to the
southern gate at Skylawn Memorial Park.

e Project Description

¢ Environmental Setting
and Impacts

Requests that access should be extended from dawn until
dusk.

e Project Description

Requests that the EIR be expanded to cover connecting to
trail systems.

¢ Environmental Setting
and Impacts

Silicon Valley Mountain
Bikers
(Charles Krenz)

Requests that the EIR describe the SFPUC’s jurisdictional
duties to regulate recreational access in the Peninsula
Watershed.

e Project Description

Describes that both the San Francisco and San Mateo
general plans encourage recreational access on watershed
lands.

e Plans & Policies

Requests that the EIR consider the impact of cycling in
addition to hiking and should not use the terminology
“mountain biking.”

e Project Description

e Transportation and
Circulation

Requests that the EIR consider the retention of the Skyline
Quarry access location for cyclists so that riders do not
attempt to climb on S.R. 92.

e Project Description

e Transportation and
Circulation
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TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Commenter

Summary of Comment

CEQA Subiject Area(s)

Local/Regional Agencies/Organizations (cont.)

Midpeninsula Regional
Open Space District
(Jane Mark)

Expresses support for the project since it would provide key
regional trail connection between two segments of the Bay
Area Ridge Trail.

e Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Requests that the EIR analyze potential impacts on the
District’s adjacent recreational facilities, including potential
traffic and parking impacts on the north parking lot for the
Purisima Creek Redwoods Open Space Preserve.

e Traffic and Circulation

Requests coordination meeting with SFPUC to discuss
regional trail crossing and potential impacts on north
parking lot.

e Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Individuals

Brian Ginna

Similar to Palo Alto Run Club letter.

e See Palo Alto Run Club
letter summary

Requests that the EIR address pedestrian, cyclist, and
equestrian access.

e Project Description

e Transportation and
Circulation

Requests that the EIR address all historical sites and artifacts
in the watershed that are over 50 years old.

e Tribal and Cultural
Resources

Bryan O’Sullivan;

Chris Clutton; Dan Spier;
Daniel Hadley; Eric
Stempke; John Collins;
Jordan Kestler; Kaaren
Sipes; Leslie Young; Meg
Gilmore; Michelle Boyle;
Paul J. Farragher;
Raymond Sinsley; Ryan
Helft; Sean Matthews;
Todd Lansing; Tom
Brown; Jamie Fox; Rezz
Sakharov; Ted Ryan;
Mythily Sivarahah;

Scott Dickie; Bill Schilz;
Joel Reed; Jeremy
Schaub; Callista
Shepherd Smith; Scott
Smith; Jason Strnad;
Anne Barnett; Tom
Scarvie; Mike Naranjo;
Ross Heiman; Andy
Howse; Paul Soo;
Ketayun Keown;
Vladimir Gedgafov

Similar to Palo Alto Run Club and Brian Ginna letters.

e See Palo Alto Run Club
and Brian Ginna letter
summaries

Terry Barton

Similar to Palo Alto Run Club and Brian Ginna letters.

e See Palo Alto Run Club
and Brian Ginna letter
summaries

Describes how access to public lands raises environmental
awareness and benefits the population.

e Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Case No. 2016-016100ENV
Draft EIR

1-10

Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project

June 2020



1. Introduction

TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Commenter

Summary of Comment

CEQA Subiject Area(s)

Individuals (cont.)

John Scott Similar to Palo Alto Run Club and Brian Ginna letters. e See Palo Alto Run Club
and Brian Ginna letters
summaries

Describes how volunteer trail maintenance workdays can ¢ Comment noted; beyond
foster responsible trail use. EIR scope

Daniel Engovatov, Ph.D. | Similar to Palo Alto Run Club and Brian Ginna letters. e See Palo Alto Run Club

and Brian Ginna letter
summaries

Requests that the EIR should study the least restrictive
access mode in addition to permit-based access.

e Project Description

Describes how public access to nature is important for a
new generation of environmentally conscious citizens.

¢ Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Christopher Pincetich,
Ph.D.

Similar to Palo Alto Run Club and Brian Ginna letters.

e See Palo Alto Run Club
and Brian Ginna letter
summaries

Describes the benefits of cycling.

¢ Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Mike Buncic

Requests that the EIR explore access to Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail at the northern Sweeney Ridge trail connection.

e Project Description

Charlie Krenz

Describes that both the San Francisco and San Mateo
general plans include provisions for accessibility and
recreation on Peninsula Watershed lands.

e Plans & Policies

Requests that the EIR assess hiking, equestrian, and
bicycling access; a permit access program; and an
unsupervised access program.

e Project Description

¢ Environmental Setting
and Impacts

Describes aspects of the Peninsula Watershed Management
Plan that allow recreational access to watershed lands.

e Project Description

e Plans & Policies

Gene McKenna

Supports responsible access to the watershed in the form of
open access, not docent access.

e Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Paul Dawes Commenter supports the project and favors multiuse access, | ¢ Comment noted; beyond
including mountain biking. EIR scope
Nick & Marilyn Prefers supervised access to minimize impacts on wildlife. ¢ Biological Resources
Alafouzos
Expresses concern about campfires. e Hazards and Hazardous
Materials
Policing unsupervised access would be too expensive. e Project Description
Stacy McCarthy Expresses support for the trail extension with dogs allowed | e Project Description
on leash only.
Beverly Abbott & J.R. Expresses support for unsupervised access because e Project Description
Elpers arranging docent service is an obstacle to recreation.

Dr. James Bartlett &
Theodore Hax

Expresses support for docent program and is concerned that
unsupervised access will increase fire risk, pollution, and
degradation of the watershed.

e Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

e Hydrology and Water
Quality
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TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Commenter

Summary of Comment

CEQA Subject Area(s)

Individuals (cont.)

Anna Roesch-Tubbs &
Alan Tubbs

Concern for project’s proximity to residences and the
potential for increases in litter, traffic, and safety and
security concerns.

e Project Description
¢ Biological Resources

e Transportation and
Circulation

Andrew Nourse

Commenter supports the project and would be able to use
the southern skyline ridge trail to bike or walk to public
transit connections instead of driving.

¢ Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Carrie & Tim German

Variant 1 will protect drinking water supply but would
limit local access to trails.

e Project Description

e Hydrology and Water
Quality

Variant 2 should allow unsupervised access to local
community, but restricted access to general public to ensure
adequate maintenance, safety, and emergency services

e Project Descriptions

e Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

e Transportation and
Circulation

Under Variant 2, a 20-car parking lot would be inadequate.

e Transportation and
Circulation

A 50-car parking lot north of S.R. 92 would create a
dangerous pedestrian crossing situation. Suggests
resurrecting the Caltrans overpass project.

e Transportation and
Circulation

Requests measures to discourage parking on Kings Mountain
Volunteer Fire Brigade site at 13889 Skyline Boulevard.

¢ Comment noted; beyond
EIR scope

Expresses desire for regular forest maintenance to reduce
fire hazards caused by traffic along Skyline Boulevard.

e Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

1.4 Draft EIR and Final EIR

This draft EIR is available for public review and comment during the public review period noted on

the cover, during which time the San Francisco Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on

the draft EIR to receive oral public comment. Following the close of the public comment period, the

planning department will prepare and publish a responses to comments document, which will

contain written responses to all substantive comments received on the draft EIR as well as copies

of the comments received. The document may also contain specific changes and revisions to the

draft EIR.

The planning commission will consider this draft EIR, together with the responses to comments

document (including revisions to the draft EIR), in a advertised public meeting and will certify

the two documents as the final EIR if it is deemed adequate.
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1.5 Organization of the Draft EIR

This draft EIR has been organized as follows:

Summary — summarizes the EIR by providing a concise overview of the project, the
environmental impacts that would result from the project, mitigation measures identified to
reduce or eliminate these impacts, and project alternatives.

Chapter 1, Introduction - provides background information, describes the purpose and
organization of the EIR, and discusses the environmental review process.

Chapter 2, Project Description — discusses the background and objectives of the project,
provides background data on the project location, describes the operational and physical
characteristics of the project, and identifies project approvals.

Chapter 3, Plans and Policies — provides a summary of the plans, policies, and regulations of
the City and County of San Francisco; the SFPUC; and state, regional, and local agencies that
may apply to the project.

Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts — describes the project’s existing setting,
environmental impacts, cumulative impacts, and mitigation measures. This chapter also
addresses topics for which detailed impact analysis is not warranted because both the
management plan EIR and initial review for this EIR found that the project would not cause
significant effects related to those resource topics. Separate sections in Chapter 4 discuss the
remaining environmental topics:

— Aesthetics

—  Cultural Resources

— Transportation and Circulation

— Noise

— Air Quality

— Greenhouse Gas Emissions

— Biological Resources

— Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources
— Hydrology and Water Quality

— Hazards and Hazardous Materials
—  Tribal Cultural Resources

Chapter 5, Other CEQA Issues — discusses growth-inducing effects, identifies the significant
environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the project is implemented, and describes
significant irreversible impacts.

Chapter 6, Alternatives — presents alternatives to the project, including trail Alternative A:
No Project; Alternative B: Relocated Parking Lot and Trailhead South of S.R. 92; Alternative
C: Pedestrian Only Trail Access; and Alternative D: Alternative Trail Alignment. In addition,
the environmentally superior alternative is identified.

Chapter 7, Report Preparers — identifies the CEQA lead agency, the project sponsor, and the
consultants who assisted the lead agency in the preparation of the EIR.

Appendices A through E present technical and supporting information for the EIR.
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1.6 Public Participation

The CEQA Guidelines and chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code encourage public
participation in the planning and environmental review processes. The City and County of San
Francisco will provide opportunities for the public to present comments and concerns regarding
the project during the CEQA process. These opportunities will occur during a public review and
comment period and a public hearing before the planning commission. The EIR is available for
public review and comment on the planning department’s SFPUC negative declarations and EIRs
web page (https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents). A USB or paper copy of the
Draft EIR will be mailed upon request. Referenced materials will also be made available for
review upon request. Please contact the project planner, Timothy Johnston, at

timothy johnston@sfgov.org or (415) 575-9035.

Written public comments may be submitted to the planning department to the attention of
Timothy Johnston, Senior Environmental Planner, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
Francisco, CA 94103 (or by email to timothy.johnston@sfgov.org), during the specified public
review and comment period (indicated on the cover of this EIR), and written and oral comments
may be presented at public hearings concerning the project (also indicated on the cover of this
EIR).
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Draft EIR June 2020



CHAPTER 2
Project Description

This chapter describes the Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project (“project”)
proposed by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), including the project’s
background, location, objectives, components, construction methods, construction schedule, and
operations details. The chapter also identifies the regulatory actions and approvals that may be
required for project implementation.

2.1 Project Summary

This environmental impact report (EIR) considers the potential environmental effects of the
proposed project, which includes a proposed access program, and three access program variants.
The four primary components of the proposed project are:

e A new 6-mile-long ridge trail along State Route 35 (S.R. 35)! to be served by a new 20-car
parking lot and two new restrooms

¢ A new 0.5-mile universal access loop trail (that provides Americans with Disabilities
Act-compliant access and parking) along the existing Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, a new 50-car
parking lot, and one new restroom

e  The transfer, from the Bay Area Ridge Trail Council to the SFPUC, of a public access easement
along an existing segment of the Bay Area Ridge Trail through Skylawn Memorial Park

e Access program modifications involving supervised access, similar to the existing docent
program, along an unfenced Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and unsupervised, restricted access (i.e.,
with a permit) along a fenced southern skyline ridge trail (proposed access program)

The access program variants incorporate the first three items identified above for the project but
would differ from the project with regard to watershed access and associated security measures.
As discussed more fully in Section 2.7.1, Trail Access Management Program and Visitation, the
variants present three modified access scenarios, including:

e Supervised access, similar to the existing docent program, along an unfenced Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail and/or unfenced southern skyline ridge trail (access program variant 1)

e Unsupervised and unrestricted access along a fenced Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and/or fenced
southern skyline ridge trail (access program variant 2)

1 SR.35isalso Skyline Boulevard in this location.
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2. Project Description

e Unsupervised and restricted (i.e., with a permit) access along a fenced Fifield-Cahill ridge trail
and/or fenced southern skyline ridge trail (access program variant 3)

2.2 Background

The mission of the SFPUC is to serve its San Francisco and Bay Area customers with reliable, high-
quality, and affordable water and wastewater treatment while maximizing benefits from power
operations and responsibly managing the resources—human, physical, and natural —entrusted into
its care. Among the resources the SFPUC is charged with managing are protected watershed lands
extending from the Sierra Nevada mountains in the east to the San Francisco Peninsula in the west.
The latter includes the Peninsula Watershed, which encompasses 23,000 acres in San Mateo County
(Figure 2-1). The Peninsula Watershed contains four reservoirs that store water derived from both
the Sierra Nevada mountains and local runoff. As these lands have been managed for drinking
water collection and storage for nearly a century, they remain largely undeveloped and support a
diversity of natural resources. The Peninsula Watershed is designated as a Fish and Game Refuge
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. In addition, the lands are subject to scenic and
recreation easements administered by the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). The
Peninsula Watershed is also part of the protected areas in the Golden Gate Biosphere, which is one
of over 650 sites within the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization’s
World Network of Biosphere Reserves.

The SFPUC developed the Peninsula Watershed Management Plan? to address the management of
watershed lands in a comprehensive, integrated manner. The purpose of the management plan is to
provide a policy framework for decisions about activities, practices, and procedures affecting the
Peninsula Watershed. This framework consists of a collection of goals, policies, and management
actions that address both long-term management objectives and day-to-day operations and
maintenance activities. The management plan provides SFPUC staff with direction across a broad
range of Peninsula Watershed resources and issues, including but not limited to, water quality,
water supply, ecological and cultural resources, and fire safety. In addition, the management plan
includes specific policies and management actions in response to the Bay Area Ridge Trail
Council’s request that the Bay Area Ridge Trail be routed through a portion of the Peninsula
Watershed. The SFPUC’s construction and management of Bay Area Ridge Trail segments and
associated facilities—which would extend and enhance the Bay Area Ridge Trail on the Peninsula
Watershed —are the focus of this EIR.

The Peninsula Watershed Management Plan includes alignment and access management variants
(or “alternatives” as described in that document) for two segments of trail across the Peninsula
Watershed, referred to in this EIR as the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and the southern skyline ridge
trail. As described in the management plan, the first trail segment (Fifield-Cahill ridge trail) was
envisioned as generally extending from GGNRA's Sweeney Ridge Trail south through the
watershed along the Fifield-Cahill service road to the intersection of S.R. 92/S.R. 35 (or
alternatively to Skyline Quarry). The plan identifies access management program alternatives for

2 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan, Spring 2002,

https://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=756, accessed May 18, 2018.
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2. Project Description

the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail ranging from unrestricted access to docent-led access (management
plan trail alternatives A through D). The second trail segment (the southern skyline ridge trail)
was envisioned as continuing south from the S.R. 92/S.R. 35 intersection along S.R. 35 or across
SFPUC and/or private property to a point of connection with a trail leading to Kings Mountain
(management plan trail alternative A/B). The management plan envisions unrestricted public
access for the southern skyline ridge trail segment.

The management plan envisions implementation of the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail alternatives
within five years of plan adoption. In anticipation of near-term implementation, and because the
alignments were fairly well established (i.e., they mainly followed established roadways), the
management plan describes the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail alternatives at a project level of detail
(i.e., a high degree of detail). The plan envisions as-needed implementation of the southern
skyline ridge trail alternative, or as staffing and funding allowed. Because the southern skyline
ridge trail alignment required additional and costlier site investigation and analysis to determine
the optimal alignment, the plan describes it at a program level of detail (i.e., a conceptual level of
detail). The alignment alternatives presented in the management plan, which address both
Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and the southern skyline ridge trail, are described as follows:

e Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Alternative A (Phase 1): Unrestricted Access with
Termination at S.R. 92/Skyline Boulevard. Under this alternative, identified as action trala,
the trail would extend along the Fifield-Cahill service road between Portola Gate and the
S.R.92/S.R. 35 intersection. The trail improvements would include five new restrooms and
parking near the S.R. 92/S.R. 35 intersection, and the trail would be open to unrestricted,
multi-modal public access.

e Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Alternative B (Phase 1): Unrestricted Access with
Termination at Skyline Quarry. Under this alternative, identified as action tralb, the trail
would extend along the Fifield-Cahill service road between Portola Gate and Skyline Quarry.
The trail improvements would include five new restrooms and parking at Skyline Quarry,
and the trail would be open to unrestricted, multi-modal public access.

¢ Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Alternative C (Phase 1): Access by Annual
Permit with Termination at Skyline Quarry. Under this alternative, identified as action tralc,
the trail would extend along the Fifield-Cahill service road between Sneath Lane and Skyline
Quarry. The trail improvements would include five new restrooms and parking at Skyline
Quarry, and trail would be open to restricted (i.e., with a permit), multi-modal public access.

¢ Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Alternative D (Phase 1): Docent Led Access with
Termination at Skyline Quarry. Under this alternative, identified as action trald, the trail
would extend along the Fifield-Cahill service road between Sneath Lane and Skyline Quarry.
The trail improvements would include five new restrooms and parking at Skyline Quarry,
and the trail would be open to restricted (i.e., docent-led), multi-modal public access.

e DPeninsula Watershed Management Plan Alternative A/B (Phase A): Unrestricted Access
along Programmatic Skyline Boulevard Alignment. Under this alternative, identified as
action tra2, the trail described in alternative A (action trala) would continue south from the
S.R. 92/S.R. 35 intersection approximately 4.6 miles to a point of connection with the Kings
Mountain Trail. The alignment would either follow S.R. 35 or require construction of a new
trail on SFPUC property and/or private property adjacent to S.R. 35. As with alternative A
(action trala), public access for hikers, bikers, and equestrians would be unrestricted from
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2. Project Description

8 a.m. to dusk, seven days per week, all year long. Support facilities identified for this
alternative include a parking/staging area, restrooms, and horse watering troughs, among
other amenities. Similar to alternatives A through C, this alternative would require fire
management actions and call for rangers and volunteers to patrol the trail alignment. The
management plan also describes a scenario under which alternative A/B (action tra2) would
be constructed in combination with alternative B (action tralb), requiring a trail connection
between the alternative B termination point at Skyline Quarry and the alternative A/B
trailhead at the S.R. 92/S.R. 35 intersection.

The San Francisco Planning Department prepared an EIR evaluating the physical effects of the
management plan on the environment.3 The management plan is primarily a policy document
the SFPUC uses to guide development of specific management actions and projects. The
management plan describes the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail at a greater level of detail than other
proposed actions; therefore, the EIR analyzes management plan alternatives A through D (actions
trala through trald) at a project level of detail, and addresses the southern skyline ridge trail at a
program level of detail. Based on the analysis in the management plan EIR, the planning
department identified alternative D (action trald, docent-led access with termination at Skyline
Quarry) as the environmentally superior trail alternative.

On January 11, 2001, the San Francisco Planning Commission certified the Peninsula Watershed
Management Plan Final EIR.# On June 26, 2001, the SFPUC adopted the Peninsula Watershed
Management Plan and associated California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) findings and a
mitigation monitoring and reporting program.® After certification of the management plan EIR
and adoption of the management plan, members of the community proposed a fifth Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail alternative, known as alternative E (guided multi-modal access). The San Francisco
Planning Department examined the new Fifield-Cahill ridge trail alternative, which was not
specifically described in the management plan EIR, and determined that alternative E (action
trale) fell within the range of trail alternatives analyzed in the EIR and was similar to
management plan alternative D (docent-led access), whose mitigation measures would apply to
alternative E. The department therefore determined that the EIR adequately analyzed the
environmental effects of alternative E. The SFPUC adopted alternative E as the trail access for the
Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and amended and finalized the management plan on December 18,
2002.6 The alternative E alignment presented in the amended management plan is described as
follows:

San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
File No. 96.22E; State Clearinghouse No. 98082030, certified January 11, 2001,
www.sfwater.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?document]D=4343, accessed May 18, 2018.

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan, Spring 2002,
https://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=756, accessed May 18, 2018, p. 9-4.

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Resolution No. 01-0140: Adopting California Environmental Quality
Act Findings and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and adopting and finalizing the Peninsula
Watershed Management Plan, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan, Spring 2002, p. 9-1.

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Resolution No. 02-0265: Adopting California Environmental
Quality Act Findings and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Adopting Fifield/Cahill Ridge Trail
Alternative E, and Amending and Finalizing the Peninsula Watershed Management Plan, Peninsula Watershed
Management Plan, Spring 2002, pp. 10-1 to 10-3.
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¢ Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Alternative E (Phase 1): Guided Multi-modal
Access with Termination at both Skyline Quarry and S.R. 92/Skyline Boulevard. Under
this alternative, identified as action trale, the trail would extend along the Fifield-Cahill
service road, between Sneath Lane and both Skyline Quarry and S.R. 92/S.R. 35 via Skylawn
Memorial Park. With a scheduled, supervised group (up to 20 people per group, three groups
per day), hikers, bicyclists, and equestrians would be allowed to use the trail from 8 a.m. to
dusk, three days per week, all year long. Unauthorized persons (i.e., those without a
reservation) would be prohibited. The number of users per day would be limited to 60.
Primary parking for Alternative E would be located at Skyline Quarry; limited parking
would also be available on SFPUC property near Cemetery Gate. Five permanent restrooms
would be located along the trail. Informational, directional, and regulatory signage would be
installed, along with access barriers to intersecting trails/roads. Americans with Disabilities
Act accessibility improvements would be made as needed. A moderate water quality and
ecological resource monitoring program would be developed and implemented.

In keeping with the management plan’s vision of implementing phase 1 projects within five years
of the plan’s adoption, the alternative E improvements were constructed and docent-guided
tours began in 2003. As constructed, the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail extends approximately 10 miles,
from the Portola Gate at Sweeney Ridge to Skyline Quarry near S.R. 92 (Figure 2-2). As
envisioned in the management plan, the trail is accessible to small groups of hikers, bicyclists, or
equestrians (up to three groups of 20 people; fewer on horseback) up to three days per week with
a reservation and a trained docent or volunteer trail leader. Primary access from the north is via
the western terminus of Sneath Lane, west of S.R. 35, and from the south via Skyline Quarry,
north of S.R. 92. At Sneath Lane, near the Sweeney Ridge trailhead, semiformal and informal
roadside and shoulder parking can accommodate approximately 25 vehicles. There is an informal
dirt parking lot at the southern terminus of the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail in the former Skyline
Quarry that can accommodate approximately 160 vehicles. Trail users with disabilities may also
access the trail at Cemetery Gate via a paved road through Skylawn Memorial Park. Trail
amenities include five toilets, spaced at approximately 2-mile intervals between Portola Gate and
Skyline Quarry. No potable water is provided along the trail.

Similarly, consistent with the management plan’s intent to implement phase A projects on an
as-needed basis, or as staff time and funding allowed, the SFPUC has since identified a number
of funding opportunities that would allow implementation of alternative A/B (action tra2,
unsupervised access along programmatic southern skyline ridge trail alignment). Thus, the
project-specific details of the southern skyline ridge trail, including the proposed location,
construction, and operation, have advanced from a program to a project level of detail. In
addition, the SFPUC has identified and proposes to implement a number of access
improvements for the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail. In combination with the proposed southern skyline
ridge trail and Fifield-Cahill ridge trail improvements, the SFPUC is considering revisions to the
access management program that could apply to both existing and proposed facilities. The
proposed access program and variants —which include these trail extensions and access
improvements—are the subject of this EIR.
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2. Project Description

2.3 Project Location

As shown in Figure 2-1, the 23,000-acre Peninsula Watershed is located in central San Mateo
County, south of San Francisco. The City and County of San Francisco owns virtually the entire
hydrologic watershed, which is under the jurisdiction of the SFPUC. The watershed includes the
San Andreas and Crystal Springs (Upper and Lower) reservoirs, which are adjacent to I-280, and
the Pilarcitos Reservoir to the west. S.R. 92 bisects the watershed and passes between the Upper and
Lower Crystal Springs reservoirs. From its intersection with S.R. 92, S.R. 35 extends toward the
south, forming the watershed’s approximate western boundary between S.R. 92 and the Phleger
Estate.” There are several internal maintenance and fire roads within the watershed. Some of these
roads come together in the northern portion of the watershed near Mud Dam at a site along the
Fifield-Cahill ridge trail known as Five Points (Figure 2-1).

The predominant land uses near the watershed include residential developments and 1-280 to the
north and east, and the mostly undeveloped wooded Santa Cruz Mountains to the west and
south. There are several recreational trails on public lands in the vicinity of the watershed,
including the Sweeney Ridge Trail to the north, Crystal Springs Regional Trail to the east, Rancho
Corral de Tierra to the west, and Purisima Creek Redwoods Open Space Preserve and the
Phleger Estate to the south, among others. Figure 2-2 shows the project area, which includes
watershed lands north and south of S.R. 92, and other notable nearby public lands.

The portion of the project area south of S.R. 92 extends south from S.R. 92 approximately 6 miles to
the Phleger Estate boundary and east from S.R. 35 up to several hundred feet. This portion of the
project area includes the east-facing slopes of Skyline Ridge, with patches of northern coastal scrub
and Douglas fir forest in the north; a broad, vegetated fuelbreak in the middle; and mature stands
of mixed evergreen and redwood forests in the south. Development in this area includes the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) vista point parking lot, S.R. 35, an unpaved
roadbed, intermittent segments of barbed-wire perimeter fencing and access gates, overhead
utility lines, and a small number of private residences.

The portion of the project area north of S.R. 92 includes the segment of the Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail from Portola Gate in the north to Cemetery Gate in the south, as well as the existing ridge
trail segments extending farther south from Cemetery Gate to Skyline Quarry in the east and to
the S.R.92/S.R. 35 intersection in the west. All project staging and construction activities would
occur in this area, which is generally composed of rolling ridgeline hills, open meadows, dense
stands of northern coastal scrub, and Douglas fir forest. Development in this portion of the
project area includes existing paved and unpaved roads, gates and various fencing (e.g., chain
link and split rail) in limited locations, restrooms and other small utility structures (e.g., water
tanks and enclosures), and the landscaped grounds of the Skylawn Memorial Park and
appurtenant facilities.

7" The Phleger Estate is the property of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.
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2.4 Project Goals and Objectives

2.4.1 Relationship to Peninsula Watershed Management Plan
Goals

As described in Section 2.2, Background, the project is part of the SFPUC’s Peninsula Watershed
Management Plan. The management plan identifies primary and secondary goals for the
watershed, which form the basis for the plan’s policies and actions. This section presents the
plan’s primary and secondary goals. Chapters 4 and 5 of the management plan present the
associated policies and actions. Because the project is a management plan action proposed for the
watershed, the plan’s goals and policies also apply to the project.

2.4.1.1 Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Primary Goal

The primary goal of the plan is to maintain and improve source water quality to protect public
health and safety.

2.4.1.2 Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Secondary Goals

The secondary goals of the plan are to:

¢ Maximize water supply
e Preserve and enhance the ecological and cultural resources of the watershed
e Protect the watersheds, adjacent urban areas, and the public from fire and other hazards

¢ Continue existing compatible uses and provide opportunities for potential compatible uses
on watershed lands, including educational, recreational, and scientific uses

e Provide a fiscal framework that balances financial resources, revenue-generating activities,
and overall benefits, and an administrative framework that allows implementation of the
Peninsula Watershed Management Plan

e Enhance public awareness of water quality, water supply, conservation, and watershed
protection issues

The proposed trail extension project aims to expand opportunities for educational, recreational, and
scientific uses on watershed lands. These expanded opportunities are intended to facilitate
increased public awareness of water quality, water supply, conservation, and watershed protection
issues. The SFPUC seeks to enable such access while continuing to preserve and enhance the
watershed’s natural and cultural resources, and to minimize hazards and risks through the project’s
proposed access management and security provisions.

2.4.2 Project Objectives

The primary objectives of the project are to:

¢ Enhance public awareness of water quality, water supply, ecological, and watershed protection
issues by providing compatible recreational opportunities in the Peninsula Watershed
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e Provide opportunities to educate the general public about the SFPUC’s responsibilities as a
regional water supplier and owner of the Peninsula Watershed, including its unique and
diverse habitats

e Extend the Bay Area Ridge Trail south from S.R. 92 to the GGNRA's Phleger Estate

e Improve the existing Fifield-Cahill ridge trail to enhance access (including access for people
with disabilities), parking, and restroom facilities

e Support the Bay Area Ridge Trail Council’s goal of creating a continuous multi-modal
(pedestrian, bicycle, equestrian) trail that loops the San Francisco Bay

2.5 Project Components

The primary project components include trail improvements and expansions, new visitor
amenities, a public access easement transfer, and trail access program modifications and
associated security measures. These elements of the project are summarized below. Figures 2-3a
through 2-3e and Figure 2-4 show the general locations and extent of project elements. The
subsections below describe project construction and operation.

2.5.1 Trail Improvements and Expansions

This subsection presents the subject trail improvements and expansions by geography. Trail
improvements associated with the southern skyline ridge trail (south of S.R. 92) are grouped
together, as are those associated with the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail (north of S.R. 92).

2.5.1.1 Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension

The project’s main component—the southern skyline ridge trail —would be located at the top of
Skyline Ridge, 1 to 1.75 miles upslope and to the west of Upper Crystal Springs Reservoir. The trail
would extend south for approximately 6 miles, generally following S.R. 35 from S.R. 92 to the
southern boundary of the SFPUC property at the GGNRA's Phleger Estate. Until a trail connects
the southern skyline ridge trail to the existing Lonely Trail near the Kings Mountain Fire Brigade
on the GGNRA side of the property boundary (see Figure 2-3a), southern skyline ridge trail users
would be required to turn around at the watershed boundary and return via the same path.

The proposed trail alignment traverses varied landscapes—from scrub-covered ridges in the
north, through broad rolling bench® and vegetated fuelbreak® along its middle, to rugged and
densely forested slopes in the south. The SFPUC identified the proposed route based on the trail
design requirement to maintain a maximum 10 percent slope along the length of the trail, to
follow the existing grades and topography, and to minimize the removal of existing trees. At its
northern terminus (near the intersection of S.R. 92 and S.R. 35), the SFPUC would construct a new
trailhead parking lot, information kiosk, and pedestrian gate near the existing Caltrans vista
point and parking lot (Figure 2-3b). A portion of the trail would follow an existing roadbed that is
periodically used for watershed management and maintenance activities.

8 A rolling bench is a strip of gently sloping land that is bounded by distinctly steeper slopes above or below.
A vegetated fuelbreak is a strip of land that has been cleared of dense vegetation and replanted with grasses or
forbs to enable firefighter access and prevent the spread of wildfire.
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2. Project Description

Along the steeper segments of trail, the SFPUC would install retaining walls to facilitate trail
construction and stabilize the slope and would construct access drives (i.e., formalized driveway
segments linking S.R. 35 with lockable gates for use by authorized personnel) at various points
along the southern skyline ridge trail. Along the segment of trail across S.R. 35 from the Purisima
Creek Redwoods Preserve north parking lot, the SFPUC would construct a new trail accessway
with a lockable gate to facilitate potential future access between the preserve and the southern
skyline ridge trail.!% In addition, along the middle and southern segments of the trail, the SFPUC
would install two permanent vault toilets.!1 Figures 2-3a through 2-3e present an overview of the
southern skyline ridge trail and associated facilities.

The proposed trail would generally be 6 feet wide. The trail would consist of an aggregate (rock)
base, some of which might be sealed with a natural resin. Within sloped areas of the trail alignment,
the trail surface would be constructed with a 2 percent cross-slope to route water away from the
slope. Along the flatter sections of trail, the trail surface would be constructed with a 1 percent
cross-slope toward both sides to route water away from the trail center. The SFPUC also proposes
two permanent rock spillways, measuring 1,250 square feet and 750 square feet, at separate
locations near the trail’s southern terminus to capture trail surface runoff (see Figure 2-3e).

Visitor Access and Parking

As proposed, the project calls for construction of an approximately 1,750-square-foot driveway and
22,600-square-foot parking lot accommodating up to 20 vehicles, along with additional parking for
four horse trailers, near the intersection of S.R. 92 and S.R. 35, just south of and adjacent to the
existing Caltrans vista point parking area. The parking lot would be designed in coordination with
Caltrans and would adhere to the SFPUC Engineering Management Bureau’s design guidelines.
The lot would be paved and would drain to adjacent vegetated areas. Wildlife-proof trash cans
would be installed for visitor use. Figure 2-3b shows the location of the proposed southern skyline
ridge trail parking lot. As indicated in the figure, the parking lot’s driveway would front S.R. 35.

Operational Access Drives

In addition to the main driveway and parking lot, the SFPUC would construct five new, and
improve four existing, permanent access drives between S.R. 35 and the southern skyline ridge
trail. These access drives would be constructed to facilitate access by SFPUC staff, contractors,
and other authorized personnel to project staging areas during construction. All but one would
remain in place after construction for official maintenance, operations, emergency response, and
routine patrol activities. The proposed access drives would be constructed of aggregate base material
and span approximately 14,500 square feet. Figures 2-3b through 2-3e show the locations of these
permanent access drives.

10" The project does not propose a crossing of S.R. 35. The SFPUC would work with the Midpeninsula Regional

Open Space District regarding any future crossing.
Self-contained restroom unit, typically meant for one person’s use at a time, in which waste is deposited into a
vault, or tank, that must be periodically emptied or cleaned.

11
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2. Project Description

Restroom Facilities

The SFPUC would install two permanent, prefabricated restrooms along the southern skyline ridge
trail, each having containment vaults with a capacity of approximately 15,000 uses. The structures
would be approximately 12 feet tall. The design and construction of the restrooms would conform
with the Unified Federal Accessibility Standards, Americans with Disabilities Act, and California’s
Title 24 requirements.!? The restroom design and surface treatments would appear similar to those
of other restrooms along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and would be subject to the City and County
of San Francisco’s Civic Design Review process. Accordingly, as with the existing restroom facilities
along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, the proposed restroom structures would be comprised primarily
of wood and concrete, with non-reflective, earthen-toned surfaces and finishes, and one to two
small, rectangular, low-glare windows or non-reflective screened openings for light and ventilation.
Each restroom would be equipped with a wildlife-proof trash can. Figures 2-3c and 2-3e show the
approximate locations of these facilities.

Retaining Walls and Bridge

The project would require retaining walls at four locations along the northern extent of the
proposed southern skyline ridge trail, and at two locations near the middle of the proposed trail
(see Figures 2-3b and 2-3d). These retaining walls would be necessary to stabilize slopes and
establish a terrace for building trail segments along steep, sloped areas of the trail alignment. The
retaining systems proposed for locations along the northern stretch of trail would be constructed of
soldier piles with wood or concrete lagging.!3 The retaining walls along the middle stretch of trail
would consist of unreinforced concrete blocks or log crib wall.1* The proposed retaining walls,
segments of which would be installed along both sides of the trail, would total approximately
2,850 linear feet. The SFPUC would install drain pipes in the lagging to allow water to pass through
the walls. In some areas, workers might construct rock spillways'® or dissipation areas at the drain
pipe outfall locations.

The project calls for installation of a prefabricated bridge along a segment of the southern skyline
ridge trail approximately 1.25 miles south of the proposed trailhead and parking area. At this
location, shown in Figure 2-3b, the trail alignment intersects a gully and seasonal drainage. The
SFPUC would construct the trail to within approximately 10 feet of the gully and install a 30-foot-
long, 6-foot-wide prefabricated bridge with a metal frame and wooden decking to allow for passage
over the gully. The bridge design would meet performance specifications for pedestrian/equestrian
loading and structural support, which would be determined based on a geotechnical analysis.
The prefabricated bridge would have four piers on each side, covered with pile caps.

12 Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations is also known as the Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential
and Nonresidential Buildings.

13 A retaining wall system that uses H-shaped steel beams, also known as piles, for vertical support. The piles are
drilled deep into the earth at regular intervals. Wood or concrete panels, known as lagging, are then installed
between the piles to provide horizontal support.

14 A gravity retaining wall constructed by stacking elements (e.g., logs or concrete blocks) in an interlocking
fashion, which creates a series of hollow cells that are backfilled with rock or soil.

15 A structure used to control the rate of flow along a channel.
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Security Features

To facilitate public access through the watershed while minimizing risks to public health and
safety, the SFPUC would repair or install perimeter fencing along most of the southern skyline
ridge trail alignment, with lockable gates at designated access points. This fencing would mainly
be 5-foot-tall, barbed-wire fence along approximately 5.5 miles of the trail’s eastern frontage and
3.6 miles of the trail’s western frontage. The barbed-wire fencing would be strung between metal
posts spaced approximately 10 feet apart. The SFPUC is considering a range of barbed-wire
fencing types, with heights ranging from 42 to 60 inches, strands ranging from five to seven, and
with un-barbed bottom wires ranging from 12 to 18 inches above the ground surface. The SFPUC
is not proposing new fencing where barbed-wire fencing already exists in the remaining portions
of the western frontage. The project design calls for barbed-wire fencing setbacks of
approximately 5 to 850 feet from the trail centerline. The SFPUC would install approximately
1,380 linear feet of 2.5-foot-tall barrier rail along the outer slope edge of trail segments with
retaining walls. In addition, the SFPUC would construct a 4-foot-tall, 610-foot-long split-rail fence
along the perimeter of the southern skyline ridge trail parking lot.

At each access point, and at 0.5-mile intervals along the perimeter fencing on both sides of the trail,
the SFPUC would install lockable gates for maintenance access. Each gate would be bounded on
either side by the above-described barbed-wire fence, with the exception of the existing accessway
opposite S.R. 35 from Misty Ridge Road, which would be bounded on both sides by 150 feet of new
6-foot-tall chain-link fence. For safety and security reasons, the type and extent of fencing proposed
for the southern skyline ridge trail is generally the same for the project and the variants. However,
under the proposed access program and variants 2 and 3 (unsupervised access), the SFPUC would
install one-way pedestrian gates (e.g., turnstiles) at each trailhead to enable egress after the access
gates have been locked at the end of each day. None of the project components proposed for the
southern skyline ridge trail would include nighttime lighting.

2.5.1.2 Fifield-Cahill Ridge Trail Improvements

Universal Access Loop Trail

North of Cemetery Gate, the SFPUC would construct a new trailhead and a universal access loop
trail that would comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act, including a surface that would
be useable in all weather conditions (e.g., remains stable, firm, and slip resistant during rainy
conditions). Proposed trailhead amenities include an educational/interpretive kiosk and
directional signage. The loop trail, which could be accessed from the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail at
the Cemetery Gate kiosk, would wind its way along a gentle grade in a northeasterly direction
through the Douglas fir forest to a second point of connection with the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail.
The SFPUC would construct the approximately 0.5-mile-long, 10-foot-wide trail segment using
native material on compacted structural fill and sealed with a resin surface. The slopes and
surfaces of the trail would be consistent with Americans with Disabilities Act specifications. Trail
drainage would be as described above for the southern skyline ridge trail. Figure 2-4 shows the
approximate location of the proposed loop trail.
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2. Project Description

Trail Parking and Restroom

Two parking areas are proposed in the vicinity of Cemetery Gate. Approximately 60 feet north of
Cemetery Gate, within the existing corporation/laydown yard and parking area, the SFPUC
would construct four Americans with Disabilities Act-compliant parking stalls (approximately
1,000 square feet) and a school bus parking space and turnaround (approximately 10,000 square
feet) with signage. The parking spaces would be treated with the same resin surface as the
universal access loop trail. The bus zone would be constructed of aggregate base. Approximately
0.5 mile south of Cemetery Gate, the SFPUC would install a new trailhead parking lot and
restroom. The parking lot would span approximately 40,000 square feet and be capable of
accommodating up to 50 cars, with additional space for horse trailer parking. The new parking
area would be constructed of a firm, stable, slip-resistant base in compliance with the Americans
with Disabilities Act (e.g., asphalt, pervious concrete). The proposed restroom would consist of a
vault toilet, designed and constructed in a manner similar to that described above for the
restroom on the southern skyline ridge trail. The parking lot and restroom would be equipped
with wildlife-proof trash cans. Figure 2-4 shows the approximate locations of the parking lot and
restroom, which are proposed on lands outside of the hydrologic boundary of the watershed.

Security Features

The SFPUC would install road gates and bollards'® on Cahill Ridge Road (a service road) south of
Cemetery Gate to limit vehicles to the access road and parking area only. In addition, under the
unsupervised access management variants (variants 2 and 3, discussed further in Section 2.7.1,
Trail Access Management Program and Visitation), the SFPUC would install barbed-wire fencing
along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail. This fencing would include approximately 8 miles of new
fencing along both sides of the trail (16.3 miles in total) between Portola Gate and Cemetery Gate.
The barbed-wire fencing components and dimensions would be as described above for the
southern skyline ridge trail. The new fencing would be set back from the trail centerline by up to
50 feet, as topography and vegetation allow.

The SFPUC would repair and improve the gates and fencing at existing Fifield-Cahill ridge trail
accessways. At Portola Gate, the approximately 160 linear feet of 6- to 8-foot-tall chain-link fence
that extends from both sides of the gate would be repaired and extended to 240 feet. At Cemetery
Gate, approximately 240 feet of 6- to 8-foot-tall fencing extending from the gate would be
repaired or replaced.

The unsupervised access variants (variants 2 and 3) include the installation of two lockable gates
for maintenance access at approximately 0.25-mile intervals along the perimeter fencing on the
eastern frontage of the universal access loop trail. Similarly, under variants 2 and 3, the new
fencing along other segments of the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail (east and west) would have gates at
approximately 0.5-mile intervals. In addition, the SFPUC would install approximately 560 linear
feet of 4-foot-tall split-rail fencing along the western perimeter of the parking lot. None of the
project components proposed for the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail would include nighttime lighting.

16 Short posts spaced near enough to limit the passage of vehicle traffic but wide enough to allow passage by
users of other transportation modes (e.g., pedestrians, bicyclists, equestrians).
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2.5.2 Trail Easement

The Bay Area Ridge Trail Council has acquired a trail easement from Skylawn Memorial Park
along an approximately 1-mile segment of paved roadway within the cemetery. The easement,
which is already designated as Bay Area Ridge Trail, extends from the Reflection Circle
Drive/Lifemark Road intersection north along Lifemark Road and Cahill Ridge Road to the
Skylawn Memorial Park/City and County of San Francisco property boundary (see Figure 2-2).
The City and County of San Francisco owns the roadways extending north and south of the
easement, which are also already designated as Bay Area Ridge Trail. The SFPUC would accept
and record the perpetual easement from the trail council as part of the project to facilitate
consistent and efficient management of this portion of the Bay Area Ridge Trail.

2.6 Project Construction

Construction of the proposed trails and trail amenities would generally require clearing, grubbing,
tree removal and/or felling, grading, excavation, and compaction; limited paving; and installation
of retaining walls, drainage structures, a prefabricated bridge, restrooms, signage, and security
features. Table 2-1 presents a summary of anticipated construction activities, durations,
equipment, and vehicle trips associated with the main components of the project. In general,
project construction would require disturbance over an area of approximately 40 acres, 8 of
which would be permanent and 32 of which would be restored following the completion of
construction activities. Additional discussion of the construction approach, equipment,
workforce, and schedule is presented below.

The portion of the project area along Fifield-Cahill ridge trail between Portola Gate and Skyline
Quarry is accessible to watershed visitors under the existing docent program. Under the current
program, up to 9,380 visitors per year are allowed to access the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail; however,
visitor counts indicate that the number has averaged about 866 people annually over the program’s
more than 14-year history.1” During the project’s estimated 12-month construction period, portions
of the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail could be closed to the public for short periods for safety reasons.

2.6.1 Work Areas and Access Approvals

Construction activities would generally be conducted on lands that are owned by the City and
County of San Francisco and managed by the SFPUC. However, portions of the southern skyline
ridge trail parking lot, access drives, and trail would be constructed within the Caltrans right-of-
way along S.R. 35. In addition, some of the staging areas (described below) would also require
temporary use of the Caltrans right-of-way. As a result, the SFPUC would need to obtain an
encroachment permit from Caltrans for the construction and operation of the southern skyline
ridge trail. Construction worker parking would be accommodated within the limits of the
project’s proposed access drives, staging areas, and project footprint.

17" San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Annual Fifield-Cahill Ridge Trail Usage, August 23, 2003 Through
December 31, 2017, 2017, Table: Number of Trail Participants/Docents by Event Type.
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2.6.2 Construction Site Access

Work crews would generally access the project areas via existing public roadways, including;:
S.R. 92 and S.R. 35 for the southern skyline ridge trail; and Lifemark Road and Cahill Ridge Road
(through Skylawn Memorial Park) and the Cahill Ridge Trail (between Skyline Quarry and
Cemetery Gate) for the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail improvements (Figure 2-1).

In general, workers would access construction sites between S.R. 35 and the southern skyline
ridge trail alignment via four existing and five new access drives. Figures 2-3a through 2-3e show
the locations of the access drives proposed for improvement or creation. Accessway
improvement/creation would generally involve clearing, grubbing, minor grading, and
compacting. As noted previously, all but one of the access drives would be permanent, and all of
them would be constructed of aggregate base. Each access point would be equipped with a
permanent lockable gate to prevent unauthorized access. During construction, vehicles,
equipment, and personnel would enter and leave the site via these access points. Upon the
completion of construction, use of these access points would generally be limited to authorized
trail operations and maintenance activities.

2.6.3 Staging Areas

Equipment and materials staging for project construction would take place at 11 designated
staging areas within or adjacent to the project footprint, as well as within the footprints of the
project components. For the work proposed north of S.R. 92, staging would occur within the
proposed parking lot footprint and within an existing disturbed area at the southern terminus

of the proposed universal access loop trail, which the SFPUC occasionally uses for local
construction and maintenance project staging (see Figure 2-4). Staging for work proposed at
locations south of S.R. 92 would occur at various designated staging areas between S.R. 35 and
the trail route, as shown in Figures 2-3a through 2-3e. With the exception of the existing staging
area at the southern terminus of the proposed loop trail, site preparation for staging areas would
generally require clearing, grubbing, minor grading, and compacting. Staging would generally
occur on bare ground that has not been reinforced with additional surfacing; however, in some
locations rock or gravel might be required to support equipment on soft or muddy soil. Upon the
completion of construction, the SFPUC would return the staging areas to their approximate
preconstruction conditions.

2.6.4 Site Preparation and Earthwork

Trail construction activities would generally be limited to the area within 10 to 15 feet of the trail
centerline (i.e., up to a 30-foot-wide construction area). This area would be reduced where limited
by terrain or vegetation and would be increased for facilities proposed at locations that are not
immediately adjacent to the trail (e.g., the parking lot and restroom north of S.R. 92). Site preparation
of construction areas would generally include clearing and grubbing followed by site grading,
which would require the SFPUC to remove up to approximately 170 trees (about 125 trees along the
southern skyline ridge trail alignment and up to 45 trees from the Fifield-Cahill and loop trail ridge
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS FOR THE PROJECT
Disturbance (acre) Estimated
Project Component/ Construction Depth of Excavation / Construction Vehicle Trips, Estimated Construction Equipment
Site Temporary Permanent Impervious Surface Duration Quantity of Excavation and Fill Truck Trips (Quantity)
Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension
Trail Work Depth: 15 inches for trail; 24 inches for walls; 30 feet | ® Up to 20 worker vehicles (commute); 60 one-way trips per | ® Flatbed truck to haul equipment (2)
S/r;ﬁ:i?ciraaining 1769 458 (4R991t§ isr(lqi:agrzv?ellt) 7 months f?x:;;;fegdefliolile(rtiail surface): 63,350 cubic yards o ¢ Backhoe/dozer (2)
4 4 it e Up to six delivery trucks; 12 one-way trips per da : ;
spillways, bridge) Exported waste: 2,200 cubic yards P Y ‘y PSP y ¢ Compaction equipment (2)
e Up to 40 haul trucks; 80 one-way trips per day ® Trucks to deliver materials (4 to 6)
Depth: 9 inches
Access Drives 0.02 0.33 - 2 months Imported fill (access drive surface): 720 cubic yards * Large backhoe/dozer/excavator (4 to 6)
Exported waste: 720 cubic yards e Trail size backhoe/dozer/excavator (4)
Deoth: 12 inch e Large compaction equipment (2)
epth: 12 inches . K .
Staging Areas 5.58 - - 2 months Imported fill: 5,000 cubic yards * Trail/trench compaction equipment (4)
Exported waste: 500 cubic yards e Trencher (2)
. e All-terrain vehicle with self-dumping trailer (4)
. Depth: 9 inches
Pal.'kmg Lotand - 0.63 Asphalt concrete 2 months Imported fill (parking lot surface): 820 cubic yards ¢ Bobcat loader (4)
Driveway (27,450 square feet) .
Exported waste: 710 cubic yards e Concrete buggy (2)
Depth: 5 feet * Rockrake (2)
Restrooms - 0.01 25 6?)2:5:;:: feet) 2 weeks Imported fill: 8 cubic yards e Scraper (10-foot-wide maximum) (2)
’ Exported waste: 40 cubic yards e Paving equipment (asphalt concrete) (2)
Fence posts Depth: 3 feet e Paving equipment (aggregate base) (4)
Fencing 2.5 0.35 (15,000 sql.li)are feet) 7 months Imported fill: N/A e Haul trucks (fill import/export) (50)
Exported waste: 940 cubic yards o Haul trucks (deliveries) (4 to 6)
Fifield-Cahill Ridge Trail Improvements e Tree removal equipment, as needed (2)
Depth: 12 inches e Chipper, as needed (2)
Trail Work 0.30 0.60 Natural resin 3 months Imported fill (trail surface): 1,370 cubic yards ¢ Concrete pump truck (2)
(26,000 square feet) p ¥
’ ! Exported waste: 150 cubic yards e Concrete mixer (4)
Asphalt concrete or Depth: 9 inches ¢ Drill rig (H-pile installation) (2)
Parking Lot - 0.92 other 2.5 months e Imported fill (parking lot surface): 1,480 cubic yards e Crane (bridge installation) (1)
(40,000 square feet) Exported waste: 1,480 cubic yards o Worker vehicles (commute) (8 to 12)
Accessible Parking Natural resin Depth: 12 inches
Area at Cemetery - 0.15 6 65?) a ares feet 1 week e Imported fill: 220 cubic yards
Gate (6,650 square feet) Exported waste: 250 cubic yards
Structur Depth: 5 feet
Restroom - 0.01 130 e foct 1 week e Imported fill: 5 cubic yards
(130 square feet) Exported waste: 20 cubic yards
Fen. " Depth: 3 feet
Fencing 113 0.60 . 060 e et 10 months e Imported fill: N/A
/962 square feet) Exported waste: 854 cubic yards
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trail alignment) ranging in size from 4 inches to 56 inches in diameter at breast height.181° Project
earthwork would include the excavation of approximately 7,870 cubic yards of soil. The depths of
excavation would vary based on the project component and location. In general, the SFPUC would
reuse excavated soil within the project footprint. However, this impact analysis conservatively
assumes that excavated material would be hauled off the site. Project construction would require
the import of approximately 72,973 cubic yards of material, most of which would be used for trail
base and surfacing as well as access drive and parking lot surfacing. If needed, soil or trail/parking
lot surfacing materials would be temporarily stockpiled within the project footprint and/or staging
areas.

2.6.5 Avoidance of Wetlands and Bridge Installation

During the initial project design phase, the SFPUC identified four small wetland and/or drainage
features (referred to generally as “wetlands”): one along the universal access loop trail corridor
and three along the southern skyline ridge trail corridor. Figures 2-3b, 2-3¢, 2-3d, and 2-4 show
the approximate locations of these wetlands. The SFPUC modified the trail designs in each case
to minimize wetland encroachment, including by rerouting the loop trail to avoid the wetland, as
shown in Figure 2-4.

For the three wetlands along the southern skyline ridge trail, the SFPUC would employ various
site-specific methods to minimize wetland encroachment. For example, as noted previously, a
prefabricated bridge would span the northernmost of these wetlands (Figure 2-3b). The SFPUC
would construct the trail to within approximately 10 feet of the gully formed by the drainage and
install a 30-foot-long, 6-foot-wide prefabricated bridge to allow for passage over the gully. The
bridge would have four 2-foot-diameter piers on each side covered with approximately 2-foot-
deep pile caps. Workers would drill the piers 5 to 10 feet into the underlying rock, approximately
20 to 30 feet below the ground surface. The SFPUC would transport the bridge to the project area
via S.R. 35 and from there to the project site by crane. Bridge placement would require
intermittent closure of the northbound lane of S.R. 35 for up to three days for site preparation,
bridge delivery, crane setup, bridge placement, and site cleanup and materials removal.

As shown in Figure 2-3c, the trail alignment was designed to avoid the second wetland area
along the proposed southern skyline ridge trail. However, because of the topography, vegetation,
and wetland extent, fencing would need to be sited immediately adjacent to the trail at this
location. Fencing would be constructed using approximately four 3-inch line posts?® and eight
1.5-inch T-posts?! to support barbed wire in the wetland area. Workers would install the posts
and barbed-wire fencing using hand tools at this location.

18

Diameter at breast height is the tree diameter measured at 4.5 feet above the ground surface.
19

This number includes approximately 30 trees that would be removed in association with Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail fencing under variants 2 and 3 (approximately two trees per fence mile), but which would not be removed
under the proposed access program or variant 1. Please see Section 2.7.1, Trail Access Management Program
and Visitation, for additional discussion of access programs.

The load-bearing post for a line of fencing.

T-shaped steel post used to hang strands of barbed wire between line posts.

20
21
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In the vicinity of the third wetland along the proposed southern skyline ridge trail, the SFPUC
modified the trail alignment to remove a segment that would have bisected an approximately
2-foot-wide depression through which water drains seasonally from a culvert beneath S.R. 35
(Figure 2-3d). In this case, the SFPUC would construct the trail to a setback distance of
approximately 5 feet on either side of the seasonal drainage. There would be no trail
improvements within the seasonal drainage and setback area; visitors would be allowed to
traverse the unimproved area, and the SFPUC would erect a “watch your step” sign for visitors.

In addition to design changes, the SFPUC would require its contractor to avoid impacts on
wetlands north of S.R. 92 and employ a modified construction approach for the trail and fencing
segments in the vicinity of wetlands. Under this modified approach, the contractor would
conduct a preconstruction survey to determine the exact extent of the wetlands boundaries at the
time of construction; erect fencing and signage along the portions of the wetlands adjacent to
work areas to prevent unnecessary encroachment into the wetlands during construction; install
erosion and sediment control measures such as fiber rolls*? and silt fences?® around the work areas;
increase the frequency of environmental inspection and monitoring; provide construction
personnel training; and use smaller equipment and hand tools for trail construction near
wetlands. The SFPUC would include these measures in the project’s bid specifications and make
them a requirement of the construction contract.

2.6.6 Fence Installation

As described in Section 2.5.1.1, Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension, and 2.5.1.2, Fifield-
Cahill Ridge Trail Improvements, under the Security Features subheadings, the SFPUC would repair
and extend chain-link fencing adjacent to existing access gates. In general, barbed-wire fencing
would be installed in areas beyond the limits of the trail and trail construction activity. Along the
southern skyline ridge trail, the fencing could be located up to 850 feet from the trail centerline (the
existing barbed-wire fence along S.R. 35 would be used wherever possible); along the Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail, fencing could be located up to 50 feet from the trail centerline. As with the proposed
trail, the topography and vegetation would influence decisions regarding the fencing alignment. As
discussed in Section 2.6.5, Avoidance of Wetlands and Bridge Installation, the SFPUC would
require its contractor to avoid impacts on wetlands north of S.R. 92 and to employ additional
protective measures during construction in the vicinity of wetlands.

Where feasible, the SFPUC would route the barbed-wire fencing to avoid densely vegetated areas.
However, where necessary to allow access for fence repairs, replacement, post installation, and
stringing of barbed wire, work crews would trim vegetation along the fencing corridor to within

12 inches of ground surface. In such locations, workers would trim vegetation in an area up to 6 feet
wide by hand, where feasible. The SFPUC would employ mechanized cutting with a compact
utility vehicle, such as a skid steer?4 or similar small vehicle, where hand trimming is not feasible.
No substantial topsoil disturbance would be expected from hand or mechanized cutting.

22 Sediment control device made from fibrous organic material (e.g., coconut fibers), rolled inside a tubular mesh

sock.
Sediment control device made from porous fabric.
Small, rigid-frame, engine-powered machine with lift arms on which a variety of tools can be attached.
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As noted previously, all of the access management program variants call for fencing along the
southern skyline ridge trail (see Section 2.7.1, Trail Access Management Program and Visitation,
for additional discussion of access management variants). However, along the Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail, the SFPUC would install fencing only under the unsupervised/unrestricted and
unsupervised/restricted access management program variants (variants 2 and 3). Under the
proposed access program and variant 1, the SFPUC would install approximately 9 miles of
fencing, and under variants 2 and 3 would install approximately 25 miles of fencing.

Workers would mulch the cut vegetation in place. Upon the completion of construction, the SFPUC
would allow the trimmed vegetation along the fencing installation corridor to naturally regrow and
would not maintain this area free of vegetation, except where necessary to enable ingress and
egress through the proposed access gates. Section 2.5.1, Trail Improvements and Expansions, under
the Security Features subheadings, provides additional details on the fencing proposed for the
southern skyline ridge trail and Fifield-Cahill ridge trail.

2.6.7 Construction Debris Removal and Site Restoration

Upon the completion of construction, the contractor would remove construction debris and waste
and haul it off site for disposal, most likely at the Ox Mountain Landfill in Half Moon Bay.
Following construction and the removal of construction debris and wastes, workers would return
disturbed areas beyond the project footprint to their approximate preconstruction conditions.
Restoration of these areas would generally include minor grading, reuse of scarified material
(topsoil/mulch) removed during construction, and hydroseeding with a native seed mix
appropriate for the area.?

2.6.8 Existing Utilities

A number of existing utilities are present in the project area. Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E) and/or AT&T utility lines exist near the proposed parking area north of S.R. 92. There are
overhead PG&E and AT&T lines at each end of the proposed southern skyline ridge trail route, as
well as buried California Water Service pipelines at the south end of the proposed route. All of
the underground lines within the project footprint are expected to be lower than the proposed
excavation depth for the trail section of 15 inches, allowing for sufficient clearance. Along the
northern segment of the southern skyline ridge trail, a sagging overhead PG&E electrical wire
might require modification. No existing culverts or other stormwater infrastructure would be
modified.

2.6.9 Project Workforce

Project construction would require up to two construction crews working at the same time. The size
of the crews would range from five to 10 workers. Construction of the proposed access program
and variant 1 components along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail would require one crew of up to

10 workers for up to four months. Due to the additional fencing associated with unsupervised

25 A planting technique that involves spraying a slurry of seed, mulch, fertilizer, and adhesive, often used as an
alternative to broadcasting dry seed.
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access, up to an additional eight months would be required for construction along the Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail under variants 2 and 3. Under the proposed access program and variants, construction of
the southern skyline ridge trail and associated facilities south of S.R. 92 would require one crew of
up to 10 workers for approximately 12 months. Upon the completion of the Fifield-Cahill trail
improvements, the crew could be reassigned to work on the southern skyline ridge trail
improvements. Under this peak construction scenario, two crews totaling up to 20 people could
work on the southern skyline ridge trail simultaneously for up to eight months. The exact timing
and duration of peak construction could change depending on the actual implementation schedule
for the project, but this assumption that construction activities could overlap represents the most
conservative scenario.

2.6.10 Construction Equipment

Table 2-1 lists the types of equipment that could be required to construct the project components
at locations north and south of S.R. 92. As shown in the table, site preparation would require
various haul trucks, tree removal equipment, chippers, and scrapers. Trail construction would
generally require backhoes and/or dozers of various sizes, in addition to trenchers, scrapers, and
a drill rig for the installation of retaining walls. Parking lot and trail surfacing would require
various compaction, concrete mixing, and paving equipment. In addition, several light-duty
trucks would be needed to transport workers and materials to and within the project site.

2.6.11 Plant Pathogen Prevention

A number of plant pathogens, including Phytophthora species (e.g., sudden oak death), are known to
occur in the watershed. The SFPUC has worked to prevent the spread of pathogens within the
watershed by implementing best practices in its construction projects and ongoing management
activities. Accordingly, the SFPUC would include measures in its construction specifications
requiring the contractor to control the spread of pathogens during project construction.

Appendix D presents these measures, which would include worker training; cleaning and
sanitation of vehicles, equipment, and tools prior to entering and leaving worksites; minimizing the
movement of soil and plant material within worksites; and restrictions on the import of
construction materials, including soil and plant materials.

2.6.12 Construction Schedule

Project construction would begin in the summer of 2020 and could continue into the summer of
2021. During the approximately 12-month construction period, the SFPUC would concurrently
construct project components north and south of S.R. 92, as described in Section 2.6.9, Project
Workforce. Earthwork would be limited to the fair-weather season, while other types of
construction (e.g., fencing, vegetation cutting, signage installation, etc.) would be performed as
conditions allow. The SFPUC would conduct all construction on weekdays between 7 a.m. and

6 p.m., and on Saturdays between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. No nighttime construction is proposed. Traffic
control along S.R. 35 (such as decreasing traffic to one-lane, two-way traffic) might be necessary
during specific construction activities, such as bridge placement and retaining wall construction
adjacent to the roadway. The contractor would be required to submit a transportation
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management plan for review and approval by Caltrans, based on the construction approach for
these activities. A project speed limit of 15 miles per hour would be enforced on all watershed
roads.

As is standard practice for watershed management activities near suitable marbled murrelet
nesting habitat, SFPUC would continue to require any construction activities within 0.25 mile of
suitable habitat along Fifield-Cahill ridge trail (including brush clearing and mowing) to follow
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service guidelines for minimizing auditory and visual disturbance to
murrelets.?® For example, the SFPUC would restrict activities that generate very high noise levels
(i.e., greater than 91 decibels) to within two hours after sunrise and two hours before sunset at all
times of year. In addition, SFPUC would generally require activities that generate very high noise
levels to be conducted outside of the marbled murrelet nesting season (March 15 to September 15).
However, the SFPUC might allow some activities with such noise levels late in the season (i.e.,
July to September), if a qualified biologist confirms that, based upon appropriately-timed
survey(s), that there is no marbled murrelet nesting activity within 0.25 mile of the noise-
generating activity.

2.7 Project Operations and Maintenance

2.7.1 Trail Access Management Program and Visitation

Under the proposed access program, the SFPUC would manage visitation differently for the Fifield-
Cahill and southern skyline ridge trails. Visitors to the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail would need a
reservation and the supervision of a trained volunteer (i.e., docent), similar to current access
restrictions. Visitors to the southern skyline ridge trail would need to obtain an access permit, but
would not require a reservation or docent.

During public scoping, the SFPUC received comments requesting that the agency consider
additional access options (see Chapter 1, Introduction). In response to these comments, as well as
to allow flexibility in crafting an access program that responds to ongoing watershed
management requirements and environmental and economic considerations, this EIR evaluates
three additional public access program configurations, or variants, with differing levels of
restrictiveness. The EIR refers to these variants as access program variant 1 (docent program),
access program variant 2 (unsupervised/unrestricted access), and access program variant 3
(unsupervised/restricted access). The proposed access program and variants would apply to
existing and proposed segments of trail. The SFPUC is expected to select a final access management
program after certification of the Final EIR.

26 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Arcata), Transmittal of Guidance: Estimating the Effects of Auditory and Visual
Disturbance to Northern Spotted Owls and Marbled Murrelets in Northwestern California, 2006,
https://www .fws.gov/arcata/es/birds/mm/documents/MAMU-NSO%20Harassment%20Guidance%20NW
%20CA%202006Jul31.pdf, accessed October 10, 2019.

Case No. 2016-016100ENV 2-29 Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project
Draft EIR June 2020


https://www.fws.gov/arcata/es/birds/mm/documents/MAMU-NSO%20Harassment%20Guidance%20NW%E2%80%8C%20CA%202006Jul31.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/arcata/es/birds/mm/documents/MAMU-NSO%20Harassment%20Guidance%20NW%E2%80%8C%20CA%202006Jul31.pdf

2. Project Description

The planning department commissioned a visitor use study to estimate the number of people who
would visit the project trails annually.?” Representing the most conservative scenario (i.e.,
unsupervised/unrestricted access), the study estimates that approximately 50,020 visitors would use
the proposed Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and southern skyline ridge trail annually. The study does not
consider the visitor use implications of a docent program or permit program, nor does it address
whether visitation would be different if only one of the trails (i.e., Fifield-Cahill ridge trail or
southern skyline ridge trail) were opened. As a result, the estimate of 50,020 people per year is
considered an upper limit for annual visitation to the project, regardless of whether one or both
trails were opened to unsupervised/unrestricted access.?® While visitation would vary based upon
season and weather conditions, the visitor use study estimates an upper limit on average weekly
visitation to be approximately 960 people per week.?? Visitor use numbers are further discussed
under the proposed access program and variants, below.

Both the proposed access program and the variants would provide multi-modal access
(pedestrians, bicyclists, equestrians). The access program and variants would also include an
educational component, which would be based on the Peninsula Watershed Trail Interpretive
Master Plan (under development) and tailored to the selected access program. In addition to
providing interpretive educational information for recreational trail users, the Peninsula Watershed
Trail Interpretive Master Plan would provide for SFPUC- and volunteer-hosted school program visits
to the improved trail areas. Under the trail master plan, the SFPUC expects that up to two school
groups (e.g., two elementary school classes with teachers/chaperones) of approximately 75 people
each might visit the improved ridge trail facilities per weekday (Monday through Friday). These
groups could arrive together in one vehicle (i.e., a bus) or in multiple vehicles (approximately 15 cars).

The only dogs permitted on the trails under the proposed access program and variants are service
dogs whose presence is required to assist a person(s) with disabilities. Access to Skyline Quarry
parking lot would not change. Under the project and variants, trail access would be provided year-
round, unless trail closure were required for safety or watershed management, as described in
Section 2.7.2, Trails and Facilities Operations and Maintenance, below. The SFPUC would install
chain-link fencing improvements at main access points (e.g., Portola Gate and Cemetery Gate),
regardless of which access program is selected. The sections below present additional details on the
proposed access program and variants.

2.7.1.1 Proposed Access Program

As noted above in Section 2.7.1, Trail Access Management Program and Visitation, the SFPUC
would manage visitation to the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail differently from visitation to the southern
skyline ridge trail under the proposed access program.

27 CHS Consulting Group, Memorandum from Jill Hough (CHS) to Elijah Davidian (Environmental Science

Associates), re: Travel Demand and Vehicle Miles Traveled Estimates for Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail
Extension, March 22, 2018.

28 Ibid.

29 The average weekly visitation of 960 people per week was determined by dividing 50,020 annual visitors by
52 weeks of the year.
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Fifield-Cahill Ridge Trail

Under the proposed access program, the SFPUC would allow supervised access to the Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail, similar to the docent program presently in place for this trail segment. This program
would allow groups of up to 20 hikers, bicyclists, or equestrians, under the supervision of an
SFPUC-approved guide. A maximum of three trail event itineraries could be scheduled per day,
four days per week (i.e., Fifield-Cahill ridge trail access would be limited to 60 people per day,

240 per week, 12,480 per year).30

This trail segment would be accessible to docent-led groups with a reservation during regular
business hours, with seasonal adjustments based on the timing of daylight hours. Access would
be provided via designated trailheads and watershed access points (e.g., Portola Gate and
Cemetery Gate). Each of these access points would have a lockable gate, which would remain
closed and locked at all times, except when in use by authorized personnel. Trail users and docents
would be instructed to park within designated parking areas (e.g., proposed 50-car parking lot near
Cemetery Gate, existing Skyline Quarry parking lot, existing Sneath Lane parking lot). Under the
proposed access program, the SFPUC would not install barbed-wire fencing along the Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail, and unauthorized people (i.e., those without a reservation) would not be allowed to
access the trail.

Southern Skyline Ridge Trail

Under the proposed access program, the SFPUC would allow unsupervised and restricted access to
the proposed southern skyline ridge trail. This program would allow hikers, bicyclists, or
equestrians to access the southern skyline ridge trail with a permit. Permits could be obtained
through the SFPUC’s public website or, for those without internet access, by contacting the
SFPUC’s community liaison. Prior to receiving a permit, applicants would be required to complete
an educational program about the watershed’s purpose and function, its sensitive resources, and
visitor rules and restrictions. Visitors would need to acquire permits in advance of their visit, but
would not be able to obtain permits from an onsite kiosk at the southern skyline ridge trail or
elsewhere in the watershed. Trail users must have a valid SFPUC permit in their possession while
on watershed property, unless accompanied by an authorized permit holder. Permits would be
valid for approximately one year and would allow for up to five participants, for whom the
permittee would be responsible. SFPUC staff and/or SFPUC-trained volunteers/docents would
patrol the trails daily to monitor visitors’ activities and check for valid permits and would enforce
the permit program and watershed visitation rules.

This trail segment would be accessible to visitors seven days per week, for approximately eight
hours per day during daylight hours (depending on the season), with no restrictions on the number

30" Under the current docent-led access program, far fewer people than the maximum number allowed (i.e., 9,360
people per year, not including docents) have actually visited the watershed. Annual visitation data maintained
by the SFPUC for the period 2003 to 2017 indicate that average annual trail usage during this time was 866
people per year, including docents. Peak usage was in 2004 at 1,317 people, including docents. Total usage
during this 14-year period was 12,995, of which 11,088 were visitors (i.e., not docents).

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Annual Fifield-Cahill Ridge Trail Usage, August 23, 2003 Through
December 31, 2017, 2017, Table: Number of Trail Participants/Docents by Event Type.
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of trail users. Under the proposed access program, interest in visitation to the southern skyline
ridge trail is expected to increase; however, the permit restriction is expected to reduce the number
of visitors to this trail segment relative to that expected if visitation were unrestricted.

For the above reasons, this EIR assumes that total annual visitation under the proposed access
program is somewhat less than 50,020 people per year (which includes up to 12,480 visitors per
year on Fifield-Cahill ridge trail under the docent program on that segment), which represents the
upper limit estimated for unsupervised/unrestricted visitation to project trails, as identified in the
visitor use study.3!

Under the proposed access program for the southern skyline ridge trail, visitor access would be
provided via designated trailheads and watershed access points. Each of these access points would
have a lockable gate, which would remain locked except during the above-referenced daylight
access hours. The SFPUC would install one-way pedestrian gates at each trailhead gate and
approximately 9 miles of barbed-wire fencing along the southern skyline ridge trail.

2.7.1.2 Access Program Variant 1 (Docent Program)

Under access program variant 1, the SFPUC would allow supervised access to trails within the
watershed. Similar to the docent program currently in place and the proposed access program for
the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, access program variant 1 would enable groups of up to 20 hikers,
bicyclists, or equestrians, under the supervision of an SFPUC-approved guide, to access the Fifield-
Cahill ridge trail and/or the southern skyline ridge trail. Under access program variant 1, a
maximum of three trail event itineraries would be scheduled each day, four days per week. As with
the proposed access program for the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, access under this variant would be
limited to 60 people per day, 240 per week, 12,480 per year, per trail segment (i.e., Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail and southern skyline ridge trail, as applicable), for a total of up to 24,960 visitors per
year.3? These trail segment(s) would be accessible to docent-led groups with a reservation. Access
would be provided via designated trailheads and watershed access points (e.g., Portola Gate,
Cemetery Gate, and proposed trailheads at S.R. 92 and S.R. 35). As with the proposed access
program for the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, each of these access points would have a lockable gate,
which would remain closed and locked at all times, except when in use by authorized personnel.

Trail users and docents under variant 1 would park within designated parking areas (e.g., proposed
50-car parking lot near Cemetery Gate, existing Skyline Quarry parking lot, proposed 20-car
parking lot near the Caltrans vista point on S.R. 35, existing Sneath Lane parking lot). Under this

31 cHs Consulting Group, Memorandum from Jill Hough (CHS) to Elijah Davidian (Environmental Science
Associates), re: Travel Demand and Vehicle Miles Traveled Estimates for Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail
Extension, March 22, 2018.

Under the current docent-led access program, far fewer people than the maximum number allowed (i.e., 9,360
people per year, not including docents) have actually visited the watershed. Annual visitation data maintained
by SFPUC for the period 2003 to 2017 indicate that average annual trail usage during this time was 866 people
per year, including docents. Peak usage was in 2004 at 1,317 people, including docents. Total usage during this
14-year period was 12,995, of which 11,088 were visitors (i.e., not docents).

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Annual Fifield-Cahill Ridge Trail Usage, August 23, 2003 Through
December 31, 2017, 2017, Table: Number of Trail Participants/Docents by Event Type.
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variant, the SFPUC would install approximately 9 miles of barbed-wire fencing along the southern
skyline ridge trail but not along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail. Unauthorized people (i.e., those
without a reservation) would not be allowed to access the watershed.

2.7.1.3 Access Program Variant 2 (Unsupervised/Unrestricted Access)

Under access program variant 2, the SFPUC would allow unsupervised and unrestricted access to
trails within the watershed. Unlike the docent program, the variant 2 program would enable hikers,
bicyclists, or equestrians without a reservation or guide to access the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and/or
the southern skyline ridge trail.

Under variant 2, unsupervised and unrestricted access would be allowed seven days per week,
for approximately eight hours per day during daylight hours, with no restrictions on the number
of trail users. Accordingly, annual visitation under variant 2 is expected to increase to
approximately 50,020 people per year, which represents the upper limit estimated for
unsupervised/unrestricted visitation to project trails, as identified in the visitor use study.33

Access would be provided via designated trailheads and watershed access points. Each of these
access points would have a lockable gate, which would remain locked except during the above-
referenced daylight access hours. The SFPUC would install one-way pedestrian gates at each
trailhead gate, approximately 9 miles of barbed-wire fencing along the southern skyline ridge
trail, and approximately 25 miles of barbed-wire fencing along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail
between Portola Gate and Skyline Quarry (including the universal access loop trail). At each
trailhead, the workers would erect signs that list visitor rules, and SFPUC staff and volunteers
would communicate these rules to visitors, as necessary, during routine patrols.

2.7.1.4 Access Program Variant 3 (Unsupervised/Restricted Access)

Under access program variant 3, the SFPUC would allow unsupervised and restricted access to
trails within the watershed. Similar to the unsupervised and unrestricted program (variant 2),
variant 3 would enable hikers, bicyclists, or equestrians to access the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and/or
the southern skyline ridge trail unsupervised; however, under variant 3, visitors would be required
to first obtain a permit.

Access program variant 3 would involve the same type of permitting described for the southern
skyline ridge trail under the proposed access program. Permits would be available from the
SFPUC’s website or community liaison, and permit applicants would be required to complete an
educational program. Visitors would need to obtain permits in advance of their visit and to keep
a valid SFPUC permit in their possession while on watershed property, unless accompanied by
an authorized permit holder. Permits would be valid for approximately one year and would

33 CHS Consulting Group, Memorandum from Jill Hough (CHS) to Elijah Davidian (Environmental Science
Associates), re: Travel Demand and Vehicle Miles Traveled Estimates for Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail
Extension, March 22, 2018.
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allow for up to five participants, for whom the permittee would be responsible. The SFPUC
would enforce the permit program and watershed visitation rules.

Similar to the proposed access program for the southern skyline ridge trail, variant 3 would allow
unsupervised/restricted access seven days per week, for approximately eight hours per day during
daylight hours (depending on the season), with no restrictions on the number of trail users.
Visitation to the project trails is assumed to increase; however, the permit requirement is expected
to reduce annual visitation under access program variant 3 to less than 50,020 people per year,
which represents the upper limit estimated for unsupervised/unrestricted visitation to project trails,
as identified in the visitor use study.3

Visitor access would be provided via designated trailheads and watershed access points. Each of
these access points would have a lockable gate, which would remain locked except during the
above-referenced daylight access hours. The SFPUC would install one-way pedestrian gates at each
trailhead gate, approximately 9 miles of barbed-wire fencing along the southern skyline ridge trail,
and approximately 25 miles of barbed-wire fencing along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail between
Portola Gate and Skyline Quarry (including the universal access loop trail).

2.7.2 Trail and Facilities Operations and Maintenance

This subsection summarizes the various operations and maintenance activities proposed for the
project. The types of activities would generally be the same regardless of the selected access
management program. However, the intensity of such activities would be expected to increase
with visitation (i.e., less intense under docent access, greater with unsupervised access). As
discussed further in Section 2.6.12, Construction Schedule, SFPUC would continue to require any
construction activities within 0.25 mile of suitable habitat along Fifield-Cahill ridge trail
(including brush clearing and mowing) to follow the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service guidelines for
minimizing auditory and visual disturbance to murrelets. These restrictions would generally
limit operations and maintenance activities near suitable habitat to within two hours after sunrise
and before sunset, and outside the nesting season (March 15 to September 15).

2.7.2.1 Infrastructure Maintenance

Upon the completion of construction, SFPUC staff would maintain the project components in a
manner similar to that of other trails and trail facilities in the watershed. As with existing facilities,
the SFPUC would manage and maintain the new trail segments and facilities in accordance with the
Peninsula Watershed Management Plan. Typical maintenance activities would include periodic
(e.g., monthly) inspection of trail infrastructure, such as the trail and parking lot surfaces, retaining
walls, and drainage facilities), with more frequent inspection of restroom and security facilities (i.e.,
weekly). In addition, the SFPUC would continue to maintain (e.g., patch) watershed roads,
including portions of the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, every two to five years.

The project would increase the level of routine watershed maintenance, with repairs to project
facilities occurring quarterly, if not more frequently; for example, after storm events, facilities

34 Tbid.
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inspections and repairs would occur on a daily to weekly basis. In addition, SFPUC staff would
continue to conduct regular security patrols. The level of increase would depend on which access
program is selected; for example, vault toilets would be pumped out and trash cans emptied as
needed based on use and would be serviced daily.

2.7.2.2 Vegetation Maintenance

The SFPUC currently implements vegetation management activities along the Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail in the vicinity of existing watershed facilities and would implement similar vegetation
management to maintain access to the new project components and reduce fire and tree-fall
hazards in their vicinity. Generally, these activities would occur within a buffer area of about 5 to
10 feet on either side of the proposed universal access loop trail and southern skyline ridge trail
alignments, as well as around the proposed parking lots, restrooms, trailheads, and access gates.
Vegetation management methods could include hand removal (e.g., pruning), mechanical
removal (e.g., mowing or string-cutting), and herbicide applications. SFPUC staff would continue
to annually mow the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail edges to reduce ignitable fuels, and periodically
mow or masticate the vegetated fuelbreak network to reduce fuels where roadways are
co-located with vegetated fuelbreaks. Vegetation management could also include hydroseeding,
seeding, and/or planting propagules3® and new trees and shrubs in areas where habitat

enhancement or erosion control are needed.

Prior to undertaking vegetation maintenance and consistent with current practice, SFPUC staff
would conduct a biological survey to determine whether the area contains special-status species
and habitat, as well as to identify and avoid bird nests. Surveyors would flag and map special-
status plant species, including host plants for special-status butterflies, in the field for avoidance.
Currently, the SFPUC uses survey markers to delineate areas of sensitive species avoidance. The
SFPUC biologist would upload location information for special-status species to a database,
which would be available to the maintenance operator.

2.7.2.3 Operations and Maintenance Staffing

Trail operations and maintenance would occur during normal business hours, Monday through
Friday, and occasionally on weekends, as needed. With the exception of restroom pumping,
which an outside contractor would perform, SFPUC staff would conduct this work. However,
depending on the access program selected, these tasks could require additional staff. Therefore,
this EIR conservatively assumes up to one additional staff person and 10 volunteers could be
required to support project operations. On occasion, regardless of the program selected, it might
be necessary to periodically close the trail for public safety reasons (e.g., National Weather
Service red flag days, fire suppression, firefighting) and for watershed management and trail

maintenance issues.

3B A plant part, such as a bud, sprout, or cutting, used to propagate a new plant.
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2.8 Intended Uses of the EIR and Approvals Required

An EIR is an informational document intended to inform the public and public agency decision-
makers of the environmental consequences of a proposed project and to present mitigation
measures and feasible alternatives to avoid or reduce the adverse environmental effects of that
project. As discussed in Section 2.2, Background, the 2001 Peninsula Watershed Management
Plan EIR identifies and evaluates key elements of the project at a program level of detail. While
much of that document’s analysis and conclusions remain relevant, the project has been further
defined, allowing for a more detailed analysis of potential impacts. Thus, this EIR provides a
project-level evaluation of potential significant environmental impacts that could result from the
project. Where appropriate, this EIR incorporates, by reference, setting information, analysis, and
conclusions from the management plan EIR that remain valid and applicable to the project.

The San Francisco Planning Department is the CEQA lead agency for the project. The sections
below summarize the permits and approvals that could be required for the project. Unless
otherwise specified, the listed permits and approvals would be required for the proposed
program and each variant. Additional regulatory approvals could be required if local, state, or
federal agencies determine that specific construction activities fall under their jurisdiction.

2.8.1 Federal

e Federal Highway Administration issuance of grant funding for construction of the southern
skyline ridge trail after completion of National Environmental Policy Act compliance
(Caltrans acting as lead agency)

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service consultation under section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species
Act

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service biological opinion or habitat conservation plan, if the project
cannot avoid substantial adverse effects on federally listed species

e California State Historic Preservation Office consultation under section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act

2.8.2 State

¢ (Caltrans encroachment permit for construction-related activity

e Caltrans transportation permit, if project work requires oversized or excessive-load vehicles
on state roadways

e California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection permit, or determination of exemption
from permit requirements, for the removal of trees in a timberland area

e California Endangered Species Act permit, if the project cannot avoid substantial adverse
effects on species listed under the act
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2.8.3 Local

e San Francisco Planning Commission certification of the final EIR and determination of
consistency with the San Francisco General Plan

e SFPUC approval of construction contracts and other project implementation actions

e San Francisco Board of Supervisors, consideration of any final EIR appeal and appropriation
of project funding
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CHAPTER 3

Plans and Policies

3.1 Overview

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15125(d), this
chapter describes land use plans and policies generally and the manner in which they apply to
the Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension (“project”), and identifies the potential for
the project to conflict with those plans or policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating environmental effects. However, the intent of CEQA is to determine whether a project
would result in physical changes that have significant effects on the environment. Thus, policy
conflicts do not, in and of themselves, indicate a significant environmental effect. Many of the
plans of the City and County of San Francisco and the other relevant jurisdictions contain policies
that address multiple goals pertaining to different resource areas. To the extent that physical
environmental impacts of the project could result from conflicts with one of the goals related to a
specific resource topic, the environmental impact report (EIR) analyzes such impacts in the
respective topical sections of Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures.

Land use plans typically contain numerous policies emphasizing differing legislative goals, and
an interpretation of consistency requires a balancing of all relevant policies. The board or
commission that enacted the plan or policy determines the meaning of such policies and how
individual projects satisfy those policies at the time it considers the approval of the project. At the
time of project approval, the agency charged with making consistency determinations will
decide whether a project is consistent with particular plans. For example, the San Francisco
Planning Department and Planning Commission will evaluate this project in accordance with the
San Francisco General Plan. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) will
evaluate the project in accordance with various adopted policies as discussed below. In each case,
the approving or reviewing agency will consider any potential inconsistencies between the
project and adopted plans or policies in the context of all applicable objectives and policies

and determine consistency based on a balancing of relevant policies as part of the decision
process.

The plans and policies addressed in this chapter include the following:

e U.S. Department of the Interior, Golden Gate National Recreation Area — Scenic Easement
and Scenic and Recreation Easement
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e City and County of San Francisco — San Francisco Charter, section 4.112; San Francisco General
Plan; Accountable Planning Initiative; San Francisco Sustainability Plan; and San Francisco
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Ordinance

e San Francisco Public Utilities Commission — SFPUC Strategic Sustainability Plan, Peninsula
Watershed Management Plan, Water Enterprise Environmental Stewardship Policy, and
Right-of-Way Integrated Vegetation Management Policy

e State and Regional Agencies — California Department of Fish and Wildlife Game Refuge
Designation, Bay Area Air Quality Management District Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan, and
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Water Quality Control Plan for the
San Francisco Bay Basin

¢ Local Agencies — San Mateo County General Plan and the San Mateo County Trails Plan

The project is located on extraterritorial lands owned by the City and County of San Francisco in
unincorporated San Mateo County, lands owned by Skylawn Memorial Park (public access
easement), and portions of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) right-of-way.

Section 2.8 of Chapter 2, Project Description, describes the permits and approvals required for the
project. Sections 4.2 through 4.11 of Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures, each describe pertinent resource-specific plans (e.g., air quality management and
greenhouse gas emission reduction plans are discussed in sections 4.6 (Air Quality) and

4.7 (Greenhouse Gases); natural resource management plans are discussed in Section 4.8
(Biological Resources); and water quality control plans are discussed in Section 4.10 (Hydrology
and Water Quality).

3.2 U.S. Department of the Interior, Golden Gate
National Recreation Area — Scenic Easement and
Scenic and Recreation Easement

In 1969, the City and County of San Francisco granted an approximately 19,000-acre scenic
easement covering the lands west of Crystal Springs and San Andreas reservoirs, and an
approximately 4,000-acre scenic and recreation easement covering lands to the east of the
reservoirs to the U.S. Department of the Interior. In 1980, the responsibility for administering the
easements was transferred to the National Park Service-Golden Gate National Recreation Area.!
The easements provide for review of SFPUC decisions made with regard to the use of these
lands.? The purposes of the easements are primarily to preserve the land “in its present natural
state and shall not be used for any purpose other than for the collection, storage and transmission

San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section III.A, Existing Plans & Policies (p. III.A-12). Planning Department Case No. 96.222E, certified January 11,
2001, www.sfwater.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx ?document]D=4343, accessed May 18, 2018.

San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section I, Summary (p. 1-14).
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of water and protection of water quality, and other purposes, which shall be compatible with said
use and preserving said land as open-space land.”3

Although the SFPUC retains fee ownership of the land and the Peninsula Watershed is not part of
a national park or recreation area, the National Park Service can object to development unrelated
to utility management or other uses not permitted by the terms of the easements. However,

San Francisco is not bound by National Park Service planning mandates or procedures that the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area must follow.# As fee owner, San Francisco has retained
the right to allow public access to watershed lands, including the Fifield and Cahill ridges and
areas along the proposed southern skyline boulevard ridge trail. The SFPUC considers public
recreational access on watershed lands and the associated water-supply-related educational
opportunities it affords as compatible uses.

All work that would occur under the project, including any structures and associated signage,
would be in support of public recreational access and educational opportunities. The project
would not involve the types of substantial excavation or topographic changes prohibited under
the easements. And all tree and brush removal would be required for public recreational access,
compatible with the collection, storage, and transmission of water and protection of water
quality. For the above reasons, the project would be consistent with the terms of the easements.

3.3 City and County of San Francisco Plans and Policies

San Francisco land use plans and policies are primarily applicable to projects within the
jurisdictional boundaries of the city of San Francisco, although in some cases they may apply to
projects outside of these boundaries. These plans include the San Francisco General Plan, which
sets forth the city’s comprehensive, long-term land use policy; the San Francisco Accountable
Planning Initiative, which serves as the basis for resolving inconsistencies in the San Francisco
General Plan; the San Francisco Sustainability Plan, which addresses the City’s long-term
sustainability; and the San Francisco Greenhouse Gas Reduction Ordinance, which establish
greenhouse gases reduction emissions targets.

3.3.1 Extraterritorial Lands (San Francisco Charter, Section 4.112)

San Francisco has authority (San Francisco Charter, section 4.112) over the management, use, and
control of land it owns outside of the city, subject to the SFPUC’s exclusive responsibility for the
construction, management, use, and control of the city’s water supplies and utilities (San Francisco

City and County of San Francisco, U.S. Department of the Interior, State of California, and San Mateo County,
Grant of Scenic Easement. Serial Number 3301.4AC. May 2, 1969.

City and County of San Francisco, U.S. Department of the Interior, State of California, and San Mateo County,
Grant of Scenic and Recreation Easement. Serial Number 3301.3AC. May 2, 1969. These documents (and all other
documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted) is on file for public review at the Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 96.222E.

San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section II.A, Existing Plans & Policies (p. IIL.A-12).
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Charter, section 8B.121).5 Accordingly, San Francisco relies on its own plans and policies with
respect to extraterritorial lands, as applicable.

Under California Government Code sections 53090 and 53091, cities and counties are exempt
from complying with each other’s building code and zoning ordinances. The SFPUC is therefore
exempt from the building and zoning laws of other cities and counties. The SFPUC seeks to work
cooperatively with local jurisdictions where San Francisco-owned facilities are sited outside of
San Francisco to avoid conflicts with local building and zoning codes. Also, the SFPUC is
required under Government Code section 65402(b) to inform local governments of its plans to
construct projects. The local governments have a 40-day review period to determine project
consistency with their general plans. Under this requirement, the cities’ or counties’
determinations of consistency are advisory to the SFPUC rather than binding.

3.3.2 San Francisco General Plan

The San Francisco General Plan, as amended, sets forth the comprehensive, long-term land use
policies for San Francisco. One of the basic goals of the general plan is “coordination of the growth
and development of the city with the growth and development of adjoining cities and counties and
of the San Francisco Bay Region.”® The general plan consists of 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. These
elements set forth goals, policies, and objectives for the physical development of San Francisco.

The general plan elements that might be relevant to the project are described in the following
paragraphs:

e The Air Quality Element promotes clean air planning through objectives and policies that
ensure compliance with air quality regulations and minimize particulate matter emissions
from road and construction sites.

e The 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 addresses San Francisco’s responsibility to provide a permanent, clean water supply to
meet present and future needs, and to maintain an adequate water distribution system.

e The Recreation and Open Space Element contains objectives and policies related to
maintaining, creating, and enhancing recreational and open space resources.

As discussed in sections 4.6 and 4.7, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, respectively,
project construction and operations would generate emissions of criteria air pollutants and
greenhouse gases. Compliance with applicable air quality regulations and implementation of
mitigation measures, consistent with the general plan’s air quality polices, would reduce these
impacts.

5 City and County of San Francisco, Municipal Code - 1996 Charter. Supp. No.1, September 2006.
6 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, 1988, as amended through 1996.
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As discussed in Section 4.8, Biological Resources, project construction and operation could
adversely affect sensitive and special status species and habitats. Compliance with applicable
biological resources regulations, and implementation of mitigation measures, consistent with
general plan environmental protection policies, would reduce these impacts. As also discussed in
Section 4.8, unsupervised public access within the watershed could accelerate dispersal of
sudden oak death, resulting in effects on sensitive natural communities, which would not
advance individual general plan habitat protection policies.

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, and Section 4.12, Topics Not Requiring Detailed
Environmental Analysis, the project could temporarily displace a small number of would-be trail
users during the construction period. However, ample alternative recreational sites exist nearby
and, when completed, the project would expand recreational opportunities, consistent with the
general plan’s recreation policies that encourage expanded public access to the City’s watershed
lands in a manner consistent with protection of water quality and biological resources.

On balance, the project does not appear to be inconsistent with the general plan. The city’s decision-
makers ultimately determine whether, on balance, the project is consistent with the general plan.
The consistency of the project with the goals, policies, and objectives of the general plan that do not
relate to physical and environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers as part of their
assessment of whether to approve or disapprove the project. Any potential conflicts identified as
part of the City’s approval process would not alter the physical environmental effects of the project.

3.3.3 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 eight priority
policies as a preamble to the San Francisco General Plan. The priority policies serve as the basis
upon which inconsistencies in the general plan are resolved. The priority policies are as follows:

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

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

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

4. Commuter traffic shall not impede the Muni transit service or overburden streets or
neighborhood parking.

5. Diverse economic base shall 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 City shall achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake.

7. Landmarks and historic buildings shall be preserved.

Case No. 2016-016100ENV 3-5 Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project
Draft EIR June 2020



3. Plans and Policies

8. Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas shall be protected from
development.

In accordance with the Accountable Planning Initiative, prior to issuing a permit for any project,
or adopting legislation that requires environmental review under the CEQA, or adopting any
zoning ordinance of development agreement, and before taking any action that requires a finding
of consistency with the general plan, San Francisco is required to make a determination regarding
the consistency of the project with the priority policies. As described further in Chapter 2, Project
Description, and Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, the project
does not propose and would not affect retail uses or employment opportunities; housing or
commercial office development; or commuter transit, or neighborhood streets or parking. Nor
would the project involve any actions that detract from earthquake preparedness, preservation of
historic buildings, or loss of parks or open space to development. Regarding the latter, the project
would expand public access to open space within the Peninsula Watershed. For these reasons, the
project would be consistent with the Accountable Planning Initiative.

3.3.4 San Francisco Sustainability Plan

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors endorsed the Sustainability Plan for the City of San
Francisco in 1997, although the board has not committed San Francisco 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 would advance long-term objectives of providing parks, recreational, and open space
opportunities for San Francisco residents, visitors, and wildlife. At the same time, expanded
unsupervised access in the watershed could result in increased spread of plant pathogens, which
could adversely affect sensitive natural communities, which could complicate achieving the
plan’s objectives regarding biodiversity. Project implementation could have other effects related
to air quality, greenhouse gases, biological resources, hazards, transportation, and water quality.
As discussed in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, the SFPUC
would reduce these impacts through compliance with applicable regulations and implementation
of mitigation. Taken together, the project does not appear to be inconsistent with the
sustainability plan.
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3.3.5 San Francisco Greenhouse Gas Reduction Ordinance

In May 2008, San Francisco adopted Ordinance No. 81-08 amending the San Francisco Environment
Code to establish greenhouse gas emissions targets and departmental action plans and to authorize
the San Francisco Department of the Environment to coordinate efforts to meet these targets.” The
City ordinance establishes the following greenhouse gas emissions reduction limits and target dates
by which to achieve them:

e  Determine 1990 citywide greenhouse gas emissions by 2008, the baseline level, with reference
to which target reductions are set

¢ Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017
¢ Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2025

¢ Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050

The City's greenhouse gas reduction targets are consistent with—in fact, more ambitious than—
those set forth in Governor Brown's Executive Order B-30-15 and Senate Bill 32 by targeting a

40 percent reduction by 2025 rather than a 40 percent reduction by 2030. As described in

Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gases, the project would conform to city and state regulations and plans
governing greenhouse gas emissions and reductions.

3.4 SFPUC Plans and Policies

The SFPUC has adopted various plans and policies that direct its activities, including the Strategic
Sustainability Plan, the Peninsula Watershed Management Plan, the Water Enterprise
Environmental Stewardship Policy, and the Right-of-Way Integrated Vegetation Management
Policy, all of which are relevant to the project and are described below.

3.4.1 SFPUC Strategic Sustainability Plan

The SFPUC’s sustainability goals include providing customers with high-quality, efficient, and
reliable water, power, and sewer services in a manner that is inclusive of environmental and
community interests and also sustaining the resources entrusted to the SFPUC’s care. The 2011
Strategic Sustainability Plan provides a framework for planning, managing, and evaluating
SFPUC wide performance in meeting this goal. The plan considers 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 plan’s 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 sustainability progress annually. The plan contains actions to develop land use

7 City and County of San Francisco, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Greenhouse Reduction Strategy.
Appendix B: 2008 GHG Reduction Ordinance and applicable CEQA documentation, November 2010.
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guidance by incorporating the Environmental Stewardship Policy and other land management
principles for San Francisco properties.

The project’s proposed access program along Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and variant 1 (docent
program), with mitigation, would not conflict with the sustainability plan because they would
provide public access, recreational opportunities, and watershed educational opportunities in a
manner that is compatible with protection of water quality, public health and safety, biological
resources, and other key elements of SFPUC’s vision and values. The proposed access program
along southern skyline ridge trail and variants 2 (unsupervised/unrestricted access) and 3
(unsupervised/restricted access) would similarly advance sustainability plan objectives in this
regard. At the same time, the proposed access program along the southern skyline ridge trail and
access program variants 2 and 3 along both the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and southern skyline
ridge trail could result in accelerated dispersal of plant pathogens. Similarly, variants 2 and 3
along Fifield-Cahill ridge trail could result in substantial adverse effects on special-status
butterflies, amphibians, and reptiles. As a result, unsupervised watershed access could run
counter to certain sustainability plan objectives regarding habitat protection. Overall, the project
would not be inconsistent with the sustainability plan’s primary objectives.

3.4.2 Peninsula Watershed Management Plan

The Peninsula Watershed encompasses 23,000 acres of San Francisco-owned lands in San Mateo
County located generally west of I-280 and within the drainage areas of Pilarcitos, San Mateo,
and San Andreas Creeks. The SFPUC adopted the management plan in 2002 to provide a policy
framework to make decisions about activities that are appropriate on watershed lands. The
management plan provides goals, policies, and management actions that address watershed
activities and reflect the unique qualities of the watershed. The management plan is also intended
for use by the SFPUC as watershed management implementation guidelines. SFPUC watershed
lands are managed by the SFPUC Natural Resources and Lands Management Division,
Watershed Resource Management Section. All of the project components are within the
boundaries of the management plan area.

As part of implementation of the management plan, the SFPUC reviews all plans, projects, and
activities that occur within the watershed for conformity with the management plan and for
compliance with environmental codes and regulations. To accomplish this, the SFPUC has
established a project review team with members from various SFPUC departments as well as the
City Attorney’s office. Appropriate SFPUC personnel review proposals for new facilities, structures,
roads, trails, projects, and leases or for improvements to existing facilities. Projects subject to this
review include those that involve construction, digging or earthmoving, clearing, installation, use
of hazardous materials, or other disturbance to watershed resources. In addition, projects that
involve the issuance of new or revised leases and permits are subject to this review procedure.

The SFPUC considers water quality protection to be the first and foremost goal of the management
plan. The goals and policies are organized around the primary goal of water quality protection

8 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan, Spring 2002,
https://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx ?documentid=756, accessed May 18, 2018.
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and secondary goals pertaining to the local water supply, natural resources, watershed protection,
land use compatibility, fiscal management, and public awareness. The primary and secondary
goals of the management plan are listed below.

Primary Goal

e Maintain and improve source water quality to protect public health and safety.

Secondary Goals
e Maximize water supply.
e DPreserve and enhance the ecological and cultural resources of the watershed.

e DProtect the watersheds, adjacent urban areas, and the public from fire and other safety
hazards.

e Continue existing compatible uses and provide opportunities for potential compatible uses
on watershed lands, including educational, recreational, and scientific uses.

e Provide a fiscal framework that balances financial resources, revenue-generating
activities, and overall benefits and an administrative framework that allows
implementation of the watershed management plans.

e Enhance public awareness of water quality, water supply, conservation, and watershed
protection issues.

SFPUC has developed policies from these goals, which serve as the framework to guide ongoing
decision-making by the SFPUC and other responsible parties. The management plan policies are
organized into 11 major topic areas, including water quality, water supply, vegetation, wildlife,
aquatic resources, cultural resources, fire, safety and security, watershed activities, public
awareness, and administrative and finance.

The project’s proposed access program along Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and access program
variant 1, with mitigation, would advance the primary and secondary goals of the management
plan because they would provide public access, recreational opportunities, and watershed
educational opportunities in the watershed that is compatible with protection of water quality,
public health and safety, biological resources, and other key watershed management priorities.
Under the proposed access program along southern skyline ridge trail and variants 2 and 3, the
project, with mitigation, would similarly proceed in a manner consistent with most primary and
secondary goals. At the same time, as discussed in Section 4.8, Biological Resources,
unsupervised public access under the proposed access program along southern skyline ridge trail
and variants 2 and 3 along both the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and southern skyline ridge trail
could result in accelerated dispersal of plant pathogens. Similarly, variants 2 and 3 along Fifield
Cahill ridge trail could result in substantial adverse effects on special-status butterflies,
amphibians, and reptiles. As a result, unsupervised watershed access could make it more
challenging to achieve the management plan’s goal of preserving and enhancing ecological
resources in the watershed. On balance, the project would not be inconsistent with the primary
goal of the Peninsula Watershed Management Plan.
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3.4.3 Water Enterprise Environmental Stewardship Policy

Adopted in June 2006, the Water Enterprise Environmental Stewardship Policy established the
long-term management direction for San Francisco-owned lands and natural resources affected
by operation of the SFPUC regional water system within the Tuolumne River, Alameda Creek,
and Peninsula watersheds.” It also addresses rights-of-way and properties in urban surroundings
under SFPUC management. The policy includes the following;:

e The SFPUC will proactively manage the watersheds under its responsibility in a manner that
maintains the integrity of the natural resources, restores habitats for native species, and
enhances ecosystem function.

¢ To the maximum extent practicable, the SFPUC will ensure that all operations of the SFPUC
water system (including water diversion, storage, transport, and discharges of water);
construction and maintenance of infrastructure; land management policies and practices;
purchase and sale of watershed lands; and lease agreements for watershed lands protect and
restore native species and the ecosystems that support them.

e The SFPUC will operate the SFPUC water system in a manner that protects and restores
native fish and wildlife downstream of SFPUC dams and water diversions, within SFPUC
reservoirs, and on SFPUC watershed lands.

e The SFPUC will actively monitor the health of terrestrial and aquatic habitats, both under
SFPUC ownership and affected by SFPUC operations, in order to continually improve
ecosystem health.

e The SFPUC will manage rights-of-way and properties in urban surroundings under its
management in a manner that protects and restores habitat value where available and
encourages community participation in decisions that significantly interrupt or alter current
land use in these parcels.

Key implementation strategies of the Environmental Stewardship Policy include implementation
and update of the management plan; development of a conservation plan for the Peninsula
Watershed; and development of the Watershed and Environmental Improvement Program, 10
which includes the Peninsula Watershed.

The project’s proposed access program along Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and variant 1 would
advance the Water Enterprise Environmental Stewardship Policy because it would provide for
public access to the watershed in a manner compatible with natural resources management,
water system operations and maintenance, fish and wildlife habitats, or habitat values. The
project’s proposed access program along the southern skyline ridge trail and access program
variants 2 and 3, with mitigation, would also be consistent with most stewardship policy
objectives. However, as discussed in Section 4.8, Biological Resources, increased public access
under the proposed access program along the southern skyline ridge trail and variants 2 and 3
along both the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and the southern skyline ridge trail could result in

9 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, SFPUC Final Water Enterprise Environmental Stewardship Policy.
June 27, 2006.

10 The purpose of the Watershed and Environmental Improvement Program is to identify, prioritize, protect, and
restore lands and natural resources in the vicinity of the SFPUC’s regional water system and includes
ecosystem and habitat protection, improvement, and restoration projects.
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accelerated dispersal of plant pathogens. Similarly, variants 2 and 3 along Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail could result in substantial adverse effects on special-status butterflies, amphibians, and
reptiles. As a result, unsupervised watershed access could constrain the management plan’s goal
of preserving and enhancing ecological resources in the watershed. Taken together, the project
would not be inconsistent with the principal environmental stewardship policy objectives.

3.4.4 Right-of-Way Integrated Vegetation Management Policy

In February 2007, the SFPUC adopted the Right-of-Way Integrated Vegetation Management Policy
to manage vegetation that poses a threat or hazard to the regional water system’s operation,
maintenance, and infrastructure throughout the SFPUC water distribution and collection systems.
Fire danger within the SFPUC right-of-way is an issue under this management policy because the
SFPUC is required to comply with local fire ordinances by identifying, reducing, and managing
existing vegetation to prevent potential disruption to fire protection services. The vegetation
management policy also aims to reduce and eliminate, to the degree practicable, the use of
herbicides on vegetation within the right-of-way. Specific elements of the management policy
address the management and removal of vegetation (including trees), annual grasses, and weeds
within SFPUC rights-of-way and the management and removal of vegetation and trees on land
leased or permitted by the SFPUC.11

Increased visitation within the watershed under the project could increase the potential for
wildfires. However, as discussed in Section 4.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the risk of
increased wildfire would be reduced through the presence of docent guides (proposed access
program along Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and variant 1), and establishment of a fire management
plan (the proposed access program along the southern skyline ridge trail and variants 2 and 3).
Further, as also noted in Section 4.11, with increased watershed visitation, trail operations and
maintenance activities, including vegetation management, would increase commensurately. With
either of these measures (i.e., docent or vegetation management plan), the project does not appear
to be inconsistent with the integrated vegetation management policy.

3.5 State and Regional Agencies

3.5.1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Fish and
Game Refuge Designation

In 1931, at the request of the SFPUC (then the San Francisco Water Department), the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (then the California Department of Fish and Game) designated
the Peninsula Watershed as a state fish and game refuge under the control and enforcement of
the division. Under section 10500 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code, the watershed is a
designated refuge for both fish and game (birds and mammals), and the unauthorized “taking”
of birds or mammals or the use of firearms (or other weapons for the purpose of taking birds or

11 Gan Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Right-of-Way Integrated Vegetation Management Policy, Amended
January 2015.
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mammals) are generally prohibited in the Peninsula Watershed without specific authorization.
However, section 10654 of the Fish and Game Code specifically states that none of the provisions
of the refuge designation “prevents the full use of land included in the San Francisco Fish and
Game Refuge for water supply purposes, nor prohibits any authorized employee of the San
Francisco Water Department from carrying out such reasonable measures as might be necessary
for the protection of the water supply or the prevention of pollution of the streams or reservoirs.”

As discussed in Section 4.8, Biological Resources, the proposed access program and variant 1,
with mitigation, would not result in the unauthorized taking of protected birds or mammals, or
the use of firearms. Therefore, the proposed access program and variant 1 would not be
inconsistent with the refuge designation.

However, variants 2 and 3, with mitigation, could conflict with the refuge designation. As
identified in Section 4.8, Biological Resources, the taking of protected birds or mammals could
result under variants 2 and 3, as noted below:

e Project operations with unsupervised visitor access along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail would
increase the potential for visitors, particularly bicyclists and equestrians, to encounter and
harm the San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog, especially in the Five
Points area. (Impact BI-5; access program variants 2 and 3)

e Project operations with unsupervised visitor access along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail would
increase the potential for direct impacts (e.g., trampling and crushing) on Mission blue
butterfly or San Bruno elfin butterfly host plants, which could result in take of listed
butterflies, including destruction of larvae and the permanent loss of occupied habitat.
(Impact BI-5; access program variants 2 and 3)

Consistent with the refuge designation, variants 2 and 3 would not result in the use of firearms.
As noted in Section 2.8, Intended Uses of the EIR and Approvals Required, various federal and/or
state authorizations could be required if the project, under certain access programs, were to result
in unavoidable take of a federally or state-listed special-status species. Thus, the SFPUC would
be required to obtain certain environmental regulatory approvals for some access program
configurations under which the take of a listed species could result, or otherwise further refine
the project to avoid such impacts, prior to proceeding. If the federal and/or state agencies did not
grant the required approvals, or the SFPUC didn’t modify the project accordingly, the project
could not proceed. Therefore, because the project would not result in unauthorized take, it would
not conflict with state law or the refuge designation.

3.5.2 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Bay Area 2017
Clean Air Plan

The Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan!? is focused on specific goals for the protection of air quality,
public health, and the climate. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District, the State of
California, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency have developed performance

12 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2017 Clean Air Plan, Spare the Air, Cool the Climate, 2017,
http:/lwww.baagmd.gov/.
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objectives and air quality attainment standards aimed at achieving these goals. The clean air plan
includes a wide range of proposed control measures, which consist of actions to reduce
combustion-related activities, decrease fossil fuel combustion, improve energy efficiency, and
decrease emissions of potent greenhouse gases. The San Francisco Bay Air Quality Air Basin is
designated non-attainment by the California Air Resources Board for both the one- and eight-
hour state ozone standards. In addition, emissions of ozone precursors in the air basin contribute
to air quality problems in neighboring air basins. Under these circumstances, state law requires
the clean air plan to include all feasible measures to reduce emissions of ozone precursors and
reduce the transport of ozone precursors to neighboring air basins.

As discussed in sections 4.6 and 4.7, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases, respectively, project
construction and operations would generate emissions of criteria air pollutants and greenhouse
gases. SFPUC would reduce these impacts by complying with applicable air quality regulations
and plans, and implementing mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not be
inconsistent with the clean air plan.

3.5.3 Regional Water Quality Control Board, Water Quality
Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin

The Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (basin plan) is the regional
board’s master water quality control planning document. It designates beneficial uses and water
quality objectives for waters of the state, including surface waters and groundwater, and includes
implementation programs to achieve water quality objectives. The water bodies in the Peninsula
Watershed including the Pilarcitos, San Andreas, and Upper and Lower Crystal Springs
reservoirs, as well as the Pilarcitos and San Mateo creeks, identified in Table 3-1.

TABLE 3-1
DESIGNATED BENEFICIAL USES

Water Body Designated Beneficial Uses

Upper Crystal Springs Reservoir | MUN, COLD, RARE, SPWN, WARM, WILD, REC-1,* REC-2
Lower Crystal Springs Reservoir MUN, COLD, RARE, SPWN, WARM, WILD, REC-1,* REC-2

Pilarcitos Reservoir MUN, COLD, RARE, SPWN, WARM, WILD, REC-1,* REC-2

San Andreas Reservoir MUN, COLD, RARE, SPWN, WARM, WILD, REC-1,* REC-2

Pilarcitos Creek AGR, MUN, COLD, MIGR, RARE, SPWN, WARM, WILD, REC-1, REC-2

San Mateo Creek FRSH, COLD, MIGR, RARE, SPWN, WARM, WILD, REC-1, REC-2
Beneficial Uses Key:

AGR (Agricultural Supply) SPWN (Fish Spawning)

MUN (Municipal and Domestic Supply) WARM (Warm Water Freshwater Habitat)

FRSH (Freshwater Replenishment) WILD (Wildlife Habitat)

COLD (Cold Freshwater Habitat) REC-1 (Body Contact Recreation)

MIGR (Fish Migration) REC-2 (Noncontact Recreation)

RARE (Preservation of Rare and Endangered Species)

*  Water contact recreation is prohibited in the reservoirs to protect public health, but the basin plan water quality objectives for water
contact recreation apply.

SOURCE: Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2017.
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As discussed in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, through compliance with applicable
regulations, the proposed access program along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and variant 1 would
not result in water quality impacts that would conflict with the basin plan’s beneficial uses or
water quality objectives. Similarly, under the proposed access program along the southern
skyline ridge trail and variants 2 and 3, with adherence to applicable regulations and mitigation
to protect against direct effects on a seasonal drainage in the project area, the project would not
result in any such inconsistencies with the basin plan’s beneficial uses or water quality objectives.

3.6 San Mateo County Land Use Plans and Policies

The project is located entirely on extraterritorial lands owned by San Francisco in unincorporated
San Mateo County. This section describes the local land use policies of San Mateo County that are
relevant to the project. The SFPUC is not legally bound by the land use plans and policies of

San Mateo County. However, the SFPUC seeks to work cooperatively with local jurisdictions
where San Francisco-owned facilities are sited outside of San Francisco, and this EIR evaluates
the project’s consistency with San Mateo County plans and policies to the extent required under
CEQA.

3.6.1 San Mateo County General Plan

The San Mateo County General Plan governs land use planning and development in
unincorporated San Mateo County, which encompasses over 30,000 acres of urban, rural, and
permanent open space. The general plan seeks to balance the different land use patterns,
infrastructure needs, and circulation patterns of these various land uses while acknowledging the
need to preserve San Mateo County’s open space, natural resources, and agricultural lands.

The general plan contains 16 elements that guide open space and rural and urban land
management and development within the county. The general plan supports the preservation of
natural resources, including biological, historic, and visual resources. Specific goals of the general
plan promote a measured approach to natural, cultural, and recreational resource management
by encouraging cooperative efforts among all agencies with jurisdiction in San Mateo County to
coordinate the management, enhancement, and protection of the county’s resources.!3

The list below describes aspects of the San Mateo County General Plan as they relate to the project:

e Local Agency Project Approval. The project would not require a permit from San Mateo
County.

¢ Building and Zoning Ordinances. Building and zoning ordinances are the most specific
expressions of general plan goals, objectives, and policies. State law and judicial interpretations
of state law (California Government Code section 53090 et seq.) mutually exempt cities and
counties from complying with each other’s building and zoning ordinances. The SFPUC, which
is part of the City and County of San Francisco, is therefore exempt from complying with the
building and zoning ordinances of other cities and counties (California Government Code

13 County of San Mateo, General Plan. Approved November 18, 1986.

Case No. 2016-016100ENV 3-14 Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project
Draft EIR June 2020
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section 53091). Therefore, the facilities and improvements proposed under the project are not
subject to the building and zoning ordinances of San Mateo County.

e Local Government Notification and Consistency Determination Requirements. California
Government Code section 65402(b) requires that the SFPUC inform cities and counties of its
plans to construct projects or acquire or dispose of extraterritorial property within their
jurisdictions. The local governments then have 40 days to determine whether the project is
consistent with their general plans, although these consistency determinations are advisory to
the SFPUC rather than binding. Prior to implementation of the project, SFPUC would notify
San Mateo County pursuant to California Government Code section 65402(b). Notwithstanding
the above, where San Francisco-owned facilities are sited outside of San Francisco, the SFPUC
seeks to work cooperatively with local jurisdictions to avoid conflicts with local land use plans
and building and zoning codes.

In addition, the following are examples of specific significance criteria under CEQA that require
an analysis of the compatibility of a proposed project with certain aspects of local land use plans
and policies adopted to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect if the project were to:

e Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated in a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan (not applicable, see
Section 4.12, Topics Not Requiring Detailed Environmental Analysis);

e Conlflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance (analyzed in Section 4.8, Biological Resources);

e Expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies (analyzed in
Section 4.5, Noise);

e For a project located within an area covered by an airport land use plan (or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport), expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels (not applicable, see
Section 4.5, Noise); or

e  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract (not
applicable, see Section 4.12, Topics Not Requiring Detailed Environmental Analysis).

The San Mateo County General Plan designates scenic routes near the project area, including
Cafiada Road, Half Moon Bay Road (State Route 92), and Skyline Boulevard (from San Francisco
to Half Moon Bay Road). Section 4.2, Aesthetics, addresses each of these scenic routes and their
relationship to the project area in detail.
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CHAPTER 4

Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures

4.1 Overview

Chapter 4 presents the project-level physical environmental effects analysis for the Southern
Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project (“project”), as described in Chapter 2, Project
Description. This section presents the structure used in the individual environmental topic
sections in this chapter as well as the basic assumptions used in the impact analyses, including
the scope of analysis, the baseline conditions used to analyze impacts, the categories of impact
significance, and the assumptions for the cumulative impact analyses. As discussed further
below, for each environmental topic identified in Section 4.1.1, Scope of Analysis, the
environmental setting is described, the impacts of the project on that resource topic are analyzed,
and mitigation measures are recommended where necessary to address potentially significant
impacts.

The Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR) examines the
environmental effects of new recreational trails and amenities, along with a range of public access
program options for watershed trails. The analysis considers many of the components of the
project, albeit at a more general, or program level of analysis. Where relevant, this EIR relies
upon information and analysis from the management plan EIR. Where appropriate, for each
environmental topic considered, this EIR updates or supplements the setting and impact analysis
with additional site-specific information and project-level design details that have become
available since management plan EIR certification.!

4.1.1 Scope of Analysis

Since certification of the management plan EIR, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(SFPUC) has developed a more detailed proposal for the project that allows for a more thorough
review of the project’s potential impacts. Sections 4.2 through 4.12 address environmental
resources that the management plan EIR, or subsequent project-level analysis as part of this EIR,
found could be significantly affected by the project components. Conversely, Section 4.13, Topics
Not Requiring Detailed Environmental Analysis, addresses environmental resources that the

L San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,

File No. 96.22E; State Clearinghouse No. 98082030, certified January 11, 2001,
www.sfwater.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx ?documentID=4343, accessed May 18, 2018.
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management plan EIR and this EIR found would not be significantly affected by project.
Accordingly, this chapter is organized into 13 sections, as shown in the table below.

Sections

41 Overview 4.8 Biological Resources

4.2 Aesthetics 4.9 Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources
4.3 Cultural Resources 4.10 Hydrology and Water Quality

4.4 Transportation and Circulation 4.11 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

4.5 Noise and Vibration 4.12 Tribal Cultural Resources

4.6 Air Quality 4.13 Topics Not Requiring Detailed

4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Environmental Analysis

Each environmental resource section in this chapter contains the following elements, which are
based on the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):

e Introduction — presents an overview of the environmental topics evaluated; references to
other topical sections that might discuss related topics; explanation of how the section tiers
from the management plan EIR; and a summary of scoping comments received from the
issuance of the notice of preparation, including the location in the section where the
comments are addressed.

e Environmental Setting — describes the existing physical environmental conditions in the
vicinity of the project at an appropriate level of detail to allow the reader to understand the
impact analysis for each resource topic.

¢ Regulatory Framework — describes the relevant laws and regulations that apply to protecting
the environmental resources within the project area, and the governmental agencies
responsible for enforcing those laws and regulations.

¢ Impacts and Mitigation Measures — evaluates the potential for the project to adversely affect
the physical environment described in the environmental setting subsection. The significance
criteria used in this EIR are based on the San Francisco Planning Department’s September
2017 Initial Study checklist, which is based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.

The State Office of Planning and Research issued new CEQA Guidelines, including the
Appendix G environmental checklist form, effective on December 28, 2018. The refinements
and updates make efficiency, substantive, and technical improvements, and take into account
CEQA legislation, case law, other state environmental laws and regulations, and feedback
from public agencies, business and environmental groups, and other stakeholders.
Substantive changes include provisions to implement Senate Bill 743 of 2013 and to focus
transportation analysis on vehicle miles traveled (rather than intersection and roadway level
of service); the addition of new Appendix G environmental topics on energy and wildfires;
updated exemptions for transit-centered residential and mixed-use development; use of
regulatory standards as thresholds of significance; and allowing the use of other baselines to
describe existing conditions when supported by appropriate evidence. The CEQA checklist
revisions focus primarily on the scope of the analysis and do not substantively expand it,
other than the new wildfire questions. The new energy questions are similar to the previous
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Appendix F, which concerned energy conservation and the avoidance of inefficient, wasteful,
and unnecessary consumption of energy.

The planning department recognized that a number of environmental documents were in
various stages of review and determined that those that had completed, or had reasonably
advanced towards, the second administrative draft could use the prior CEQA Guidelines.
Although the city has allowed the use of the earlier Appendix G, the analysis in this EIR does
consider substantive changes included in the new guidelines. For example, the analysis focuses
on the effects of the project on the existing physical environment (rather than the impacts of
the environment on the project, as clarified in California Building Industry Association v. Bay
Area Air Quality Management District [2015] 62 Cal.4th 369); and addresses wildfire hazards
given the high potential for forest fires in the project area (presented in the Hazards and
Hazardous Materials section); and considers transportation impacts in terms of vehicle miles
traveled, rather than intersection and roadway level of service.

At the beginning of each impact analysis subsection, the Appendix G criteria, which are used
to evaluate environmental impacts, are defined, followed by an explanation of how the analysis
applied significance criteria in evaluating project impacts. Each impact analysis conclusion is
expressed in terms of impact significance. Section 4.1.3, Categories of Impact Significance,
presents definitions of the categories of impact significance.

This subsection also identifies mitigation measures for all significant impacts, consistent with the
CEQA Guidelines (section 15126.4[a][1]), which state that an EIR, “shall describe feasible
measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts....” This EIR assigns each impact
section a unique alphanumeric identifier that is comprised of that resource section’s abbreviation
and a number, with all impacts for that resource topic sequentially numbered. For example, the
abbreviation “CU” indicates cultural resources impacts; the first cultural resource impact is
Impact CU-1 and the second cultural resources impact is Impact CU-2, etc. The mitigation
measure(s) that correspond with the impact are identified with a “M” in front of the same
alphanumeric code. For example, Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 addresses Impact CU-1.

e Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Each environmental resource section
discusses cumulative impacts immediately following the project-level impact analysis. The
analysis of cumulative impacts considers the effects of the project together with those of other
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects proposed by the SFPUC or other
entities. This EIR presents an evaluation of cumulative impacts for each environmental topic
based on the same setting, regulatory framework, and significance criteria as the project-level
impacts. Additional mitigation measures are identified if the analysis determines that the
project’s contribution to a cumulative impact is “cumulatively considerable” and therefore
significant. Cumulative impacts are designated with a “C” in front of the code corresponding
to the subject environmental topic; for example, the cumulative cultural resources impact is
designated Impact C-AE. See Section 4.1.4, Cumulative Impact Analysis, below, for further
discussion of the approach to the cumulative impact analyses.

e Impacts of Mitigation Measures. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4 states that “if a
mitigation measure would cause one or more significant effect in addition to those that
would be caused by the project as proposed, the effects of the mitigation measure shall be
discussed but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.”

This chapter identifies mitigation measures for all potentially significant impacts. In most
cases, implementing the mitigation measure would reduce or avoid the magnitude, duration,
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and/or severity of the identified impact with no additional secondary effects. However, as
discussed in Impact HZ-8 of Section 4.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, implementation
of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-8, Fire Management Plan, could result in other environmental
impacts in addition to those that would be caused by the project. Therefore, this EIR explains
how the additional significant effects caused by the mitigation measure would or would not
change the overall impact conclusion(s). In this case, implementation of the full suite of
project mitigation measures would reduce or avoid the impacts of all mitigation measures.

4.1.2 Baseline Conditions for Evaluating Project Impacts

The CEQA Guidelines section 15125 provides that, in most cases, the environmental conditions at
the time of publication of the notice of preparation constitute the appropriate baseline physical
conditions by which the lead agency should evaluate project impacts. The environmental setting
subsection of each environmental resource section of this chapter describes the baseline conditions
for the project. The impact analysis identifies the conditions that are expected to occur with
implementation of the project and compares those conditions against the baseline conditions to
determine whether the project would result in a significant environmental impact. The impact
significance determinations are based on the significance criteria identified for each resource topic.

4.1.3 Categories of Impact Significance

The categories designated for the different levels of impact significance used in this EIR are listed
below.

¢ No Impact. No adverse changes (or impacts) to the environment are expected.

e Less than Significant. An impact that would not involve an adverse physical change to the
environment, does not exceed the defined significance criteria, or would be eliminated or
reduced to a less-than-significant level through compliance with existing local, state, and
federal laws and regulations.

e Less than Significant with Mitigation. An impact that would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level though implementing the identified mitigation measure.

e Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation. An adverse physical environmental impact
that would exceed the defined significance criteria and could be reduced through compliance
with existing local, state, and federal laws and regulations and/or implementing all feasible
mitigation measures, but could not be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

e Significant and Unavoidable. An adverse physical environmental impact that would exceed
the defined significance criteria and could not be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-
significant level through compliance with existing local, state, and federal laws and
regulations and for which there are no feasible mitigation measures.

In situations where the potential exists for an impact to occur, but not enough information (either
project- or site-specific) is available to determine definitively whether a significant impact would
occur, this EIR conservatively assumes the impact would be significant.
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4.1.4 Cumulative Impact Analysis

CEQA defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects, which, when considered
together, are considerable, or which can compound or increase other environmental impacts.”
section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate potential environmental
impacts that might be individually limited but cumulatively significant. These impacts could
result from the project alone, or together with other projects. The CEQA Guidelines state: “The
cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.” Cumulative impacts could result from
individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over time.

CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b)(1) provides two approaches to a cumulative impact analysis.
Cumulative impacts can be determined based on: (1) a list of past, present, and probable future
projects producing related or cumulative impacts, or (2) a summary of projections contained in a
general plan or related planning document or in an adopted or certified environmental document
that described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative
impact. This cumulative analysis employs the list-based approach. The following factors were
used to determine an appropriate list of cumulative projects to be considered:

e Similar Environmental Impacts. Projects that are relevant to the cumulative analysis include
those that could contribute incremental effects on the same environmental resources and
would have similar environmental impacts to those discussed in this EIR. The cumulative
impact analyses in each section of this chapter evaluate the cumulative impacts that could
occur when the impacts of the project are considered in combination with the impacts of
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, which have been or are
subject to independent environmental review and consideration by the approving agencies.
Consequently, it is possible that some of the reasonably foreseeable future projects will not be
approved or will be modified prior to approval. For the purpose of providing a conservative
assessment of cumulative impacts, however, this cumulative impact analysis is premised on
the approval and construction of all of the identified reasonably foreseeable projects, as
described in Table 4.1-1.

e Geographic Scope and Location. The geographic scope for the cumulative projects is
described in each topical section of this chapter and is specific to the potentially affected
resource. In general, the geographic scope includes the areas within and adjacent to the project
area. However, the geographic scope for some resource topics can encompass a larger area,
such as the greater Peninsula Watershed for hydrological impacts, the regional roadway
network for transportation impacts, or the regional air basin for air quality impacts.

¢ Timing and Duration of Implementation. Construction of the project would span 12 months
and is anticipated to commence in summer 2020 (refer to Section 2.6.10, Construction
Equipment, in Chapter 2, Project Description) and be completed in summer 2021. For
temporal impacts such as noise and traffic, cumulative effects from other projects are
considered if the planned construction of those projects could overlap with project
construction or could occur immediately prior to or after construction of the project and
would affect the same environmental resources. Cumulative effects related to project
operations are also considered if operation of the project would affect the same resources as
operation of other projects within the geographic scope of the cumulative impact.
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A cumulative impact analysis for the individual resource topics is provided in each section of this
chapter, immediately following the evaluation of direct project impacts and identified mitigation
measures.

4.1.4.1 List of Relevant Projects

Table 4.1-1 includes the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects and activities within and
near the project area that would potentially contribute to cumulative impacts when considered
together with the project, as well as projects that could change future conditions in the project
vicinity. Figure 4.1-1 shows the general location of the cumulative projects.

The list of projects was developed through review of available information on the San Mateo
County Planning and Building Department and the San Francisco Planning Department websites,
and via contact with planning personnel at each agency, among others. The information reviewed
includes the following:

e  San Francisco Planning Department, Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) Gas Transmission Line 109
Canada Road, Bunker Hill, and Crystal Springs Pipeline Replacement Project, Final Mitigated
Negative Declaration, San Francisco Planning Department Case No. 2013.1761E, 2016

e California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), State Route 92 (S.R. 92) Passing
Lane/Climbing Lane. Email communication, Rob Bartoli, County of San Mateo; Connect the
Coastside, San Mateo County, 2016

e San Mateo County Planning and Building Department, S.R. 92/State Route 35 (S.R. 35)
Roundabout. Email communication, Rob Bartoli, County of San Mateo; Connect the
Coastside, San Mateo County, 2016

e San Mateo County Planning and Building Department, S.R. 92 Bike Lanes. Email
communication, Rob Bartoli, County of San Mateo; Connect the Coastside, San Mateo
County, 2016

e San Mateo County Public Works Department, Lower Crystal Springs Dam Bridge
Replacement Project. http://publicworks.smcgov.org/crystal-springs-dam-bridge-replacement-
project. Accessed May 31, 2018

e San Mateo County Parks Department, Complete the Gap Trail Project.
https://parks.smcgov.org/complete-gap-trail-project. Accessed May 31, 2018
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TABLE 4.1-1

PROJECTS CONSIDERED IN THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

4.1 Overview

Geographic Overlap / Estimated
Project | Project Name Construction Schedule Construction
No. (Jurisdiction) Project Description Potential Cumulative Topics | Overlap with the Project Schedule
1 S.R. 92 Bike Lanes This project will provide Class II bicycle lanes along segments of S.R. | Cumulative construction Project construction would Unknown
(Caltrans)? 92 between Half Moon Bay and San Mateo to enhance bicyclist safety. | impacts for traffic and occur on roads that could be
circulation. used by construction
vehicles.
2 S.R. 92 Passing Lane/Climbing This project will provide passing/climbing lanes on the eastbound Cumulative construction Project construction would Unknown
Lane portion of the S.R. 92 between the Landfill Road and Pilarcitos Quarry | impacts for traffic and occur on roadways that could
(Caltrans)® Road to allow cars to pass the high volume of trucks on this roadway | circulation be used by construction
segment as well as provide a passing lane to go around right-turning vehicles
cars.
3 S.R. 92/S.R. 35 Roundabout This project will install a 130-foot roundabout at the intersection of Cumulative construction Project construction would Unknown
(Caltrans)© S.R. 92 and northbound S.R. 35, on the eastern side of Crystal Springs | impacts for traffic and occur in the Peninsula
Reservoir. circulation and hydrology and | Watershed and on roadways
water quality. that could be used by
construction vehicles.
4 Lower Crystal Springs Dam The project involved construction of a new 626-foot long by 51.5-foot- | Cumulative operational Project is in the Peninsula Completed
Bridge Replacement Project wide cast-in-place, post-tensioned concrete girder replacement bridge | impacts for biological Watershed. December 2018°
(County of San Mateo, on top of the Lower Crystal Springs Dam. A new trail section resources and hydrology and
Department of Public Works)d (“Complete the Gap Trail Project”) was installed south of the bridge water quality.
that allows trail users to continue along the Crystal Springs Regional
Trail to the “South of Dam” trail section.
5 PG&E, Gas Transmission Line 109 | The project provides for the replacement of approximately 4.7 miles of | Cumulative construction and | Project is in the Peninsula Construction
Cafada Road, Bunker Hill, and existing underground natural gas pipeline across SFPUC Peninsula operational impacts on Watershed. completed
Crystal Springs Pipeline Watershed lands within San Mateo County. The project includes biological resources. December 2018
Replacement Project pipeline improvements to the Canada Road, Bunker Hill, and Crystal
(City and County of Springs segments. Pipeline replacement would occur in place,
San Francisco) adjacent and parallel to the existing pipeline, or offset to avoid
affecting biological resources, depending upon the alignment.
Installation methods would range from cut-and-cover open trench
construction to horizontal directional drilling in certain locations.
NOTES:
2 San Mateo County, Planning Cost Estimate, S.R. 92 Bike Lanes. February 19, 2015.
P San Mateo County, Planning Cost Estimate, S.R. 92 Passing/Climbing Lanes. February 9, 2015.
€ San Mateo County, Planning Cost Estimate, S.R.92/SR-35 Roundabout. February 9, 2015.
4" san Mateo County, Department of Public Works, Crystal Springs Dam Bridge Replacement Project, 2018, https://publicworks.smcgov.org/projects/crystal-springs-dam-bridge-replacement-project, accessed May 31, 2018.
? Herzberg, Samuel, Senior Planner, County of San Mateo Parks Department, telephone conversation with Tina Will, Senior Technical Expert, Environmental Science Associates, January 14, 2019.

San Francisco Planning Department, Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, PG&E Gas Transmission Line 109 Cafiada Road, Bunker Hill, and Crystal Springs Pipeline Replacement Project San Mateo County. May 2, 2016.
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4.2 Aesthetics

This section describes the existing aesthetic environment in the project area and identifies the
potential aesthetic resources impacts associated with implementation of the Southern Skyline
Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project (“project”). The analysis addresses the potential effects
from construction and operation of the project under the proposed access program (docent
program along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and unsupervised/restricted access along southern
skyline ridge trail) and under variant 1 (docent program), variant 2 (unsupervised/unrestricted
access), and variant 3 (unsupervised/restricted access). This impact evaluation considers effects on
scenic areas, public view corridors, and views from designated scenic roads.

Of the comments received during the public scoping period, comments on the topic of visual
effects generally concern the project’s potential impacts on the Golden Gate National Recreation
Area’s two easements —the scenic easement and the scenic and recreation easement. Chapter 3,
Plans and Policies, and Sections 4.2.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, discuss these easements.

4.2.1 Environmental Setting

This discussion defines key terms used in the aesthetics evaluation. For the purpose of this
evaluation, the physical setting encompasses any area in the project vicinity from which there are
scenic views that could be affected by the project. The project lies entirely within the geographic
scope of the aesthetic resources setting characterized in the Peninsula Watershed Management
Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (management plan EIR). This section summarizes the
relevant information from the management plan EIR that remains valid and incorporates it by
reference.

As noted in the management plan EIR, the Peninsula Watershed covers more than 23,000 acres of
the San Francisco Peninsula, encompassing lands on the east-facing slope of the Peninsula, between
State Route 35 (S.R. 35)! and Interstate 280 (I-280). Land uses near the watershed are predominantly
residential developments to the north and east, the mostly undeveloped wooded Santa Cruz
Mountains to the south, and I-280 to the east. In addition, State Route 92 (S.R. 92) bisects the
watershed between Upper and Lower Crystal Springs reservoirs. Figure 4.2-1 presents a viewpoint
map that identifies the locations and directions from which the Draft EIR’s analysts took photographs
(identified by number). Figures 4.2-2a through Figure 4.2-2c present representative photographs
as a single group.

This section describes the project area in terms of its scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual
character and presents key elements of these features. As discussed in Section 4.2.3.2, Approach
to Analysis, these concepts and the resources they represent serve as the bases for the impact
analysis.

1 SR.35isalso Skyline Boulevard in this location.
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Scenic Vistas. The management plan EIR identifies several locations from which people can view
scenic vistas (vista points) in the project vicinity, including along 1-280, from S.R. 35 at Crystal
Springs Road, and from the Sweeney Ridge Trail, among others.? However, because of the
project’s location within the watershed, coupled with the area’s intervening topography and
vegetation, there are not many vista points from which the project area is visible. Scenic vistas are
available from the Caltrans vista point at the intersection of S.R. 92 and S.R. 35 and from the
Sweeney Ridge Trail at Portola Gate. In addition, people traveling along the Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail are afforded several scenic vistas; however, access to these vista points is generally restricted
to watershed visitors under the existing docent program.

Scenic Resources. Within the project area, scenic resources include the area’s rolling ridge-top
topography flanked by steeply sloping hillsides, in addition to diverse assemblages of mostly
intact vegetation communities, including open meadows, dense patches of coastal scrub, and tall
stands of mature Douglas fir and redwood forests. Other defining scenic resources visible from
the project area include the Pacific Coast to the west and San Francisco Bay to the east, along with
the region’s distant hills and urban communities.

Visual Character. The Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and proposed universal access loop trail alignment
generally follow the rolling ridgeline hills, passing through open meadows, dense stands of northern
coastal scrub, and Douglas fir forest (see Figures 4.2-2a and 4.2-2b, photos 1 through 7). The proposed
southern skyline ridge trail alignment extends along the east-facing slope of Skyline Ridge,
meandering through northern coastal scrub and Douglas fir forest in the north; a broad, vegetated
fuel break in the middle; and mature stands of mixed evergreen and redwood forests in the south.
At various locations along the existing and proposed trail alignments, dense vegetation gives
way to clearings with sweeping scenic vistas (see Figures 4.2-2b and 4.2-2¢, photos 8 through 12).

The existing and proposed trail alignments pass through mostly undeveloped portions of the
watershed. However, varying degrees of human development and management activities are
evident from certain locations. Along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, development consists of paved
and unpaved roads, gates and various fencing (e.g., chain link, barbed wire, and split rail) in
limited locations, restrooms and other small utility structures (e.g., water tanks and enclosures),
and the landscaped grounds of the Skylawn Memorial Park and appurtenant facilities at the trail’s
south end. Development along the southern skyline ridge trail alignment includes the Caltrans
vista point parking lot, S.R. 35, a rarely used SFPUC roadbed, intermittent segments of barbed-
wire fencing and access gates, overhead utility lines, and a small number of private residences.

The SFPUC performs ongoing maintenance and management of Peninsula Watershed facilities
and lands. These activities both decrease the naturalistic character of the project area and increase
opportunities for expansive views. Current watershed management and maintenance
periodically requires the presence of maintenance vehicles, equipment, and materials along with
earth movement and vegetation management. For example, the SFPUC mows and maintains (i.e.,
grades and/or patches) watershed roads, including portions of the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail, every

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section IILI, Aesthetics (pp. IILI-3 to IIL.I-8), File No. 96.22E; State Clearinghouse No. 98082030, certified
January 11, 2001, www.sfwater.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx ?document]D=4343, accessed May 18, 2018.
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two to five years. In addition, SFPUC staff manages wildfire risk by reducing fuel loads and
maintaining fuel breaks of up to 50 feet wide throughout the watershed, including along the
southern skyline ridge trail alignment and along Fifield Ridge, north of Five Points. This work
involves tree felling and vegetation clearing, as needed, typically on four-year intervals.># As
described more fully in Section 4.8, Biological Resources, plant pathogens in the watershed —
including sudden oak death (Phytophthora ramorum)—have decimated stands of coast live oak
and tanoak within portions of the project area. In the course of, and in addition to, regular fuel
maintenance activities, SFPUC staff has worked to slow the spread of sudden oak death and
minimize the risk to public health and safety by removing hundreds of infected trees, among
other measures.

4.2.2 Regulatory Framework

4.2.2.1 Federal Regulations

There are no federal regulations pertaining to aesthetic resources that apply to this project.

4.2.2.2 State Regulations

California Scenic Highway Program

In 1963, the California legislature created the Scenic Highway Program to protect scenic highway
corridors from changes that would diminish the aesthetic value of lands abutting highways. The
state regulations and guidelines governing the Scenic Highway Program are found in the Streets
and Highways Code, section 260 et seq. A highway may be designated as “scenic” depending on
how much of the natural landscape can be seen by travelers, the scenic quality of the landscape,
and the extent to which development intrudes upon the travelers’ enjoyment of the view. Within
the project area, Caltrans has officially designated S.R. 35 (from S.R. 92 to the Santa Cruz County
line) and I-280 (from Sneath Lane in San Bruno to the Santa Clara County line) as State Scenic
Highways.5 The management plan EIR® describes each of these scenic roads and associated scenic
landscapes, and Figure 4.2-1 shows these scenic roads. As described in the management plan EIR,
views of the project area from these highways and nearby vista points are “extremely limited”
due to distance and intervening topography and vegetation.”

3 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Peninsula Fuel Management Units, March 26, 2012. This document
(and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted) is on file for public review at the
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 96.222E.

4 John Fournet, Community Liaison, SFPUC, Vegetation maintenance along Fifield-Cahill ridge trail (file note),
May 12, 2017.

5 (Caltrans, Officially Designated State Scenic Highways and Historic Parkways, September 7, 2011,
http:/lwww.dot.ca.gov/hqg/Land Arch/16_livability/scenic_highways, accessed April 15, 2019.

6 San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section IILI, Aesthetics (pp. IILI-3 to IILI-6).

7 San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section IILI, Aesthetics (p. IILI-6).
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4.2.2.3 Local Regulations

San Mateo County Designated Scenic Routes

The San Mateo County General Plan’s Visual Quality Policies identify scenic roads and corridors
and associated development regulations. Such County-designated scenic routes from which the
project area could potentially be visible include Cafiada Road, Half Moon Bay Road (S.R. 92), and
S.R. 35 (from San Francisco to Half Moon Bay Road). The management plan EIR describes these
scenic routes and the views they provide toward the project area,® as shown in Figure 4.2-1.
However, visibility of the project area is limited from these scenic routes for the reasons
described above (i.e., distance and intervening topography and vegetation).

4.2.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

4.2.3.1 Significance Criteria

The project would have a significant impact related to visual resources if it were to:

e Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;

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

e Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings; or

e Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area or substantially affect other people or properties.

Due to the nature of the project, there would be no temporary or permanent impacts associated
with light and glare during construction and operation for the reasons described below:

Project construction would not create a temporary or permanent source of substantial light
or glare. The management plan EIR considers the potential light and glare impacts from new
facilities. For projects that would cause substantial sources of light or glare, the management
plan EIR recommends Program-Level Mitigation Measure 1.1, which calls for avoidance of
reflective materials and implementation of lighting controls.® As indicated in Section 2.6.12,
Construction Schedule, of Chapter 2, Project Description, proposed construction activities
would generally occur Monday through Friday between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m., and Saturday
between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. Since nighttime construction is not proposed, no nighttime lighting
would be required. In addition, the construction contractor would not use equipment and
materials with large, highly reflective surfaces. Thus, there would be no impact related to
creating a temporary source of light or glare.

As discussed in Section 2.5.1, Trail Improvements and Expansions, of Chapter 2, Project
Description, the project would not involve any new sources of lighting. As also discussed in
that section, project components would generally consist of non-reflective materials such as

8 San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section IILI, Aesthetics (pp. IILI-5 to IILL6).

9 San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section IILI, Aesthetics (pp. IIL.I-12 to II.I-13); Section V.I, Aesthetics (p. V-37).
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wood and stone. The restroom facilities are the only proposed vertical structures with notable
vertical surface area. These facilities would be small (i.e., 130 square feet each), sited in
remote locations, screened by existing topography and vegetation, and/or set back from
roads and homes and thus would be minimally visible to sensitive receptors (e.g., motorists,
trail users, residents). Moreover, as with the existing restroom facilities along the Fifield-
Cahill ridge trail, the proposed restroom structures would be comprised primarily of wood
and concrete, with non-reflective, earth-tone surfaces and finishes, and one to two small,
rectangular, low-glare windows or non-reflective screened openings. Thus, there would be
no impact related to creating a permanent source of substantial light or glare.

4.2.3.2 Approach to Analysis

Project Impacts

The visual analysis evaluates potential impacts on aesthetic resources that could occur during
project construction and operations or as a result of facility siting. The analysis is based on: field
observations of the project area and surrounding vicinity; review of preliminary engineering plans
and drawings; review of adopted CEQA documents for other SFPUC projects in the Peninsula
Watershed; evaluations of aerial and ground-level photographs of the project area; and review of

relevant planning documents.

For the purpose of this section, the aesthetic resources analysis considers any area in the project
vicinity from which existing public views could be affected by implementation of the project. The
analysis focuses on potential effects on scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual character, as
described in Section 4.2.1, Environmental Setting.

The approach to evaluating project effects under each applicable significance criterion is briefly
described as follows:

e Hawve a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Impacts on scenic vistas are considered
substantial when they involve landscape alterations or vertical encroachments that materially
alter or obstruct landscape elements important to a scenic vista.

e Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings that contribute to a scenic public setting. Damage to a scenic resource is
substantial to public views when it is reasonably perceptible to affected viewers and when it
appreciably degrades one or more of the aesthetic qualities that contributes to a scenic public
setting.

o Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings. A project is considered to substantially degrade the visual character or quality
of a site if it would have a strongly negative influence on the public’s experience and
appreciation of the visual environment. Visual changes are considered in the context of
public views of the site and locale’s visual sensitivity; or how noticeable the changes might be
to public views, based on the distance from a viewer, the nature of the changes, and the
duration that a particular view would be available to the viewer.

Construction activities are typically considered temporary and thus have a less-than-significant
impact on visual quality. However, construction activities occurring over a prolonged period could
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result in significant visual impacts, particularly if scenic vistas would be substantially affected.
Impacts from construction and operations activities that would cause changes to areas of the
watershed from which no public views exist are considered less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Section 4.1.4, Cumulative Impact Analysis, describes the overall approach used in this EIR to
conduct the cumulative analysis; refer to Table 4.1-1 and Figure 4.1-1 for descriptions and
locations of potential cumulative projects near the project area. The cumulative analysis for
aesthetic resources impacts uses a list-based approach to analyzing the effects of the project in
combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity. The
cumulative analysis considers whether the effects of project implementation in combination with
other projects in the cumulative scenario would cause a significant, adverse cumulative impact,
and, if so, whether the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact would be considerable.
Both conditions must apply in order for a project’s contribution to cumulative effects to be
deemed cumulatively considerable (significant). If impacts are deemed significant, then
mitigation measures must be identified to reduce the project’s contribution to the extent feasible.

4.2.3.3 Impact Summary

Table 4.2-1 summarizes the impacts of the project related to aesthetics. The impact summary table
provides separate significance determinations for the proposed access program, access program
variant 1 (docent program), access program variant 2 (unsupervised/unrestricted access), and
access program variant 3 (unsupervised/restricted access).

TABLE 4.2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS — AESTHETICS
Significance Determinations
Access Access Program | Access Program
Program Variant 2 Variant 3
Proposed Variant 1 (Unsupervised/ | (Unsupervised/
Access (Docent Unrestricted Restricted

Impacts Program Program) Access) Access)
Impact AE-1: Project construction would not result in a
substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas; would not
substantially damage scenic resources that contribute

. . . . LS LS LS LS
to a scenic public setting; and would not substantially
degrade the existing visual character of the site or its
surroundings.
Impact AE-2: Project operation would not result in a
substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas; would not
substantially damage scenic resources that contribute

. . . - LS LS LS LS
to a scenic public setting; and would not substantially
degrade the existing visual character of the site or its
surroundings.
Impact C-AE-1: The project, in combination with past,
present, and probable future projects, would not LS LS LS LS
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts on
aesthetic resources.
LS = Less than Significant impact, no mitigation required
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4.2.3.4 Impact Analysis

Construction Impacts

Impact AE-1: Project construction would not result in a substantial adverse effect on scenic
vistas; would not substantially damage scenic resources that contribute to a scenic public
setting; and would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of the site or its
surroundings. (Less than Significant)

Implementation of the project could cause temporary construction-related impacts on scenic vistas,
scenic resources, and the existing visual character of the project area and vicinity. Before construction
at a given site or trail segment, the contractor would clear and grade the staging and construction
work areas.!? Construction activities would generally begin with preparation of the access drives,
staging areas, and parking lots (which would also be used for construction staging). Once these
areas have been established, the contractor would mobilize light- and heavy-duty construction
equipment!! and proceed with the earthwork and structural work for the trail routes. Construction
of the restrooms, trail signage, fencing, and gates would follow. Trail and parking area surfacing
would be among the last construction activities. Construction of the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail
improvements (i.e., loop trail, parking lots, restroom, trailhead, and fencing) and the southern
skyline ridge trail would occur in tandem, with work along the respective trail alignments generally
proceeding in a linear fashion (e.g., from north to south for the southern skyline ridge trail). These
activities would occur during the 12-month construction period. Given the linear nature of the
project, trail work would be expected to proceed at approximately 150 to 250 feet per day.

The management plan EIR considers the potential for construction of new project facilities to affect
the aesthetic resources of the watershed. For any new facilities that would cause potentially
significant aesthetic changes, the management plan EIR recommends Program-Level Mitigation
Measure 1.1, which generally addresses project siting, disturbance, and revegetation.!2 Since
certification of the management plan EIR, the SFPUC has developed a more detailed proposal for
the project, and, as such, this EIR definitively determines whether project construction could result
in substantial aesthetic changes. As described below, based on this new information and the
associated impact analysis presented herein, project construction would not result in significant
effects on scenic vistas, scenic resources, or visual character, and therefore no mitigation is required.

In addition to the increased presence of construction personnel and equipment, project construction
would have potential direct and indirect effects on project area vegetation—an important
contributing element to the watershed’s scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual character. Project
implementation would require ground disturbance and vegetation trimming over an area of
approximately 26.1 acres under the proposed access program and variant 1, and 37.4 acres under
variants 2 and 3. In addition, the project would require removal of approximately 170 trees (about

10

Fencing alignments would be mowed but not fully grubbed or graded.
11

For a list of equipment types, see Table 2-1, Summary of Construction Requirements for the Proposed Project,
in Chapter 2, Project Description.

San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section IILI, Aesthetics (pp. IIL.I-12 to IIL.I-13); Section V.1, Aesthetics (p. V-37).

12

Case No. 2016-016100ENV 4.2-11 Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project
Draft EIR June 2020



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.2 Aesthetics

125 trees along the southern skyline ridge trail alignment and up to 45 trees from the Fifield-Cahill
and loop trail ridge trail alignment) ranging in size from 4 inches to 56 inches in diameter at breast
height.1314 As discussed in Section 2.6.7, Construction Debris Removal and Site Restoration of
Chapter 2, Project Description, upon the completion of construction, the SFPUC would return
disturbed areas beyond the project footprint (i.e., approximately 18.5 acres under the proposed
access program and variant 1, and 29.2 acres under variants 2 and 3) to their approximate
preconstruction conditions (e.g., recontoured and revegetated).

These changes would affect a relatively small proportion of the watershed (i.e., less than

1 percent of the total watershed area). Due to their location, extent, nature, and duration, project
construction activities would not result in material alterations or view obstructions of landscape
elements important to scenic vistas. The project would involve site disturbance and alterations to
vegetation communities important to the aesthetic quality and character of the project area. These
impacts would not be noticeable to motorists traveling along S.R. 92 due to distance, intervening
topography and vegetation, and the project’s location with respect to motorists” visual
orientation. However, motorists traveling along S.R. 35 as well as visitors to the Caltrans vista
point would have intermittent views of equipment, personnel, and vegetation clearing associated
with the construction of access drives, the parking lot, fencing, and the trail. Barbed-wire fence
installation under access program variants 2 and 3, and Portola Gate improvements under the
proposed access program and variants, would be visible from the southernmost extent of
Sweeney Ridge trail; however, the effects would not be appreciable given the intervening
vegetation and topography and the small footprint of the work relative to the expansive
landscape views, and considering that the project area would be restricted or closed to the public
during the construction period. As a result, public views of construction activity from project
trails would be similarly limited during construction. After construction, trimmed vegetation
would naturally regrow and disturbed areas beyond the permanent project footprint would be
returned to their approximate pre-construction topography and revegetated with a native seed
mix. The aesthetic effects on trail users associated with project construction would not be
appreciable. Moreover, views of project construction from Sweeney Ridge would be partially
obscured by the Portola Gate—an approximately 150-foot long, 8-foot-tall, barbed-wire-topped,
chain-link and pipe structure that presently delineates the project areas” northern boundary. For
these reasons, project construction would not result in a substantial adverse effect on scenic
vistas, would not substantially damage scenic resources that contribute to a scenic setting, and
would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of the site or its surroundings. The
overall impact related to scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual character would be less than
significant for the proposed access program and variants. Section 4.8, Biological Resources
(Impact BI-7) and Section 4.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Impact HZ-5) provide
additional discussion of potential project effects related to the spread of plant pathogens and

13

Diameter at breast height is the tree diameter measured at 4.5 feet above the ground surface.
14

This number includes approximately 30 trees that would be removed in association with Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail fencing under variants 2 and 3 (approximately two trees per fence mile), but which would not be removed
under the proposed access program or variant 1. Please see Section 2.7.1, Trail Access Management Program
and Visitation, for additional discussion of access programs.
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increased wildfire risk during project construction, which could have secondary effects related to
aesthetic resources.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact Conclusion for the Proposed Access Program

Construction of the project under the proposed access program along both the Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail and the southern skyline ridge trail would not result in substantial adverse effects on
scenic vistas or scenic resources and would not degrade the existing visual character of the site or
surroundings; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Operational Impacts

Impact AE-2: Project operation would not result in a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas;
would not substantially damage scenic resources that contribute to a scenic public setting; and
would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of the site or its surroundings.
(Less than Significant)

The management plan EIR considers the potential for trail amenities and increased public access
to affect aesthetic resources of the watershed, but indicates that increased use would not necessarily
result in adverse impacts. Regarding expanded trails and trail amenities with docent-led access,
the management plan EIR concludes the aesthetic resources effects would be minimal.1>16 As for
expanded trails with unsupervised access, the management plan EIR notes adverse impacts could
result if visitors were to trespass or otherwise improperly use the watershed, including by littering,
disturbing vegetation, and damaging watershed facilities. To reduce the potential for impacts
from unsupervised access, the management plan EIR recommends Program-Level Mitigation
Measure 1.3, which calls for improved security and enforcement of watershed rules; increased
inspection and maintenance of publicly accessible facilities and use areas; and expanded public
education regarding watershed resources and rules.!” Since certification of the management plan
EIR, the SFPUC has developed a more detailed proposal for the project, as presented in Chapter 2,
Project Description. The following analysis considers these new details and concludes that the
project would have minimal aesthetic resources impacts, and no mitigation is required.

Addition of New Facilities

Under the project, the SFPUC would install vertical project components (e.g., restrooms, trailhead
kiosks, trail signage, fencing, gates, a bridge, and restroom facilities) in addition to at-grade
project components (e.g., access drives, parking lots, and trail surfaces). This increase in

15 The management plan EIR considered docent-led access for the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail (Alternative D). The

EIR assumed access for the southern skyline ridge trail would be unsupervised (Alternative A/B).

San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section IILI, Aesthetics (pp. IILI-15 to II.I-17); Section V.1, Aesthetics (pp. V-37 to V-38).

San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section IILI, Aesthetics (pp. IILI-15 to II.I-17); Section V.1, Aesthetics (pp. V-37 to V-38); Section V1.1, Aesthetics
(p. VI-5).

16
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development would change the project area’s aesthetic character. As described in Section 4.2.1,
Environmental Setting, these activities would occur in a naturalistic environment, where
dramatic topography, mature and mostly intact vegetation communities, and broad scenic vistas
are important components of the area’s aesthetic character.

Installation of the project components would increase the development footprint within the
watershed while reducing total vegetative cover. Implementation of the project would permanently
disturb up to approximately 8 acres. Of this area, roughly 7 acres would be affected by at-grade
developments (e.g., access drives, parking lots, and trail surfaces), while about 1 acre would be
affected by vertical project components (e.g., fencing, gates, and restrooms).!®

However, as represented in Figures 2-3a through 2-3e and Figure 2-4, as well as in the

Figures 4.2-2a through 4.2-2c photographs, the majority of project components and activities are
proposed for locations where similar types of development and operations already exist nearby.
For example, north of S.R. 92, the construction contractor would install the proposed 50-car
parking lot and restroom near Cemetery Gate in the vicinity of the managed grounds of Skylawn
Memorial Park; construct the loop trail and loop trail parking lot near the existing Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail, restroom facilities, and water tank; and improve and expand the chain-link fencing in
areas where such fencing is already present (i.e., Cemetery Gate and Portola Gate). Barbed-wire
fencing improvements (variants 2 and 3) would generally follow the existing road but would be
offset by up to 50 feet on either side of the trail centerline so as to minimize visibility from the
trail. Regarding new facilities south of S.R. 92, the SFPUC would locate the 20-car parking lot
along S.R. 35 adjacent to the existing Caltrans vista point parking lot and nearby S.R. 92 and

S.R. 35 intersection, and the southern skyline ridge trail alongside and set back from S.R. 35—a
considerable stretch of which presently has guard rails, barbed-wire fencing, and overhead utility
lines and runs parallel to a managed fuel break —and would construct the new access drives,
gates, and chain-link fencing improvements along a segment of S.R. 35 where several turnouts,
public roads, and private access drives, gates, and fencing are present. Restroom facilities and the
prefabricated bridge proposed along the southern skyline ridge trail would be small relative to
nearby residential developments and other structures and would also be set back from the road.

Project changes would generally occur proximate to existing development or management
activities, would be similar in size and scale to those developments or activities, and would be
subordinate to the aesthetic resources that contribute to the watershed’s high scenic quality (i.e.,
topography, vegetation, and vistas). Project implementation would not result in material
alterations or view obstructions of landscape elements important to scenic vistas. While some
project changes would be intermittently visible to motorists traveling along S.R. 35 as well as to
visitors to the Bay Area Ridge Trail (including Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and Sweeney Ridge Trail),
the effects would be minimal due to the nature of the project proposal and intervening vegetation
and topography. For these reasons, the installation of new facilities would not result in a
substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas, would not substantially damage scenic resources that

18 The installation of fencing along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail would disturb approximately 26,000 square feet
(0.6 acre) of watershed lands under variants 2 and 3 but not under the proposed access program or variant 1.
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contribute to a scenic setting, and would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of
the site or its surroundings. These effects would be less than significant.

Increased Public Access and Use

Plant pathogens, such as sudden oak death, have caused infestations of individual and clusters of
trees within the watershed, which the SFPUC typically removes when detected.!® Similarly,
numerous fires have occurred in and adjacent to the watershed, most of which have ranged in
size from 10 to 50 acres; however, a few recent fires have exceeded several hundred acres.20.2!
The SFPUC actively manages fire risks through mowing roadside vegetation, removing dead
trees, and maintaining vegetated fuel breaks. The spread of sudden oak death and wildfires has
caused localized adverse effects on watershed vegetation—an important visual resource and
defining element of the watershed’s aesthetic character and scenic vistas. The extent of those
effects would be expected to continue and might expand with a warming climate.??

The management plan EIR analysis concludes that trespassing and improper use of public access
areas could cause significant impacts as a result of litter, vegetation removal, vandalism, and fire.
A recent survey of recreational land managers in the project vicinity confirmed that these types of
activities also occur on other recreational lands in the region. Respondents noted that these
activities—some of which are encountered daily —have not resulted in substantial adverse effects
and can be managed through implementing such measures as fencing/physical barriers, regular
maintenance, enforcement, and posting signage alerting visitors of watershed use regulations.?3

Under the proposed access program (for Fifield-Cahill ridge trail) and variant 1, the cap on visitor
use would increase; however, total visitation is not expected to substantially change because the
number of visitors would be controlled, and trail users would still be required to register with the
SFPUC and remain under docent supervision while in the watershed. Accordingly, it is not
expected that watershed visitors under these restricted access programs would engage in
activities that would result in adverse aesthetic resources impacts.

Under variant 2, with unrestricted and unsupervised access, visitor use is expected to increase
substantially over current levels. The majority of trail users are expected to comply with use
regulations and stay on designated trails. However, the recent land manager survey suggests that

19" Garbelotto, Matteo and Laura Sims, Progress Report on Distribution of Phytophthora ramorum, Sudden Oak Death,
Across the SFPUC Holdings in San Mateo County, unpublished report prepared for SFPUC, January 2017, 18 pp.
San Francisco Water Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan, Appendix A-1, Peninsula Watershed
Fire Management Element, Spring 2002, https://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=756, accessed
May 18, 2018 (pp. 9 to 11).

Naras, Joe, Watershed Manager, and John Fournet, Community Liaison, SFPUC, written correspondence to
Environmental Science Associates, October 23, 2017.

U.S. Forest Service, Implications of Global Climate Change on the Distribution and Activity of Phytophthora
Ramorum, 2009, https:/[www.nrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/gtr/gtr-nrs-p-51papers/33venette-p-51.pdf, accessed October 18, 2019.

20

21

22

Fried, Jeremy; Torn, Margaret; and Mills, Evan, The Impact of Climate Change on Wildfire Severity: A
Regional Forecast for Northern California, 2004, https://www.researchgate.net/publication/225973340_The_
Impact_of_Climate_Change_on_Wildfire_Severity_A_Regional_Forecast_for_Northern_California, accessed
October 18, 2019.

23 ESA+QOrion, Land Manager Survey, Memorandum, January 9, 2018.
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some level of noncompliance with watershed rules should be anticipated. Thus, it is reasonable to
expect that with unsupervised access, a small number of visitors would disregard the SFPUC’s
trail-use rules (e.g., dog walking,?* smoking, developing informal trails, and camping, among
other prohibited activities). Limited infractions by a small percentage of users would not likely
result in adverse aesthetics impacts, given the large size of the project area as well as intervening
topography and vegetation that limit views from many publicly accessible vantage points.
However, failure to observe the watershed access rules by a sufficient percentage of visitors
could increase the risk of impacts on aesthetics resources. As described for variant 2 in Chapter 2,
Project Description (Sections 2.7.1 and 2.7.2), the SFPUC would restrict off-trail access by
installing barbed-wire fences; conducting regular inspections and repairs of watershed facilities,
including fencing; posting signage with watershed rules; providing and regularly servicing
restrooms and trash cans; and conducting security patrols. Therefore, while it is anticipated that
the aesthetic resources of the watershed would be somewhat affected under variant 2, project
design features, including the above-described operations and maintenance activities, would
ensure substantial compliance with watershed rules (see Chapter 2, Project Description), and any
effects would not be substantial.

Under the proposed access program (for the southern skyline ridge trail) and variant 3, visitation
would be unsupervised but restricted to individuals or groups with a permit. As a result, project
area visitation is expected to be less than for variant 2. The permit program would educate
visitors about watershed rules and regulations prior to their visit. With increased visitor
awareness, as well as the project design features described above (including barbed-wire fencing,
frequent monitoring and maintenance, and security patrols, among others), the likelihood of
visitors engaging in activities that would have substantial adverse impacts on aesthetic resources
would be low. Any such impacts would be minimal, and limited to the immediate project area.

As discussed in Section 4.8, Biological Resources (Impact BI-7), and Section 4.11, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials (Impact HZ-8), respectively, unsupervised access under the proposed
access program (for the southern skyline ridge trail) and variants 2 and 3 could increase the
potential for plant pathogens and wildfire to spread within the watershed. Given their cause and
nature of spread, and considering existing and ongoing watershed fire management and
pathogen prevention measures (described further in Sections 4.8 and 4.11), these effects would
likely remain localized. Considering the scale of the vegetation that contributes to the
watershed’s aesthetic quality and character (i.e., landscape scale), such localized effects would
not have a substantial adverse effect on scenic resources from vantage points beyond the project
area (i.e., from vista points and public roadways). Such effects, if occurring near the trail, would
be noticeable by trail users who could encounter clusters of charred or dying vegetation.
However, as trail users would be in motion, traveling along the trail, such encounters would
likely be brief and not substantially degrade the scenic character of the watershed from the
visitor’s vantage point.

24 Service animals accompanying people with disabilities would be allowed in the watershed.
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For the reasons described above, the effect on scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual character
would be less than significant for the proposed access program and variants.

Facilities Maintenance and Operations

With the addition of new facilities and the associated increases in visitation, watershed
management and maintenance activities would also increase. Expanded visitation and
maintenance activities would increase the frequency and number of vehicles and maintenance
equipment within the project area, especially in the vicinity of parking lots and access drives.
However, as described in Section 4.2.1, Environmental Setting, the SFPUC would perform project
operations, such as maintaining trails, fencing, and restrooms, as part of its much larger and more
intensive existing watershed management program, which includes maintaining roads and
facilities as well as managing vegetation to reduce fire risk. Thus, project-related operations,
including expanded visitation and maintenance activities, would be similar to ongoing
operations within the watershed. As a result, the effects on scenic vistas, scenic resources, and
visual character would be less than significant for the proposed access program and variants.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact Conclusion for the Proposed Access Program

Operation of the project under the proposed access program along both the Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail and the southern skyline ridge trail would not result in substantial adverse effects on scenic
vistas or scenic resources and would not degrade the existing visual character of the site or
surroundings; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-AE-1: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future projects,
would not substantially contribute to cumulative impacts on aesthetic resources. (Less than
Significant)

Section 4.1.4, Cumulative Impact Analysis, describes the overall approach to the cumulative
analysis used throughout this EIR and summarizes the cumulative projects in the vicinity of the
project. The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on aesthetic resources encompasses
the locations from which a viewer could see the project’s construction or operations elements,
along with views of other projects in the cumulative scenario. A cumulatively significant effect on
aesthetic resources would result if the effects of the project combined with those of cumulative
projects would cause substantial degradation of the same scenic resources. As the project would
have no light or glare impacts, it would not contribute to cumulative light or glare impacts.

With the exception of the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) Gas Transmission Line
project, the sites of all of the cumulative projects listed in Table 4.1-1 are within or along existing
roadways, and these projects would not contribute to cumulative impacts related to the aesthetic
resources discussed in Impacts AE-1 or AE-2, above. The PG&E Gas Transmission Line project
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replaced a pipeline along west-facing slopes of the Peninsula Watershed, approximately 2 miles
east of the project area. The PG&E pipeline replacement project involved construction-period
impacts similar to those of the project (e.g., presence of heavy equipment, vegetation trimming
and removal, exposed bare earth); however, major project construction activities were completed
in December 2018. PG&E is now returning the project footprint to its approximate
preconstruction condition, after which no substantial permanent aesthetic impacts will remain.

At a distance of approximately 2 miles, and considering the intervening topography and
vegetation, the PG&E project is not visible from S.R. 35 or S.R. 92. Portions of the PG&E project
area could be visible from portions of the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and southern skyline ridge
trail. However, given the distance between the two project areas, and considering that the PG&E
project would have been completed for more than a year by the time the project is completed and
open to the public, the impact on aesthetic resources would not be considerable and might not
even be noticeable. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to aesthetic resources would not be
significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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4.3 Cultural Resources

This section describes the existing setting for cultural resources in the project area and evaluates
the potential impacts on these resources associated with implementation of the Southern Skyline
Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project (“project”). The analysis addresses potential effects from
construction and operation of the project with the proposed access program (docent program
along Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and unsupervised/restricted access along southern skyline ridge
trail) and under variant 1 (docent program), variant 2 (unsupervised/unrestricted access), and
variant 3 (unsupervised/restricted access). Cultural resources include architectural resources,
prehistoric and historical archeological resources, and human remains.

Section 4.9, Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources, discusses paleontological resources and
the potential for the project to affect those resources.

Of the comments received during the public scoping period, comments on cultural resources
generally concern requests or recommendations to conduct the following: a cultural resources
technical study; an archeological field survey; consultation with relevant Native American tribes,
groups, and individuals; and consultation with the National Trust for Historic Preservation.
Sections 4.3.1, Environmental Setting, and 4.3.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, and

Section 4.12, Tribal Cultural Resources, address these comments.

4.3.1 Environmental Setting

The setting described herein lies entirely within the geographic scope of the cultural resources
setting characterized in the Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact
Report (management plan EIR). This section expands on the cultural background discussion
presented in that document.

4.3.1.1 Definitions

CEQA Area of Potential Effects

The definition of the CEQA Area of Potential Effects (C-APE) is modeled after the federal Area of
Potential Effects, as defined in the Code of Federal Regulations title 36, section 800.16(d). The
C-APE is the geographic area or areas within which a project may directly or indirectly cause
alterations in the character or use of any historical resources (i.e., resources that meet the criteria
for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources). The C-APE is influenced by the scale
and nature of an undertaking and may be delineated differently for direct physical effects and for
indirect effects (such as changes in the historical setting or introduction of intrusive noise) that
could result from the undertaking. For the project, the EIR preparers defined a single C-APE to
account for impacts on historical and archeological.

The C-APE is inclusive of all project components and proposed construction areas and staging
areas. The C-APE encompasses the depths of excavation (i.e., vertical C-APE) as well as the areal
extent of all proposed ground-disturbing activities (i.e., horizontal C-APE). The SFPUC would
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construct the proposed southern skyline ridge trail and associated 20-vehicle parking lot, access
drives, staging areas, restrooms, and fencing along an approximately 6-mile-long corridor,
generally following State Route 35 (S.R. 35) from State Route 92 (S.R. 92) to the watershed’s
southern boundary with the Golden Gate National Recreation Area Phleger Estate. North of

S.R. 92, the SFPUC would construct the proposed 0.5-mile-long universal access loop trail, four-
and 50-vehicle parking lots, a restroom, and fencing (barbed-wire fencing under access program
variants 2 and 3 only) along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail between Cemetery Gate in the south and
Portola Gate to the north.

To accommodate the proposed near-trail project components (e.g., fencing, access drives,
restrooms, staging areas), the C-APE includes a 50-foot-wide buffer on both sides of the existing
Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and proposed southern skyline ridge trail centerline, for an approximately
100-foot-wide construction corridor. In addition to this 100-foot-wide construction corridor, the
C-APE includes the proposed barbed-wire fence alignment and proposed locations for vault
toilets, access drives, and construction laydown/staging areas that might be sited beyond the
50-foot buffer. Finally, the C-APE includes the 27,450-square-foot, 20-vehicle parking lot
proposed for the north end of the southern skyline ridge trail, and the 40,000-square-foot, 50-vehicle
parking lot and restroom area proposed along Cahill Ridge Road, south of Cemetery Gate.

As stated above, the vertical C-APE extends from the ground surface to the maximum depth of
proposed excavation. The majority of the project would involve ground disturbance of less than

2 to 3 feet below ground surface. Based on the proposed construction plans, the maximum depth
of disturbance would be associated with the installation of soldier piles to support the five
retaining walls and piers to support a pre-fabricated bridge along the southern skyline ridge trail.
Although the depth of drilling for these soldier piles and piers would vary depending on the slope
and underlying geology, the deepest drilling would be 30 feet for the bridge piers. Construction of
the restrooms would require excavation to a depth of 6 feet.

4.3.1.2 Cultural Setting

The EIR preparers have adapted portions of this section from the Southern Skyline Boulevard
Ridge Trail Extension Project Archeological Survey Report.! This report is on file at the SFPUC.

The project archaeological survey report One identifies a historic-period refuse deposit in the
C-APE, but assesses it as not likely eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources (California Register) or the National Register of Historic Places (National Register), as
discussed below. As such, the refuse deposit does not appear to qualify as a historical resource
under the eligibility criteria of the California Register or a historic property under the National
Register. The C-APE also includes a portion of the Filoli Estate; however, all of the contributing

AECOM, Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project Draft Archeological Survey Report, prepared for
SFPUC and Caltrans District 4, August 2017. This document (and all other documents cited in this report,
unless otherwise noted) is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 96.222E.
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elements of the Filoli Estate are approximately 1.5 to 2 miles outside of the C-APE boundary.
Section 4.3.1.3, Research Methods and Results, below, describes these resources.

Prehistoric Background

Archeologists have categorized the prehistoric period into cultural stages, thereby allowing
researchers to describe a broad range of archeological resources with similar cultural patterns and
components during a given timeframe and to create a regional chronology. Milliken et al.2 provide
a framework for the interpretation of the San Francisco Bay Area and have divided the human
history of the region into five broad periods: the Paleoindian Period (13,500 to 10,000 years before
present [BP]), the Early Holocene Period (10,000 to 5,500 BP), the Early Period (5,500 to 2,500 BP), the
Middle Period (2,500 to 950 BP), and the Late Period (950 to 450 BP). Economic patterns, stylistic
aspects, and regional phases further subdivide cultural patterns into shorter phases. This scheme
uses economic and technological types, socio-politics, trade networks, population density, and
variations of artifact types to differentiate between cultural periods.

Ethnographic Background

The C-APE is situated in an area that was formerly the territory of the Ramaytush Ohlone
speaking people, a sub-branch of the Yok-Utian language stock. Ramaytush is one of eight Ohlone
Indian languages spoken in California. The basic Ohlone social unit was the family household,
which was extended patrilineally. A household was made up of about 15 individuals.
Households grouped together to form villages, which in turn combined to form tribelets. There
were approximately 40 Ohlone tribelets. Tribelets exchanged trade goods such as obsidian, shell
beads, and baskets; participated together in ceremonial and religious activities; intermarried; and
could have extensive reciprocal obligations to one another involving resource collection. The
nearest neighbors to the Ramaytush were the Ssalson Ohlone tribelet.3

By the late 18th century, Spanish settlers moved into northern California, established the mission
system, and dramatically transformed Ohlone culture. Many Ohlone were baptized by the
Franciscan missionaries and made to work on mission farms. Following the secularization of the
missions in 1834, many of the surviving Ohlone worked as manual laborers on ranchos.

Ohlone people currently live in their traditional territory, which includes San Mateo County, and
continue to engage in traditional cultural practices. Tribal organizations in the county, like the
Muwekma Ohlone Tribe of the Bay Area, provide members and the surrounding communities
with economic, cultural, and educational opportunities.

2 Milliken, Randall, Richard Fitzgerald, Mark G. Hylkema, Randy Groza, Tom Origer, David G. Bieling, Alan Leventhal,
Randy S. Wiberg, Andrew Gottsfield, Donna Gillette, Viviana Bellifemine, Eric Strother, Robert Cartier, and David
A. Fredrickson, “Punctuated Culture Change in the San Francisco Bay Area,” Chapter 8 in California Prehistory:
Colonization, Culture, and Complexity, edited by Terry L. Jones and Kathryn A. Klar, Altamira Press, Lanham,
Maryland, 2007.

3 Milliken, Randall, Laurence H. Shoup, and Beverley R. Ortiz, Ohlone/Costanoan Indians of the San Francisco Peninsula
and their Neighbors, Yesterday and Today, prepared for the National Park Service, Golden Gate National Recreation
Area, June 2009.
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Historical Background

The C-APE is located within an unincorporated area of San Mateo County, approximately 2 miles
northwest of the incorporated town of Woodside. San Mateo County was organized in 1856 from
what was then the southern portion of San Francisco County, and named after Saint Matthew —
the evangelist and apostle who was popular among settlers in Spanish colonial times.

Settlers extensively used lands in the vicinity of the C-APE for logging and lumber production.
The Gold Rush precipitated a construction boom in San Francisco, driving the need for lumber.
Union Creek, to the northeast of the C-APE, once powered more than a dozen lumber mills. Mill
operations were seasonal during the wet winter months. Evidence of old-growth logging (e.g.,
high-cut tree stumps) and traces of mills along Union Creek still remain.

An approximate 0.71-mile segment of the proposed southern skyline ridge trail traverses the
southwestern historical boundary of the Filoli Estate, the former property of prominent

San Franciscans, Mr. and Mrs. William Bowers Bourn. Mr. Bourn created the name Filoli by
combing the first two letters from the key words of his credo: “Fight for a just cause; love your
fellow man; live a good life.” Architect Willis Polk was the principal designer of the Filoli house,
a two-story Georgian Revival brick house. Construction of the Filoli Estate began in 1915, and the
Bourns moved into the house in 1917. In 1936, a year after the death of the Bourns, Mr. and

Mrs. William P. Roth purchased the estate. In 1975, Mrs. Roth donated 125 acres, which included
the house and the formal garden, to the National Trust for Historic Preservation. The remaining
acreage was given to Filoli Center, a nonprofit corporation established in 1976 to manage and
promote the enhancement of the estate. The volunteer organization, Friends of Filoli, was created
in 1978 to assist in leading tours of the property and raising funds. Today, the Filoli Center
operates the entire 654-acre Filoli Estate.

4.3.1.3 Research Methods and Results

Background Research

Staff at the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information
System, located at Sonoma State University, conducted an archeological and historic resources
records search on May 27, 2016 (File No. 15-1605). Environmental Science Associates staff
updated the records search on December 21, 2016 and April 18, 2017 (File No. 16-1637). The
Northwest Information Center, an affiliate of the State of California Office of Historic
Preservation, is the official state repository of cultural resource records and studies for San Mateo
County. On behalf of the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Science Associates
reviewed previous studies that included the C-APE, along with records of archeological sites
within the C-APE and a 0.25-mile radius, on the U.S. Geological Survey’s Woodside, California
7.5-minute quadrangle. The following references were also reviewed:

¢ National Register of Historic Places
o California Register of Historical Resources

e Historic Property Data File for San Mateo, San Mateo County
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e Tive Views: An Ethnic Historic Site Survey for California
e California State Historical Landmarks

e California Inventory of Historic Resources

e (California Points of Historical Interest

e C(California Place Names

e Historic Spots in California

Thirteen cultural resources studies have been completed within the records search radius, six of
which included some portion of the C-APE. The records search indicated that 15 cultural
resources have been previously identified within a 0.25-mile radius of the C-APE. There are no
previously recorded archeological resources within the C-APE. One prehistoric archeological site
consisting of a single bedrock mortar and two chert flakes is located approximately 420 feet west
of the middle portion of the C-APE. The Bourn-Roth Estate (Filoli Estate) is in the southern
portion of the C-APE. The Filoli Estate is listed in the National Register as a historic district

(No. 75000479) and includes a house, landscaping, gardens, tea pavilion, a corporation yard, and
additional auxiliary buildings. The other previously recorded resources all date to the historic
period and include artificial depressions or borrow pits, unimproved road segments,
concentrations of historic structural remains and debris, culverts, and the Skyline Quarry.

Survey Methods and Results

AECOM archeologists conducted a cultural resources pedestrian survey of the proposed
southern skyline ridge trail alignment on July 1, 2016; November 4 to 7, 2016; and July 12 to 13,
2017.4 On December 27, 2016, an Environmental Science Associates archeologist conducted a
cultural resources pedestrian survey of all portions of the 50-vehicle parking lot and universal
access loop trail C-APE.?> On April 27 and 28, 2017, Environmental Science Associates
archeologists conducted an intensive cultural resources pedestrian survey of the Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail alignment.®

The pedestrian survey consisted of walking parallel transects spaced at no more than 30 feet
apart, during which archeologists inspected the surface for cultural material or evidence thereof.
When ground visibility was poor, the archeologists checked cleared areas and areas disturbed by
rodents along and between transect lines with special attention. These prior ground disturbances
consisted of graded turnouts, roadcuts into hillsides, and public restrooms/picnic locations.
Heavy vegetation, including vines, trees, and large-growth bushes, covered much of the survey
area. Ground visibility ranged from approximately 5 percent in areas of heavy ground vegetation
to approximately 90 percent in areas with pine trees. Soils consisted of a medium brown silty clay

Milliken, Randall, Laurence H. Shoup, and Beverley R. Ortiz, Ohlone/Costanoan Indians of the San Francisco Peninsula
and their Neighbors, Yesterday and Today, prepared for the National Park Service, Golden Gate National Recreation
Area, June 2009.

5 Hoffman, Robin, and Heidi Koenig, SFPUC Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project: Skylawn
Cemetery Access and Trailhead Improvements and Fifield-Cahill Ridge Trail Improvements, Cultural Resources Survey
and Inventory, Memorandum, September 5, 2017.

6 Ibid.
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loam with moderate subangular inclusions. Archeologists did not survey some segments
(approximately 20 to 25 percent) due to the steep slopes adjacent to the trail alignments.

Archeologists identified one historic-period archeological resource (SSBRTE-1) during the
pedestrian surveys of the C-APE, in the southern portion of the southern skyline ridge trail
centerline. SSBRTE-1 is a small, discrete, low-density, and apparently surficial historic-period
refuse deposit that includes bottle glass fragments and base fragments, ceramic fragments, and a
can lid. The resource likely dates to the early 1900s. Based on an assessment by AECOM
archeologists, the resource does not appear to meet the eligibility criteria for the National
Register or California Register.” No buildings or structures appear to be associated with this
artifact concentration. While historic maps, including the 1894 Official Map of San Mateo
County® and the 1948 U.S. Army topographic map,? show buildings across S.R. 35 from SSBRTE-
1, no definitive association can be made between these buildings and the artifact deposit. Given
the inability of archeologists to associate the artifact deposit with buildings and/or a person (or
persons), it does not appear that SSBRTE-1 is associated with significant events or broad patterns
of our history; thus, SSBRTE-1 is not likely eligible under National Register criterion A (see
Section 4.3.2.1, Federal Regulations, below, for a description of criteria A through D). Similarly, as
the artifact concentration is not directly associated with a person who gained prominence in his
or her profession or made significant contributions in local, state, or national history, SSBRTE-1 is
not likely eligible under criterion B. As a low-density artifact concentration of fairly common
artifact types (e.g., earthenware, aqua- and sun-colored amethyst glass sherds), this resource does
not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction. SSBRTE-1
does not represent the work of a master or possess high artistic value and therefore is not likely
eligible under criterion C. SSBRTE-1 is a surficial artifact deposit and does not appear to have a
subsurface component. As a low-density artifact concentration with a limited number of
artifacts—likely representing a single depositional episode —SBRTE-1 is not associated with a
specific time period or a specific cultural group and thus lacks historical context and information
potential. Therefore, SSBRTE-1 does not appear eligible for listing in the National Register under
Criterion D, nor does it appear eligible for listing in the California Register.

Archeologists did not identify any prehistoric archeological resources in the C-APE during the
survey effort. The C-APE has a low sensitivity to contain prehistoric archeological resources, and
the project has a low potential to uncover prehistoric archeological resources because: (1) much of
the alignment is located on steep terrain that prehistoric inhabitants would not have likely
occupied or settled; (2) the potential is low for human burial sites to be present beneath
sediments along most of the alignment because of the relatively steep depositional setting; (3) no
prehistoric archeological resources were identified despite intensive survey of 75 percent of the
C-APE, which covered all areas that were accessible/level; and (4) project construction and future
operations would involve relatively small areas of ground disturbance.

AECOM, Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project Draft Archeological Survey Report, prepared for
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Caltrans District 4, August 2017.

Official 1894 Map of San Mateo County California. Complied and drawn by Davenport Bromfield, County
Surveyor, 1894.

9 us. Army topographic map (1:50,000 scale), 1948.
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Archeologists did not identify architectural resources in the C-APE during the pedestrian
surveys. Although the C-APE includes a portion of the Filoli Estate, its closest contributing
elements are approximately 1.5 to 2 miles from the C-APE boundary.

4.3.1.4 Historical Society Correspondence

On January 4, 2017, AECOM sent letters to the San Mateo County History Museum and to the
Filoli Center describing the project, including a map, and requesting any information or concerns
they might have regarding cultural resources that could be affected by the project. No responses
were received. AECOM made follow up phone calls to the San Mateo County History Museum
and Filoli in June 2017, summarized below.

e San Mateo County History Museum: AECOM spoke with President Mitch Postel who stated
that the San Mateo County History Museum had no concerns about this project.

e Filoli: AECOM left a voicemail message on June 26, 2017. AECOM spoke with the Director of
Operations, Alex Fernandez, on June 29, 2017. Mr. Fernandez stated that he did not have any
concerns regarding the project.

4.3.2 Regulatory Framework

4.3.2.1 Federal Regulations

Historical and archeological resources are considered through the National Historic Preservation
Act of 1966, as amended (54 United States Code 306108), and its implementing regulations.
Before an “undertaking” (e.g., federal funding or issuance of a federal permit) is implemented,
section 106 of the preservation act requires federal agencies to consider the effects of the
undertaking on historic properties (i.e., properties listed in or eligible for listing in the National
Register) and to afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity
to comment on any undertaking that would adversely affect properties eligible for listing in the
National Register. Under the preservation act, a property is considered significant if it meets the
National Register listing criteria A through D, at 36 Code of Federal Regulations 60.4, as follows:

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association and that:

A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history, or

B. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past, or

C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction,
or

D. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history
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For a resource to be eligible for the National Register, it must also retain enough integrity to be
recognizable as a historic property and to convey its significance. Resources that are less than
50 years old are generally not considered eligible for the National Register.

Federal review of the effects of undertakings on significant cultural resources is carried out under
section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and is often referred to as “section 106
review.” This process is the responsibility of the federal lead agency. The section 106 review
typically involves a four-step procedure, which is described in detail in the implementing
regulations of the preservation act (36 Code of Federal Regulations 800):

o Define the Area of Potential Effects in which an undertaking could directly or indirectly affect
historic properties

o Identify historic properties in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office and
interested parties

e Assess the significance of effects of the undertaking on historic properties

¢  Consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer, other agencies, and interested parties to
develop an agreement that addresses the treatment of historic properties, notify the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, and proceed with the project according to the conditions of
the agreement

4.3.2.2 State Regulations

The State of California implements the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended,
through its statewide comprehensive cultural resource surveys and preservation programs. The
California Office of Historic Preservation, as an office of the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, implements the policies of the preservation act on a statewide level. The Office of
Historic Preservation also maintains the California Historical Resources Inventory. The State
Historic Preservation Officer is an appointed official who implements historic preservation
programs within the state’s jurisdiction.

California Register of Historical Resources

The California Register is “an authoritative listing and guide to be used by state and local
agencies, private groups, and citizens in identifying the existing historical resources of the state
and to indicate which resources deserve to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from
substantial adverse change” (Public Resources Code section 5024.1[a]). The statute automatically
considers certain resources to be eligible for the California Register, including those formally
determined eligible for or listed in the National Register (Public Resources Code 5024.1[d][1]).
These resources are termed historical resources.

Based on section 15064.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, historical resources include, but are not
limited to, any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that is
historically or archeologically significant or that is significant in the architectural, engineering,
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of
California. Generally, a lead agency considers a resource to be historically significant if it meets
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the criteria for listing in the California Register (Public Resources Code section 5024.1), or
qualifies as a “unique historical resource” (Public Resources Code section 21083.2).

To be eligible for the California Register, a cultural resource must meet one or more of the
following criteria:

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

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past

3. 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

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history

For a resource to be eligible for the California Register, it must also retain enough integrity of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association to be recognizable as a
historical resource and to convey its significance. Resources that are less than 45 years old are
generally not considered eligible for the California Register.

For impact assessments under CEQA, lead agencies need only consider historically significant
cultural resources; that is, resources that meet CEQA criteria for eligibility to the California
Register as historical resources or unique archeological resources, as detailed below. Impact
assessments under CEQA need not evaluate impacts on resources that do not meet these criteria.
Similarly, for impact analyses of projects with federal involvement, only resources that meet the
National Register eligibility criteria receive further consideration.

Archeological Resources and the California Environmental Quality Act

CEQA considers archeological resources to be an intrinsic part of the physical environment

and thus requires that lead agencies evaluate the potential of the project to adversely affect
archeological resources (CEQA section 21083.2). For a project that may have an adverse effect on
a significant archeological resource, CEQA requires preparation of an EIR (CEQA section 21083.2
and CEQA Guidelines section 15065). CEQA recognizes two categories of significant archeological
resources: a “unique” archeological resource (CEQA section 21083.2) and an archeological
resource that qualifies as a “historical resource” (CEQA section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.5).

Significance of Archeological Resources

A lead agency may determine that an archeological resource is significant as both or either a
unique archeological resource or a historical resource, but the CEQA process for identifying the
resource as either one or the other is distinct (CEQA section 21083.2[g] and CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.5[a][2]).
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An archeological resource is a historical resource under CEQA if the resource is:

e Listed on or determined eligible for listing in the California Register (CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.5) under the criteria shown above (which includes National Register-listed
or -eligible archeological properties)

e Listed in a “local register of historical resources”

e Listed in a “historical resource survey” (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5[a][2])

A lead agency most commonly determines that an archeological resource meets the California
Register eligibility criteria based on its potential scientific value; that is, it “has yielded, or may be
likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history” (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5
[a][3]). An archeological resource may be eligible to the California Register under other
evaluation criteria, such as Criterion 1, association with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of history; Criterion 2, association with the lives of historically
important persons; or Criterion 3, association with the distinctive characteristics of a type, period,
region, or method of construction. Appropriate treatment for archeological properties that are
eligible under California Register criteria other than Criterion 4 may be different from that for a
resource that is significant exclusively for its scientific value.

The fact that an archeological resource has not previously been listed in any of these historical
inventories is not conclusive evidence that the archeological resource is not a historical resource.
When the lead agency believes there may be grounds for a determination that an archeological
resource is a historical resource, then the agency should evaluate the resource with respect to the
criteria for California Register eligibility (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5[a][4]).

A unique archeological resource is a category of archeological resources created by the CEQA
statutes (CEQA Guidelines section 21083.2[g]). An archeological resource is a unique
archeological resource if it meets any one of three criteria:

e Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there is a
demonstrable public interest in that information

e Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type

e Isdirectly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or
person

Under CEQA, lead agencies are required to first assess whether an archeological resource is a
historical resource, and then assess whether the resource is a unique archeological resource. CEQA
Guidelines state: “...when a project will impact an archeological site, a lead agency shall first
determine whether the site is an historical resource” (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 [c][1]).

Evaluation of an Archeological Resource as Scientifically Significant

CEQA requires projects to address potential project effects on historical resources (as defined
above). The published CEQA guidance of the California State Office of Historic Preservation for

Case No. 2016-016100ENV 4.3-10 Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project
Draft EIR June 2020



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.3 Cultural Resources

CEQA provides the methodological standard for evaluating the scientific value, and thus the
California Register eligibility under Criterion 4, of an archeological resource. As guidance for such
evaluations, the Office of Historic Preservation has issued two guidelines: Archeological Resource
Management Reports!? and the Guidelines for Archeological Research Designs.!! The eligibility of
archeological resources for the California Register under criteria 1 and 2 (association with
significant events or people) is generally based on the development of a historical context within
which the relationship of the resource to significant events or people can be understood.!?

Integrity of an Archeological Resource

Integrity is an essential criterion in determining whether a potential resource, including an
archeological resource, is a historical resource. For CEQA purposes, the integrity of a historical
resource can in part be expressed in the requirement that it must retain “the physical
characteristics that convey its historical significance” (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 [b]).

For an archeological resource that is evaluated for California Register eligibility under Criterion 4
(“has yielded or may be likely to yield information important to prehistory or history”), the
definition of integrity is conceptually different from the definition usually applied to the built
environment. For a historic building, integrity means that the building retains the defining
characteristics from the period of significance of the building. In archeology, an archeological
deposit or feature may have undergone substantial physical change from the time of its
deposition but may yet have sufficient integrity to qualify as a historical resource. The integrity
test for an archeological resource is whether the resource can yield sufficient data (in type,
quantity, or quality) to address significant research questions. Thus, in archeology, integrity is
often closely associated with the development of a research design that identifies the types of
physical characteristics that must be present in the archeological resource and its physical context
to adequately address research questions appropriate to the resource.

California Public Resources Code Sections 5097.98 and 5097.99

Public Resources Code section 5097.98 (and reiterated in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5[e])
identifies steps for lead agencies to follow in the event of the accidental discovery or recognition
of human remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery. Public Resources Code
section 5097.99, as amended, states that no person shall obtain or possess any Native American
artifacts or human remains that are taken from a grave or cairn. Any person who knowingly or
willfully obtains or possesses any such artifacts or human remains is guilty of a felony, which is
punishable by imprisonment. Any person who removes, without authority of law, any such
items with an intent to sell or dissect or with malice or wantonness is also guilty of a felony.

10" California Office of Historic Preservation, Archeological Resource Management Reports, Recommended Contents and
Format, February 1990.

11 California Office of Historic Preservation, Guidelines for Archeological Research Designs, February 1991.

12 California Office of Historic Preservation, Instructions for Recording Historical Resources, March 1995.
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California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5

Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code protects human remains by prohibiting
the disinterment, disturbance, or removal of human remains from any location other than a
dedicated cemetery.

California Native American Historic Resource Protection Act

The California Native American Historic Resources Protection Act of 2002 imposes civil penalties,
including imprisonment and fines of up to $50,000 per violation, for individuals who unlawfully
and maliciously excavate upon, remove, destroy, injure, or deface a Native American historic,
cultural, or sacred site that is listed or may be listed in the California Register.

4.3.2.3 Local Regulations

There are no local regulations related to cultural resources that apply to this project.

4.3.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

4.3.3.1 Significance Criteria

The project would have a significant effect on cultural resources if it were to:

¢ Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of
the San Francisco Planning Code;

e Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5; or

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

4.3.3.2 Approach to Analysis

This cultural resources impact analysis considers both construction and operational impacts
associated with the project. While most impacts on archeological resources and human remains
tend to occur during the construction phase of a project, there is a potential for project operations to
affect these types of resources. For example, project maintenance and increased public access could
affect archeological resources through general increases in trail use and management activities that
could impinge on the setting or cause deterioration over time. The project is unlikely to affect
historic architectural resources, if any such resources are present in the C-APE.

Architectural Resources

For CEQA purposes, lead agencies are required to assess potential impacts on architectural
resources by identifying any activities (either during construction or operations) that could affect
architectural resources that have been identified as historical resources. No historic architectural
resources have been identified in the C-APE, so no further analysis is required.
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Archeological Resources

Archeological resources can include historical resources, according to section 15064.5, as well as
unique archeological resources, as defined in section 21083.2(g). Lead agencies typically assess the
significance of most prehistoric and historic archeological sites under National Register criterion D
and California Register criterion 4 (which are substantially the same for both the National and
California Registers). This criterion stresses the importance of the information potential contained
within the site rather than the resource’s significance as a surviving example of a type or its
association with an important person or event. Although it is less common, the lead agency may
also assess archeological resources under California Register criteria 1, 2, and/or 3. Archeological
resources may also be assessed under CEQA as unique archeological resources, defined as
archeological artifacts, objects, or sites that contain information needed to answer important
scientific research questions.

Impacts on unique archeological resources or archeological resources that qualify as historical
resources are assessed pursuant to section 21083.2, which states that the lead agency shall determine
whether the project may have a significant effect on archeological resources. As with architectural
resources, the lead agency must determine whether project impacts would “cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance” of the resource (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5[b]). A
substantial adverse change could include disturbance of a resource, physical destruction of all or
part of an archeological deposit, or the collection of materials that results in a loss of information.

Human Remains

Human remains, including those buried outside of formal cemeteries, are protected under several
state laws, including Public Resources Code sections 5097.98 and 5097.99, and Health and Safety
Code section 7050.5. This EIR discusses these laws above in Section 4.3.2, Regulatory Framework.
This EIR analysis considers impacts on human remains, including intentional disturbance,
mutilation, or removal of interred human remains.

Cumulative Impacts

Section 4.1.4, Cumulative Impact Analysis, describes the overall approach used in this EIR to
conduct the cumulative analysis; refer to Table 4.1-1 and Figure 4.1-1 for descriptions and
locations of potential cumulative projects near the project area. The cumulative analysis for
cultural resources uses a list-based approach to analyze the effects of the project in combination
with past, present, and probable future projects in the C-APE. Similar to the analysis for project
impacts, the cumulative impact analysis assumes that other projects in the C-APE would be
constructed and operated in compliance with design standards, applicable permits, and
environmental review requirements, and, where warranted, would incorporate mitigation for

any impacts on cultural resources to avoid and/or reduce impacts on a project-by-project basis.

The cumulative analysis considers whether the effects of project implementation, in combination
with the effects of other proximate past, present, and probable future projects, would result in a
significant, adverse cumulative impact on historical resources, and, if so, whether the project’s
contribution to the cumulative impact would be considerable. Both conditions—the effects of
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project implementation and the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact—must apply in
order for a project’s contribution to cumulative effects to be deemed cumulatively considerable
(significant). If effects are deemed significant, then mitigation measures are identified to reduce
the project’s contribution to the extent feasible.

4.3.3.3 Impact Summary

Table 4.3-1 summarizes the impacts of the project related to cultural resources. The impact
summary table provides separate significance determinations for the proposed access program,
access program variant 1 (docent program), access program variant 2 (unsupervised/unrestricted
access), and access program variant 3 (unsupervised/restricted access).

TABLE 4.3-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS — CULTURAL RESOURCES
Significance Determinations
Access Access Program | Access Program
Program Variant 2 Variant 3
Proposed Variant 1 (Unsupervised/ | (Unsupervised/
Access (Docent Unrestricted Restricted
Impacts Program Program) Access) Access)
Impact CU-1: Project construction could cause a
substantla.l adverse change in the mgmflcance. of an LSM LSM LSM LSM
archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.5.
Impact CU-2: Project construction could disturb human
remains, including those interred outside of formal LSM LSM LSM LSM
cemeteries.
Impact CU-3: Project operations could cause a
substantla.l adverse change in the mgmflcance. of an LSM LSM LSM LSM
archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.5.
Impact CU-4: Project operations could disturb human
remains, including those interred outside of formal LSM LSM LSM LSM
cemeteries.
Impact C-CU-1: The project, in combination with past,
present, and probable future projects, would not
substantially contribute to cumulative impacts on LS LS LS LS
historical resources, archeological resources, or human
remains.

LS = Less than Significant impact, no mitigation required
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation

4.3.3.4 Impact Analysis

The impact discussions presented below evaluate potential project impacts related to the above

significance criteria. For significance criteria that are addressed in the Peninsula Watershed

Management Plan EIR, the impact discussions tier from and summarize the impact analyses in
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the management plan EIR. Therefore, this EIR incorporates by reference the relevant portions of
the management plan EIR impact analyses.

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, ground disturbance associated with project
construction and operation would vary among the proposed access program and the access
program variants under consideration. For example, under the proposed access program and
variant 1, the SFPUC would not construct new barbed-wire fencing along the Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail between Cemetery Gate and Portola Gate, but would install fencing along the trail under
access program variants 2 and 3. Thus, variants 2 and 3 would involve ground disturbance along
the fenceline while the proposed access program and variant 1 would not. Similarly, under the
proposed access program and variant 1, project visitation would be supervised and would be
capped at 24,960; under access program variants 2 and 3, the number of visitors could be as high
as double. Despite this variation, the potential is low for sensitive cultural resources to be present
within the C-APE, as described in Section 4.3.1.2, Cultural Setting; therefore, the potential effects
on cultural resources would be substantially similar for the proposed access program and the
variants, with some additional ground disturbance under variants 2 and 3 for the construction of
fencing. Therefore, the impact evaluations below combine the discussions for the proposed access
program and the variants.

Construction Impacts

Impact CU-1: Project construction could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

The management plan EIR analyzes the potential impacts on archeological resources of
constructing a new trail and associated facilities within the project area. The management plan
EIR concludes that project construction would increase the potential for disturbance of
archeological resources and that such an impact would be significant, since any such resources
could potentially be historical resources pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5.13 The
management plan EIR explains that implementation of Program-Level Mitigation Measure H.2
would reduce potential effects on archeological resources to a less-than-significant level.1 This
measure outlines several actions to be taken prior to and during construction, such as
preconstruction surveys, and work stoppage in the event of inadvertent discovery, among others,
to reduce potential effects on archeological resources. This EIR presents a refined analysis to
address additional site-specific and project-level details that the SFPUC has developed since
management plan EIR certification, and Program-Level Mitigation Measure H.2 has been
updated (below) to reflect the planning department’s current approach to addressing such
potential effects.

13 San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,

Section III.LH, Cultural Resources (pp. II.H-8 to III.H-14); Section V.H, Cultural Resources (pp. V-34 to V-36),
File No. 96.22E; State Clearinghouse No. 98082030, certified January 11, 2001,
www.sfwater.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx ?document]D=4343, accessed May 18, 2018.

San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section IV.H, Cultural Resources (pp. IV-3 to IV-4).
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As noted in Section 4.3.1, Environmental Setting, AECOM and Environmental Science Associates
completed records searches at the Northwest Information Center that revealed no previously
documented archeological resources in the C-APE. Based on the review of geological maps and
previous subsurface investigations, it does not appear likely that deeply buried archeological
resources are present in the C-APE.

AECOM and Environmental Science Associates conducted intensive pedestrian surveys of the
entire C-APE, and no prehistoric archeological resources were identified. One historic-period
archeological resource, SSBRTE-1, was identified in the southern portion of the southern skyline
ridge trail centerline. SSBRTE-1 is a small, discrete, low-density, and apparently surficial historic-
period refuse deposit that includes bottle glass fragments and base fragments, ceramic fragments,
and a can lid. The resource likely dates to the early 1900s. AECOM archeologists assessed the
resource as not appearing to meet the eligibility criteria of the National Register or California
Register. On the basis of this assessment, the resource does not appear to qualify as a historical
resource or a unique archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5.1

Based on the results of the surface survey and the environmental context, described above in
Section 4.3.1.3, Research Methods and Results, and because no historical resources were identified
within the C-APE, the potential appears low that the project would uncover archeological
resources during construction activities for the proposed access program and variants. However,
the potential for the project to cause accidental discovery of archeological resources during
ground-disturbing activities cannot be entirely discounted. Disturbance of an archeological
resource could damage the resource and result in a significant impact, as defined by CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.5. Thus, the potential for project-related construction activities to affect
archeological resources is considered significant. Implementation during project construction of
Mitigation Measure M-CU-1, Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and Human
Remains, would address impacts on any previously unrecorded and buried (or otherwise
obscured) archeological deposits by requiring the SFPUC and its contractors to adhere to the
appropriate procedures and protocols to identify and appropriately treat archeological resources
discovered during construction activities. These procedures would reduce the potential impact to a
less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 applies to construction of all project components under the proposed
access program and variants.

Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 — Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and
Human Remains.

The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the
project on accidentally discovered buried archeological resources as defined in CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.5(a) and (c). The SFPUC shall distribute the San Francisco
Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime
contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading,
foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities

15 AECOM, Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project Draft Archeological Survey Report, Prepared for
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Caltrans District 4, August 2017.
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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, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc.
The SFPUC shall provide the Environmental Review Officer with a signed affidavit from
the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the review
officer 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 or during project operation, the project head foreman
and/or SFPUC shall immediately notify the review officer and shall immediately suspend
any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the review officer has
determined what additional measures should be undertaken.

If the review officer determines that an archeological resource may be present within the
project site, the SFPUC shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from the
pool of qualified archeological consultants maintained by the planning department
archeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the review officer 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 review officer 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 division guidelines for such programs. The review officer may
also require that the SFPUC 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 prepare a final archeological resources report that
evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describes
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 report.

The project archeological consultant shall send copies of the draft archeological resources
report to the review officer for review and approval. Once approved by the review officer,
the project archeological consultant shall distribute copies of the final archeological
resources report as follows: (1) California Archeological Site Survey Northwest
Information Center shall receive one copy, with a copy of the transmittal of the
archeological resources report to the Northwest Information Center sent to the review
officer; (2) the Environmental Planning division of the planning department shall receive
one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD
along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (California Department of Parks
and Recreation 523 series) and/or documentation of nomination to the National Register
of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public
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interest or interpretive value, the review officer may require a different final report
content, format, and distribution than that presented above.

The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects
discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with applicable state and
federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Coroner of the County of
San Mateo and in the event of the coroner’s determination that the human remains are
Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage
Commission who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (Public Resources Code

section 5097.98). The archeological consultant, SFPUC, Environmental Review Officer, and
Most Likely Descendant shall have up to but not beyond six days after the discovery to
make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of human remains
and associated or unassociated funerary objects with appropriate dignity (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. Nothing
in existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the SFPUC and the
review officer to accept recommendations of a Most Likely Descendant. The archeological
consultant shall retain possession of any Native American human remains and associated
or unassociated burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses of the human
remains or objects as specified in the treatment agreement if such as agreement has been
made or, otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the review officer.

Impact Conclusion for Proposed Access Program

Construction of the project with the proposed access program along both the Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail and the southern skyline ridge trail could inadvertently damage archeological resources,
thus causing an adverse change in the significance of the resource. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-CU-1, Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and Human Remains, would
reduce this potential impact on archeological resources to a less-than-significant level. For the
reasons presented in the impact discussion, construction of the project with the proposed access
program would have a less-than-significant impact on archeological resources with
implementation of the recommended mitigation.

Impact CU-2: Project construction could disturb human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

The management plan EIR analyzes the potential impacts on human remains of constructing a
new trail and associated facilities within the project area. The management plan EIR concludes
that project construction would increase the potential for disturbance to cultural resources

(including human remains), which would be significant.!® The management plan EIR explains
that implementation of Program-Level Mitigation Measure H.2 would reduce potential project

16 gan Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section IIL.H, Cultural Resources (pp. III.H-8 to II1.H-14); Section V.H, Cultural Resources (pp. V-34 to V-36).
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effects related to disturbing human remains to a less-than-significant level.'” This measure
outlines several actions to be taken prior to and during construction to reduce these potential
effects, such as preconstruction surveys, and work stoppage in the event of inadvertent
discovery, among others. This EIR further refines the analysis, as presented below, to address
additional site-specific and project-level details that the SFPUC has developed since management
plan EIR certification, and the mitigation has been updated to reflect the planning department’s
current approach to addressing such potential effects.

Although no known human remains have been identified within the project C-APE, the possibility
that human remains are present and could be subject to inadvertent disturbance during
construction of the project (including the proposed access program and variants) cannot be
entirely discounted. Although unlikely, earthmoving activities associated with project construction
could result in direct impacts on previously undiscovered human remains, which would be a
significant impact. However, implementation during project construction of Mitigation Measure
M-CU-1, Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and Human Remains, would address
impacts on any buried human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects that are
discovered during project construction activities by requiring the SFPUC to solicit the Most Likely
Descendant’s recommendations and adhere to appropriate excavation, removal, recordation,
analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition protocols. Implementation of this measure
would reduce the potential impact to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 applies to construction of all project components under the proposed
access program and variants.

Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 — Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and
Human Remains.

(See Impact CU-1, above, for a description of the mitigation measure.)

Impact Conclusion for Proposed Access Program

Construction of the project with the proposed access program along both the Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail and the southern skyline ridge trail could result in a significant impact related to the
inadvertent disturbance of human remains. However, implementation during construction of
Mitigation Measure M-CU-1, Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and Human
Remains, would reduce the potential impact to a less-than-significant level. For the reasons
presented in the impact discussion, construction of the project with the proposed access program
would have a less-than-significant impact on previously undiscovered human remains with
implementation of the recommended mitigation.

17" San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section IV.H, Cultural Resources (pp. IV-3 to IV-4).
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Operational Impacts

Impact CU-3: Project operations could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

The management plan EIR evaluates the potential effects on archeological resources from
increased public access within the watershed. The analysis generally concludes that increased
public access, if not limited to the trail, could increase the potential for damage to archeological
resources due primarily to vandalism or inadvertent disruption.!® The management plan EIR
acknowledges the potential for such impacts would be lowest if access were to occur under
docent supervision. The management plan EIR also acknowledges that there is potential for
impacts on previously unknown archeological resources under the project. Despite the low
potential for adverse effects described in the management plan EIR, the management plan EIR
recommends implementation of Program-Level Mitigation Measure H.1, which calls for the
SFPUC to regularly inspect and maintain the facilities and areas used by the public and to inspect
watershed perimeter fencing —which would limit unsupervised public off-trail access—as one
means of reducing potential impacts on archeological resources. The analysis concludes that with
implementation of this mitigation the effects would be less than significant.1%20

Since certification of the management plan EIR, the SFPUC has developed a more detailed trail
proposal. As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.7.2, Trail and Facilities
Operations and Maintenance, the SFPUC would implement as part of the project some of the
measures recommended in Program-Level Mitigation Measure H.1, including increased security
patrols and watershed fencing inspection. Based on the new construction and operation details
included in the current proposal, and on the associated archeological resources impacts analysis
presented herein, it is concluded that project operations under the proposed access program and
variants would have a low potential for impacts on archeological resources, as assessed below.

As discussed in Impact CU-1, the only known archeological resource in the C-APE is historic-
period refuse deposit SSBRTE-1. The archeological assessment (see Section 4.3.1.3, Research
Methods and Results, above) determined this resource does not appear to qualify as a historical
resource or a unique archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5. As no
historical resources have been identified in the C-APE, project operations and maintenance as well
as access activities associated with the proposed access program and variants are not anticipated to
result in impacts on known archeological resources.

For the same reasons set forth in Impact CU-1 for archeological resources (i.e., low potential for
presence, minimal ground disturbance, proposed security measures), there is a low potential for
project-related operations, including public access, to adversely affect archeological resources.

18 San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,

Section III.LH, Cultural Resources (pp. III.H-8 to III.H-14); Section V.H, Cultural Resources (pp. V-34 to V-36).
San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section V.H, Cultural Resources (pp. V-34 to V-36).
San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section IV.H, Cultural Resources (p. IV-3 to p.IV-4).
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Specifically, considering the project description includes elements that would restrict project
visitors to developed trail areas (e.g., fencing and security patrols) and because trail use would
not cause substantial ground disturbance, increased public use would not appreciably increase
the potential for inadvertent discovery by the general public. However, despite the low potential
for discovery, project operations involving ground disturbance (e.g., trail repair and
maintenance, tree removal) could inadvertently unearth and damage an archeological resource.
Thus, the potential for project-related operational activities to affect archeological resources is
considered significant. Implementation during project operations of Mitigation Measure M-CU-1,
Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and Human Remains, would address impacts
on any previously unrecorded and buried (or otherwise obscured) archeological deposits by
requiring the SFPUC to adhere to the appropriate procedures and protocols to identify and
appropriately treat archeological resources discovered during operational activities. These
procedures would reduce the potential impact to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 applies to operation of all project components under the proposed
access program and variants.

Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 - Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and
Human Remains.

(See Impact CU-1, above, for a description of the mitigation measure.)

Impact Conclusion for Proposed Access Program

Operation of the project under the proposed access program along both the Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail and the southern skyline ridge trail has a low potential to significantly affect archeological
resources by inadvertently damaging and thus causing an adverse change in the significance of
such resources. Implementation during project operations of Mitigation Measure M-CU-1,
Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and Human Remains, would reduce potential
impacts on archeological resources to a less-than-significant level. For the reasons presented in
the analysis, operation of the project with the proposed access program would have a less-than-
significant impact on archeological resources with implementation of the recommended
mitigation.

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

Based on the background research and survey efforts completed by AECOM and Environmental
Science Associates, as well as communication with Native American groups, no human remains
are known to be present in the C-APE. For the same reasons presented in Impact CU-2 (i.e., low
potential for presence, minimal ground disturbance, proposed security measures), the potential
would be low for project-related operations activities, including public access under the proposed
access program and variants, to adversely affect human remains. And for the same reasons
described for inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources in Impact CU-3 (i.e., limited
access beyond developed trail areas and minimal ground disturbance), increased visitation
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would not substantially increase potential for encountering or disturbing human remains.
However, as also noted for Impact CU-3, project operations and maintenance activities would
likely involve ground disturbance which could inadvertently unearth and damage human
remains. Thus, the potential for project-related operational activities to affect human remains is
considered significant. Implementation during project operations of Mitigation Measure M-CU-1,
Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and Human Remains, would address impacts
on any buried human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects that are discovered
during project operational activities by requiring the SFPUC to solicit the Most Likely Descendant’s
recommendations and adhere to appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis,
custodianship, curation, and final disposition protocols. These procedures would reduce the
potential impact to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 applies to operation of all project components under the proposed
access program and variants.

Mitigation Measure M-CU-1 - Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources and
Human Remains

(See Impact CU-1, above, for a description of the mitigation measure.)

Impact Conclusion for Proposed Access Program

Operation of the project under the proposed access program along both the Fifield-Cahill ridge
trail and the southern skyline ridge trail has a low potential to significantly affect archeological
resources by inadvertently damaging and thus causing an adverse change in the significance of
such resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CU-1, Accidental Discovery of
Archeological Resources and Human Remains, would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level. For the reasons presented in the impact analysis, operation of the project with
the proposed access program would have a less-than-significant impact on previously
undiscovered human remains with implementation of the recommended mitigation.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-CU-1: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future projects,
would not substantially contribute to cumulative impacts on historical resources, archeological
resources or human remains. (Less than Significant)

Section 4.1.4, Cumulative Impact Analysis, describes the overall approach to the cumulative
analysis employed throughout this EIR and summarizes the cumulative projects in the vicinity of
the project; the cumulative impacts portion of Section 4.3.3.2, Approach to Analysis, provides
additional details on the approach to cumulative analysis performed herein. The geographic scope
for cumulative effects on historical resources, archeological resources, and human remains consists
of the project C-APE. The cumulative analysis evaluates historical resources, archeological
resources, and human remains as a single, nonrenewable resource base. It considers the additive

effect of potential project impacts on: architectural resources or archeological resources that qualify
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as historical resources, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5; and human remains. The
project would result in a cumulatively considerable (significant) impact if project impacts after
mitigation, combined with the impacts of one or more cumulative projects, were to cause a
substantial adverse effect on the same cultural resource.

Federal, state, and local laws protect archeological resources in most instances. Even so, it is not
always feasible to entirely avoid archeological sites or retain them in situ. Because all significant
cultural resources are unique and nonrenewable members of finite classes, any adverse effects or
negative impacts erode a dwindling resource base.

The only known historical resource in the C-APE is the Filoli Estate, whose nearest contributing
element is approximately 1.5 miles from the C-APE; therefore, the project would not result in
impacts on that resource or any other historical resources. The only known archeological resource
in the C-APE is a historic-period refuse deposit SSBRTE-1, which a qualified consultant
(AECOM) determined did not appear to be eligible for listing in the National Register or
California Register and therefore would not qualify as an archeological resource pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5.2! The project would not affect any known human remains. As
a result, significant cumulative impacts on cultural resources would not occur.

Mitigation: None required.

21 AECOM, Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project Draft Archeological Survey Report, prepared for
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Caltrans District 4, August 2017.
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4.4 Transportation and Circulation

This section describes the existing transportation and circulation conditions in the project area
and identifies the potential transportation and circulation resource impacts that could result from
implementation of the Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project (“project”).

The analysis addresses potential effects from construction and operation of the project under
the proposed access program (docent program along the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and
unsupervised/restricted access along the southern skyline ridge trail) and under variant 1 (docent
program), variant 2 (unsupervised/unrestricted access), and variant 3 (unsupervised/restricted
access). This section also identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce significant adverse
impacts.

Of the comments received during the public scoping period, comments on the topic of transportation
and circulation were generally about the effect of access management options on adjacent lands
and trails, the expected number of trail users and visitors, construction activities affecting California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) right-of-way, Americans with Disabilities Act compliance,
transportation demand management elements, transportation management plans, safety concerns
related to trail users crossing State Routes 92 and 35 (S.R. 92 and S.R. 35, respectively), public
transportation connections, effects of parking lot sizes, and potential increased use of the Purisima
Creek Redwoods Open Space Preserve north parking lot by trail users. Except for the request to
consider transportation demand management elements (presented below), Sections 4.4.1,
Environmental Setting, and 4.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, address these comments.

The project design does not incorporate the transportation demand management elements
highlighted by Caltrans as part of its scoping comments because the project would not result in
any vehicle congestion that would require mitigation through transportation demand
management-related vehicle trip reductions (see analysis below). Furthermore, as stated in
Section 2.5.1.1, Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension, the design of the proposed new
20-vehicle parking lot would be coordinated with Caltrans and adhere to the SFPUC Engineering
Management Bureau’s design guidelines. Therefore, the SPFUC would address specific
considerations related to vehicle and bicycle parking and compliance with applicable codes and
standards during the design phase and would not change the analysis or conclusions contained
in this CEQA evaluation.

4.4.1 Environmental Setting

The project would be located within the Peninsula Watershed, which is described in detail in the
SFPUC 2001 Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report
(management plan EIR).! Consequently, the relevant setting information presented in the
management plan EIR is summarized and incorporated by reference, and not repeated herein.
Additional new setting information is provided where it is relevant to and necessary for the

1" San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,

Section IILJ (p. III.]-1) and Section V (p. V-38), File No. 96.22E; State Clearinghouse No. 98082030, certified
January 11, 2001, www.sfwater.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx ?documentID=4343, accessed May 18, 2018.
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impact analysis, where it reflects new information or changed circumstances from that presented
in the management plan EIR, or where it provides more specific detail to support a project-level
analysis.

4.4.1.1 Roadway Network

The management plan EIR states that the Peninsula Watershed area is served by a roadway
network that includes S.R. 92; S.R. 35, also known as Skyline Boulevard; Interstate 280 (I-280); and
arterial, collector, and local roadways (see Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2, Project Description). The
portion of the project proposed south of S.R. 92 would generally parallel S.R. 35 through the
watershed. Roadway access to the area is generally limited to S.R. 35 and S.R. 92. The portion of
the project proposed for north of S.R. 92 would be accessed from S.R. 92 via Skyline Quarry or
Cahill Ridge Road through the Skylawn Memorial Park (see Figure 2-2). S.R. 92 connects the
cities of San Mateo and Half Moon Bay and bisects the watershed between the Upper and Lower
Crystal Springs reservoirs; it carries about 26,800 to 28,900 vehicles per day in this area.? S.R. 35
parallels I-280 along the eastern boundary of the watershed north of S.R. 92, joins S.R. 92 and
crosses the watershed, and then extends south from S.R. 92 along the western boundary of the
watershed. North and south of S.R. 92, S.R. 35 is identified as Skyline Boulevard. Along the
1-mile segment that it shares with S.R. 92, S.R. 35 is identified as Half Moon Bay Road. North of
S.R. 92, S.R. 35 carries about 3,400 vehicles per day and about 2,500 vehicles per day south of
S.R. 92.3 The 1-280 freeway carries about 96,000 to 127,000 vehicles per day in this area.*

The standard criterion used by Caltrans to define quality of traffic flow on state highways is level of
service (LOS). This is a quantitative assessment of factors such as speed, volume, geometry, delays,
and ease of maneuvering. All analysis techniques specify the quality of operations as a letter, with
“A” representing the best operating condition and “F” representing the worst. Based on an analysis
conducted by CHS Consulting in July 2017, the LOS on S.R. 92 at the S.R. 92/S.R. 35 intersection
is LOS E during the middle of the day on weekends when traffic volumes are highest. During this
same time period, S.R. 35 at the S.R. 92/S.R. 35 intersection operates at LOS A.

Congestion and safety issues in the vicinity of the intersection of S.R. 92/5.R. 35 have been the
subject of ongoing study by Caltrans. In 2000, Caltrans widened and improved a 1.8-mile
segment of eastbound S.R. 92 between Pilarcitos Creek Road and S.R. 35 to provide a continuous
uphill climbing lane for slow-moving trucks and other traffic, a median barrier, retaining walls,
and an extensive drainage system.® Similarly in 2000, Caltrans analyzed an uphill slow-vehicle
lane on westbound S.R. 92 from I-280 to S.R. 35 to upgrade the existing road to current design
standards in response to the safety and operational problems incurred as a result of the traffic

2 Caltrans, 2017 Traffic Volumes on California State Highways, 2018. This document (and all other documents cited
in this report, unless otherwise noted) is on file for public review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 96.222E.

3 Ibid.

4 Ibid.

5 CHS Consulting Group, State Route 92 and State Route 35 Ridge Trail Crossing Alternatives Technical Report, July 2017.

6 Caltrans, Transportation Concept Report State Route 92, September 2016.
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queues formed by slow-moving vehicles.” The project evaluated by Caltrans includes a grade-
separation structure to replace the existing at-grade intersection at S.R. 35/S.R. 92 (south).
Although Caltrans implemented the eastbound S.R. 92 uphill climbing lane, the agency did not
develop the westbound climbing lane and grade-separated crossing.

In 2002, Caltrans further evaluated modifying the S.R. 92/5.R. 35 intersection to develop an at-
grade signalized intersection, a grade-separated unsignalized intersection, or a roundabout to
improve traffic flows. The report identifies the grade-separated alternative as the superior option
because of its effectiveness at reducing delays and providing for safer pedestrian and cyclist
crossing. The report suggests that the at-grade signalized intersection and the roundabout could
present safety issues for pedestrians and bicyclists, given its location at the crest of a steep grade,
especially in foggy weather.8

In 2008, Caltrans again considered adding a traffic signal at the S.R. 92/S.R. 35 intersection due to
LOS F conditions for vehicles northbound on S.R. 35 turning left to westbound S.R. 92 (during
AM and PM peak hour), and LOS C (PM peak hour) to LOS F (AM peak hour) for northbound
vehicles on S.R. 35 turning right to eastbound S.R. 92. Citing the potential for intersection queueing,
which would worsen conditions for eastbound and westbound S.R. 92 traffic, the report does not
recommend signalizing the intersection. Caltrans concluded that signalizing the intersection
without providing additional lanes would not improve operation of the S.R. 92/S.R. 35 intersection
and would worsen conditions at the adjacent intersection at Lifemark Road/S.R. 92.°

As part of the update to its local coastal program, San Mateo County published the Connect the
Coastside report evaluating ways to address transportation deficiencies to and along the coast
between Devil Slide and Half Moon Bay, and on S.R. 92 between Half Moon Bay and 1-280.
Released in 2020, the draft report identifies traffic and bicycle safety issues along S.R. 92,
including near its intersection with S.R. 35 in the project vicinity. The report recommends Class II
bicycle lanes and a climbing/passing lane along S.R. 92 east of Half Moon Bay to improve
bicyclist and motorist safety.!0 The report also recommends roundabouts at the S.R. 35 (north)
and S.R. 92 intersection, east of the project area, and the intersection of S.R. 35 (south) and S.R. 92
in the project vicinity.

In the 2016 Transportation Concept Report for S.R. 92, Caltrans advances its 25-year concept for
S.R. 92. Between S.R. 1 and 1I-280, Caltrans intends to maintain a two- to four-lane conventional
highway and support the Connect the Coastside plan. As items warranting further study, the
report identifies a possible roundabout at the S.R. 35/S.R. 92 intersection for operational and
safety benefits. No such further study has been undertaken to date. The Transportation Concept

7 Caltrans and U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Route 92 Uphill Slow Vehicle
Lane / Safety Improvements Initial Study / Environmental Assessment, October 2000.

8 Seriani, Hanibal D., Caltrans District Branch Chief, Office of Highway Operations, memorandum to Joe
Hurley, Caltrans District Branch Chief, P/D Peninsula, re: Operational Analysis for Route 92/35 intersection
modification in San Mateo County, April 15, 2002.

9 Hall, Lance, Caltrans Office of Highway Operations, memorandum to Katie Yim, Caltrans District Branch
Chief, Office of Traffic, re: Proposed Signal at State Route 35/State Route 92 intersection, September 11, 2008.

10 County of San Mateo, Connect the Coastside: San Mateo County Midcoast Comprehensive Transportation
Management Plan, Draft Report dated January 15, 2020.
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Report also identifies consideration of an uphill slow vehicle lane on S.R. 92, westbound from
1-280 to S.R. 35. The approximately 2.3-mile slow vehicle lane would provide safety benefits and
traffic queue relief from trucks and other slow vehicles heading westbound on S.R. 92, similar to
the eastbound climbing lane on the other side of the S.R. 35 summit.!!

4.4.1.2 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities and Public Transit Service

In the project vicinity, neither S.R. 35 nor S.R. 92 provides pedestrian facilities (sidewalks and
crosswalks) or bikeways. Shoulders are present along some segments of both highways, but the
shoulders are narrow or discontinuous in some locations from vegetation and roadway width
constraints. In general, pedestrian activity in the area is minimal and limited to recreational users
of nearby trails and paths who were assumed to travel to the area by automobile, based on
surveys of comparable trails within the same regional trail system as that of the project.1?
Bicyclists routinely share the roadways with automobiles or use narrow road shoulders along
S.R. 92 and S.R. 35 and connecting roadways in the project vicinity.

The only public transit service operating near the project is Route 294, operated by the San Mateo
County Transit District (Samtrans), which connects San Mateo (Hillsdale) and Half Moon Bay via
S.R. 92. Stops are provided in each direction at the northern end of the proposed southern skyline
ridge trail, at the S.R. 92/Lifemark Road intersection in the westbound direction, and at the

S.R. 92/ S.R. 35 intersection in the eastbound direction.

4.4.2 Regulatory Framework

4.4.2.1 Federal Regulations

No federal regulations pertaining to transportation impacts are applicable to the project.

4.4.2.2 State and Local Regulations

Transportation analysis in California is guided by policies and standards set at the state level by
Caltrans and at the local level by jurisdictional agencies such as the City/County Association of
Governments of San Mateo County, the designated Congestion Management Agency for

San Mateo County. Local jurisdictions regulate speed limits and other driving standards on local
roadways. The goal of state and local plans and policies related to transportation is to prepare for
future growth and the vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle travel demand associated with
that growth. However, Caltrans and local jurisdictions require issuance of encroachment permits,
as well as preparation of transportation management plans/traffic control plans, when work
during project construction would occur within the right-of-way of state and/or local roadways.

CEQA section 21099(b)(1) requires that the State Office of Planning and Research develop revisions
to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of project

11 Caltrans, Transportation Concept Report State Route 92, September 2016.

12" CHS Consulting Group, Memorandum from Jill Hough (CHS) to Elijah Davidian (Environmental Science
Associates), re: Travel Demand and Vehicle Miles Traveled Estimates for Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge
Trail Extension, March 22, 2018.
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transportation impacts that promote the “reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development
of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” CEQA section 21099(b)(2)
states that upon certification of the revised CEQA Guidelines for determining transportation
impacts pursuant to section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as described solely by LOS or similar
measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact on
the environment under CEQA.

In January 2016, the office of planning and research published for public review and comment a
Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in
CEQA!3 (proposed transportation impact guidelines) recommending that transportation impacts
for projects be measured using a vehicle miles traveled metric. Vehicle miles traveled measures the
amount and distance that a project might cause people to drive, accounting for the number of
passengers within a vehicle.

The office of planning and research’s proposed transportation impact guidelines provide
substantial evidence that vehicle miles traveled is an appropriate standard to use in analyzing
transportation impacts to protect environmental quality and a better indicator of greenhouse gas,
air quality, and energy impacts than automobile delay. Acknowledging this, San Francisco
Planning Commission Resolution 19579, adopted on March 3, 2016:

¢ Found that automobile delay, as described solely by LOS or similar measures of vehicular
capacity or traffic congestion, shall no longer be considered a significant impact on the
environment pursuant to CEQA because it does not measure environmental impacts and
therefore it does not protect environmental quality.

e Directed the Environmental Review Officer to remove automobile delay as a factor in
determining significant impacts pursuant to CEQA for all guidelines, criteria, and list of
exemptions, and to update the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental
Review and Categorical Exemptions from CEQA to reflect this change.

e Directed the Environmental Planning Division and Environmental Review Officer to replace
automobile delay with vehicle miles traveled criteria that promote the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a
diversity of land uses consistent with the CEQA Guidelines.

Planning Commission Resolution 19579 became effective immediately for all projects that have
not received a CEQA determination and all projects that have previously received CEQA
determinations but require additional environmental analysis. In addition, the Secretary of the
Natural Resources Agency certified updated CEQA guidelines in December 2019 that removed
automobile delay as a significant impact on the environment. Accordingly, this EIR does not
contain a discussion of automobile delay impacts, but rather evaluates potential effects related to
vehicle miles traveled and induced automobile travel.

13" State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA
Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, January 20, 2016, http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_VMT _
CEQA_Guidelines_Proposal_January_20_2016.pdf, accessed December 18, 2018.
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4.4.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

4.4.3.1 Significance Criteria

San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31 directs the department to identify environmental
effects of a project using as its base the environmental checklist form set forth in Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines. As it relates to transportation and circulation, Appendix G asks whether
the project would:

e Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities;

e Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b);

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

¢ Result in inadequate emergency access.

The department uses significance criteria to facilitate the transportation analysis and address the
Appendix G checklist. The department separates the significance criteria into construction and
operation. Given the project characteristics, some of these significance criteria are grouped or
separated out in Section 4.4.3.4, Impact Analysis.

Construction

Construction of the project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would require
a substantially extended duration or intense activity; and the effects would create potentially
hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving, or public transit operations; or
interfere with accessibility for people walking or bicycling or substantially delay public transit.

Operation
The operational impact analysis addresses the following five significance criteria. A project

would have a significant effect if it would:

e Create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or public
transit operations;

o Interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the project site, and
adjoining areas, or result in inadequate emergency access;

e Substantially delay public transit;

¢ Cause substantial additional vehicle miles traveled or substantially induce additional
automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding
new mixed-flow travel lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network; or

e Result in a loading deficit and the secondary effects would create potentially hazardous
conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or substantially delay public transit.
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4.4.3.2 Approach to Analysis

Because of the location and nature of the project, there would be no impacts related to the
following significance criteria for the reasons presented below; therefore, these criteria are not
discussed further.

o Result in Inadequate Emergency Access during Project Operations. The project would not
permanently change the existing or planned transportation network and would not
permanently affect emergency access on area roadways. Therefore, this significance criterion
is not applicable to proposed operations and is only discussed below (see Impact TR-2) as it
applies to project construction activities.

For informational purposes, the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County
2017 Congestion Management Program !4 requires that local jurisdictions notify the association of
governments at the beginning of the CEQA process of all development applications or land use
policy changes that are expected to generate a net 100 or more peak-hour trips on the congestion
management program network. San Mateo County does not require the preparation of traffic
impact analysis for land use projects that generate less than 500 trips per day or 100 peak-hour
trips at an intersection.!® The visitation estimates indicate that the project, under the proposed
access program and variants, would generate fewer than 500 trips per day (see discussion of
Impact TR-4, below). Furthermore, the majority of trail users would travel to the area on
weekends and during off-peak-hour times on weekdays and would therefore generate fewer than
100 peak-hour trips. Additionally, the congestion management program states that its traffic
impact analysis policy applies to general plan updates, specific area plans, and modifications to
the congestion management program roadway network, and the project does not fit any of those
categories. Thus, project operation would not conflict with congestion management programs for
San Mateo County roads.

Project Impacts

The analysis considers the potential short-term effects of construction —including those on
pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and emergency vehicle access. The construction-related
information used for the analysis is based on current project specifications, including
construction durations.

Project construction activities would result in a temporary increase in vehicle trips on roads in the
project area over the anticipated 12-month project construction period. The SFPUC would construct
project components north and south of S.R. 92 concurrently and conduct all construction on
weekdays between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m., and Saturdays between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m., if approved by
local agencies. The SFPUC does not anticipate any nighttime construction. The analysis of
construction-related traffic impacts below considers the estimated number of daily commute,
delivery, and haul trips. The proposed staging areas would provide sufficient capacity to

14 City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County, San Mateo County Congestion Management
Program 2017, January 12, 2018, hittp://ccag.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/2017-CMP-Final-v2.0.pdf, accessed
July 17, 2019.

15 County of San Mateo, Department of Public Works, Roadway Services, Traffic Impact Study Requirements,
September 1, 2013.
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accommodate the anticipated parking demand for construction-worker vehicles, estimated to be a
maximum of approximately 20 vehicles per day. The analysis also considers the potential long-term
effects of project implementation, including those on traffic safety hazards, and safety of pedestrian
and bicycle facilities.

4.4.3.3 Impact Summary

Table 4.4-1 summarizes the impacts of the project related to transportation and circulation.
The impact summary table provides separate significance determinations for the proposed

access program and variants.

TABLE 4.4-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS — TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Significance Determinations

Access Access Program | Access Program
Program Variant 2 Variant 3
Proposed Variant 1 (Unsupervised/ | (Unsupervised/
Access (Docent Unrestricted Restricted
Impacts Program Program) Access) Access)
Impact TR-1: Construction of the project would not
require a substantially extended duration or intense LS LS LS LS
activity.
I t TR-2: Project tructi tiviti 1d
mpac -2: roject construction activities wou LS LS LS LS
not result in inadequate emergency access.
Impact TR-3: Project construction activities would
not result in potentially hazardous conditions for LS LS LS LS

vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians.

Impact TR-4: Operation of the project would not
cause a substantial adverse change in accessibility, LS LS LS LS
public transit, vehicle miles traveled, or loading.

Impact TR-5: Project operations would not create
potentially hazardous conditions for vehicles
entering and exiting the project area; however,
project operations would increase the risk of conflicts
and could create potentially hazardous conditions
between vehicles and pedestrians, bicyclists, or
equestrians attempting to cross State Route 92.
(Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)

SUM LS SUM SUM

Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with
past, present, and probable future projects, would not LS LS LS LS
substantially affect transportation and circulation.

LS = Less than Significant impact, no mitigation required
SUM = Significant and Unavoidable impact with implementation of feasible mitigation

Case No. 2016-016100ENV 4.4-8

Draft EIR

Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project
June 2020



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.4 Transportation and Circulation

4.4.3.4 Impact Analysis

The following analyses discuss impacts related to the significance criteria in Section 4.4.3.1,
Significance Criteria, above. For criteria addressed in the management plan EIR, the analysis tiers
off of and cross-references those analyses. Therefore, relevant portions of the management plan
EIR’s impact analyses are incorporated by reference.

Construction Impacts

The management plan EIR does not address transportation and circulation impacts associated
with construction at a project level. Therefore, the following discussion of project construction-
period impacts is unique to the project as proposed. It addresses construction transportation and
circulation impacts in light of the site-specific and project-level information that has become
available (or been developed) since management plan EIR certification in 2001.

Impact TR-1: Construction of the project would not require a substantially extended duration or
intense activity. (Less than Significant)

Construction Traffic

Construction traffic would result in short-term increases in traffic volumes on S.R. 35, S.R. 92, and
1-280. With the addition of project-related construction vehicle traffic to existing roadway volumes
without a corresponding increase in the capacity of the roadway, there could be increased
congestion and delay for vehicles. Construction truck traffic could temporarily reduce roadway
capacities due to the slower travel speeds and larger turning radii of trucks. The impacts of
construction traffic would be most noticeable in the immediate vicinity of the project area.

In order to determine the potential transportation-related effects of project construction activities,
the project’s transportation analysts derived the volume of construction-related traffic based on
estimated construction equipment needs provided by SFPUC staff. Construction of the project trails
and trail amenities would generally require clearing, grubbing, grading, excavation, and
compaction; limited paving; and installation of retaining and drainage structures, restrooms, signage,
and fencing.

During construction, traffic activity to and from the project site could be more variable from one
day to the next, depending on what types of construction activities are taking place and where.
An overview of the construction requirements for the project is presented in Table 2-1, of
Chapter 2, Project Description. As presented in Table 2-1, project construction is estimated as
requiring up to two construction crews working at the same time; the size of each crew would
range from 5 to 10 workers. Under the proposed access program and variant 1, construction of
the universal access loop trail and associated facilities north of S.R. 92 would require one crew of
up to 10 workers for approximately four months. Under variants 2 and 3, fencing construction
would require an additional four to eight months. Under the proposed access program and
variants, construction of the southern skyline ridge trail and associated facilities south of S.R. 92
would require one crew of up to 10 workers for approximately 12 months.
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Upon completion of the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail improvements, the crew assigned to that work
could be reassigned to work on the southern skyline ridge trail improvements. Under that
scenario, two crews totaling up to 20 people could be working on the southern skyline ridge trail
simultaneously for up to eight months. This would be the maximum number of construction
workers anticipated to be working on the southern skyline ridge trail at any given time.
Reflecting the expectation that some workers also would make midday trips, this analysis
estimates that the 20 workers would generate up to 60 one-way vehicle trips per day. As
indicated in Table 2-1, construction activity would require up to six trucks per day delivering
material to the work site, and up to 40 trucks per day to haul material to and away from the work
site. Reflecting the expectation that no delivery trucks would also be haul trucks, and the
conservative assumption that delivery trips and haul trips would occur on the same days, it is
estimated that there would be up to 92 daily one-way truck trips.

Heavy vehicles such as trucks are larger, heavier, slower, and less maneuverable than passenger
cars, and typically have more noticeable effects on traffic flow. These effects can be simulated by
applying a passenger car equivalent factor, which attempts to capture the effects of a given type of
heavy vehicle by converting it to an equivalent number of passenger cars. For trucks, a typical
passenger car equivalent factor is on the order of 2 to 3. Even when accounting for the passenger
car equivalent factor, however, the worst-case effect of construction-related traffic activity would
be no more than 336 one-way passenger vehicle trips.

As described above, the traffic volume on I-280 at the junction with S.R. 92 near the project area is
about 104,000-109,000 vehicles per day, and the addition of up to 92 truck and 60 passenger
vehicle trips per day would represent a minimal increase (less than 0.5 percent). The traffic
volume on S.R. 92 in the project area is about 24,700-26,500 vehicles per day, and the addition of
up to 92 truck and 60 passenger vehicle trips per day likewise would represent a minimal
increase (about 1.4 percent). The magnitude of these increases is within the range of typical daily
variation in traffic levels (usually on the order of +5 percent) that might be expected on the major
roadways serving the project site, and transportation and circulation conditions on these
roadways would remain substantially similar to current conditions.

The traffic volume on S.R. 35 in the project area is about 3,150 vehicles per day north of S.R. 92 and
about 2,300 vehicles per day south of S.R. 92, and the addition of up to 92 truck and 60 passenger
vehicle trips per day would represent an increase of up to about 15 percent on S.R. 35 south of

S.R. 92. That percent increase in traffic volume (greater than the above-cited +5 percent typical daily
variation in traffic levels) would be noticeable to the average motorist. However, the daily traffic
capacity of S.R. 35, a two-lane highway with a capacity of 2,800 vehicles per hour south of S.R. 92,1
is adequate to accommodate the increase in traffic, which would mostly occur during non-peak
traffic hours. In summary, construction traffic generated by the project would not require a
substantially extended duration or intense activity that would affect transportation and circulation
conditions in the project vicinity. Therefore, impacts related to short-term traffic increases on 1-280,
S.R. 92, and S.R. 35 during construction of the project would be less than significant.

16 City and County Association of Governments of San Mateo County, San Mateo County Congestion Management
Program 2017, Appendix B: Traffic Level of Service Calculation Methods, January 12, 2018.
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As stated above, these estimates reflect the most conservative scenario of maximum traffic
activity overlap. In reality, the potential for overlap between different activity types would be less
than that assumed, and construction-related traffic activity would generally be spread out over
the course of the entire day as workers arrive at the site from or depart the site for offsite
destinations.

Construction activities would generally take place within SFPUC right-of-way (i.e., outside of the
public right-of-way along S.R. 35 and S.R. 92) and would not substantially conflict with traffic,
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian access or circulation along these facilities. Newly constructed
service roads connecting to S.R. 35 would be sited to provide adequate sight distance for heavy
vehicles to safely enter and exit the construction site. The use of a crane to install the prefabricated
pedestrian bridge proposed for seasonal drainage crossing along southern skyline ridge trail
would require intermittent closure of the northbound lane of S.R. 35 for up to three days for site
preparation, bridge delivery, crane setup, bridge placement, and site cleanup and materials removal.
Any activities taking place during the week or weekend within the public right-of-way along
S.R. 35 and S.R. 92 or requiring temporary traffic controls such as lane closures would be coordinated
directly with Caltrans (through preparation of a Caltrans-approved transportation management
plan as part of an application for an encroachment permit) to ensure traffic safety and minimize
disruptions to traffic, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian access or circulation along these facilities.

Construction of the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail improvements might require closure of the trail for
short periods during the 12 months of construction activities. However, such closures would be
temporary and only affect access for a relatively small number of current trail users (about

866 people on average visit the trail annually!”). As the proposed southern skyline ridge trail is
intended to support the Bay Area Ridge Trail Council’s goal of creating a continuous multi-
modal Bay Area Ridge Trail network, there are no existing trails within the boundaries of
construction activities associated with that project component, and no disruptions to trail access
for equestrians, bicyclists, or pedestrians would result from project construction.

The SFPUC would require its Standard Construction Measures (traffic control measures) be
included in the construction specifications to maintain transportation and circulation on
roadways affected by construction. These requirements include measures such as flaggers,
construction warning signs, scheduling truck trips during non-peak hours, and coordinating with
local emergency responder to maintain emergency access. Implementation of these standard
construction measures would serve to further reduce the project’s impact on transportation and
circulation. Given these considerations, construction of the project under the proposed access
program and variants would result in less-than-significant impacts on transportation and
circulation.

Mitigation: None required.

17 CHS Consulting Group, Memorandum from Jill Hough (CHS) to Elijah Davidian (Environmental Science
Associates), re: Travel Demand and Vehicle Miles Traveled Estimates for Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge
Trail Extension, March 22, 2018.
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Impact Conclusion for the Proposed Access Program

Construction of the project under the proposed access program along both the Fifield-Cahill and
southern skyline ridge trails would have a less-than-significant impact related to conflicts with
plans and policies that establish measures of effectiveness for the performance of a circulation
system. No mitigation is required.

Impact TR-2: Project construction activities would not result in inadequate emergency access.
(Less than Significant)

Project construction activities would be conducted east of (i.e., not within the travel lanes of)

S.R. 35 and north of S.R. 92 (at Cemetery Gate and Fifield-Cahill ridge trail). Construction-related
traffic increases associated with project activities would not be substantial (maximum of 92 truck
and 60 one-way vehicle trips per day) and would not result in inadequate emergency access
along S.R. 35. Project activities would not require full highway or other roadway closures, and
emergency vehicles would have continuous access to all roadways in the project vicinity. In some
instances, traffic flow on S.R. 35 could be temporarily interrupted for short periods of time (i.e.,
typically less than five minutes) to accommodate large construction vehicles accessing the project
work sites, or due to the closure of the northbound lane of S.R. 35 to accommodate prefabricated
bridge delivery and installation. However, emergency response vehicles would have continuous
access and would not be precluded during temporary interruptions of traffic flow because travel
lanes would be reopened, and construction vehicles would move to the side of the road to
accommodate any passing emergency vehicles.

As explained for Impact TR-1, SFPUC Standard Construction Measures (traffic control measures)
would be included in the construction specifications to allow for unimpeded emergency access
on roadways affected by construction. These measures would serve to further reduce the
project’s impact on emergency access. Therefore, construction of the project under the proposed
access program and variants would result in less-than-significant impacts on emergency access.
As noted in Section 4.4.3.2, Approach to Analysis, project operations would have no impact related
to inadequate emergency access.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact Conclusion for the Proposed Access Program

Construction of the project under the proposed access program along both the Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail and the southern skyline ridge trail would have a less-than-significant impact related
to inadequate emergency access. No mitigation is required.
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Impact TR-3: Project construction activities would not result in potentially hazardous conditions
for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. (Less than Significant)

Construction vehicles traveling to and from the project area would share the roadway with other
vehicles as well as with bicyclists. The use of S.R. 35 to access the project work sites during
construction could increase potential conflicts between construction vehicles (with slower speeds
and wider turning radii than autos) and automobiles and bicyclists. The greatest increase in the
number of project-related construction vehicles using S.R. 35 to access the project work sites
would occur on weekdays, when there would be no more than six delivery trucks, 40 haul trucks,
and 20 worker vehicles on a given day traveling to and from the site.

As noted above in Section 4.4.3.2, Approach to Analysis, all construction would be conducted on
weekdays between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m., and on Saturdays between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. The potential for
conflicts would be limited because five out of the six days per week that trip-generating project
construction activities would occur would be weekdays, when there are fewer bicyclists present
than on weekend days. As noted for Impact TR-1, SFPUC’s Standard Construction Measures
(traffic control measures) would be included in the construction specifications to maintain traffic
and bicycle circulation on roadways affected by construction. These measures would serve to
further reduce the project’s impact on traffic safety. In addition, construction contractors would
be required to prepare a Caltrans-approved transportation management plan!8 for work,
including temporary traffic controls, within the public right-of-way along S.R. 35 and S.R. 92, to
ensure traffic safety and minimize disruptions to traffic, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian access or
circulation along these facilities. Given these considerations, construction of the project under the
proposed access program and variants would result in less-than-significant safety impacts for
vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact Conclusion for the Proposed Access Program

Construction of the project under the proposed access program along both the Fifield-Cahill
ridge trail and the southern skyline ridge trail would have a less-than-significant impact on the
safety of public roadways for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. No mitigation is required.

Operational Impacts

Both the programmatic and project-level analyses contained in the management plan EIR

acknowledge that under the Peninsula Watershed Management Plan, there could be increased
public use of the watershed, which could result in an increase in vehicular traffic on roadways
serving the watershed. Specifically, the amount of vehicular traffic would be influenced by the

18 A transportation management plan is an approach for alleviating or minimizing work-related traffic delays by
the effective application of traditional traffic handling practices and other strategies, which may include public
awareness campaigns, motorist information, accident management, construction methods, demand
management, and alternative route planning (Caltrans, 2015. Transportation Management Plan Guidelines).
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availability of parking at or near trail access points. Alternative level-of-access schemes would
generate different levels of vehicular traffic, ranging from that generated by unrestricted public
access to watershed trails, or by annual permit, or by docent-led small hiking groups.!® The
management plan EIR concludes that increases in vehicular traffic would not be noticeable within
the daily fluctuations of traffic volumes on area roadways, and the impact to traffic flow
conditions would be less than significant.

The management plan EIR also concludes that traffic safety impacts associated with turns
between S.R. 92 and parking areas would be significant, but that implementation of Project-Level
Mitigation Measures ].1 through J.4 would reduce effects to traffic safety to a less-than-significant
level.?0 These measures outline several actions, such as restricting parking duration to encourage
turnover of trail users, installing advance warning signs upstream of parking lot access
driveways, and prohibiting left turns from S.R. 92 into parking lots during peak-use times of day.
These measures have been considered and, where directly applicable to the project under
consideration, refined to reflect additional site-specific and project-level details that the SFPUC
has developed since management plan EIR certification.

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the SFPUC is considering a proposed access
program and three variants. The proposed access program would implement a docent program
on the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and unsupervised/restricted access on the southern skyline ridge
trail. Variant 1 would be a continuation and expansion of the existing program, allowing docent-
led groups of up to 20 people, three times per day, and four times per week, scheduled in
advance by reservation, with daily limits of 60 people. Variant 2 would allow unsupervised
access for approximately eight hours per day during daylight hours, with no limit on the number
of visitors. Variant 3 would be similar to access program variant 2, but access would require a
permit. Further detail is provided below in the impact discussion.

Upon the completion of construction, typical maintenance activities would include periodic (e.g.,
monthly) inspection of trail infrastructure (e.g., trail and parking lot surfaces, retaining walls, and
drainage facilities), with more frequent inspection of restroom and fences (i.e., weekly). For the
proposed access program and variants, this EIR conservatively assumes up to one additional staff
person and 10 volunteers could be required to support project operations. Considering the
infrequent occurrence and the minimal number of staff/volunteers needed to perform maintenance
activities, maintenance is not considered in the discussion of project operations below.

Impact TR-4: Operation of the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in
accessibility, public transit, vehicle miles traveled, or loading. (Less than Significant)

Once operational, the project would increase traffic volumes on area roadways from visitor motor
vehicle trips; work trips by SFPUC docents (under the proposed access program and variant 1); as
well as maintenance trucks to service the trails, fencing, and restrooms. Visitor motor vehicle trips

19" San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section IIL], Transportation and Access (p. II1.]J-3) and Section V.], Transportation and Access (p. V-39).
0" San Francisco Planning Department, Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Report,
Section V1], Transportation and Access (p. VI-5).
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would represent the greatest contributor to traffic volume increases. As discussed in Section 2.7.1,
Trail Access Management Program and Visitation, of Chapter 2, Project Description, project
visitation would vary by access program, based upon level of access restriction. As explained in
that section, a program under which visitation were restricted to docent-led access would result in
the fewest number of visitors (see Section 2.7.1.2, Access Program Variant 1 [Docent Program]),
whereas a program under which visitation were unsupervised and unrestricted would result in the
greatest number of visitors (see Section 2.7.1.3, Access Program Variant 2 [Unsupervised/Unrestricted
Access]). An access program with some restrictions, such as the proposed access program (docent-
led access along Fifield-Cahill ridge trail; unsupervised/restricted access along southern skyline
ridge trail) would have visitor traffic volumes similar to but slightly lower than unsupervised/
unrestricted access. As discussed below, increases in visitor traffic volumes would not be
substantial under any access program configuration. Therefore, this section presents a quantitative
analysis of traffic volumes associated with the lowest (docent-led) and highest (unrestricted/
unsupervised) potential visitation for the access programs under consideration. This approach
captures the range of potential traffic volume increases across all access program configurations,
including the proposed access program.

Access Program Variant 1 (Docent Program)

Under variant 1, visitation would be limited to 60 people per day, 240 per week, 12,480 per year,
per trail segment (i.e., Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and southern skyline ridge trail, as applicable).?!
Taking into account that docent-led access would increase the number of docent programs from
one to two (one for each trail segment), and the increase in the number of days per week that the
docent program would operate (from three to four), the maximum allowable number of trail
visitors would more than double from 9,360 to 24,960 per year. Considering that existing trail
usage averages approximately 866 visitors per year, or roughly 9 percent of allowable visitation,
the total number of average annual visitors with docent-led access would likely be approximately
2,309. This represents an increase of 1,443 average annual visitors, which would equate to an
average of approximately seven new visitors per day of operation on the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail
or the southern skyline ridge trail.

Access would be provided via designated trailheads and watershed access points (e.g., Portola
Gate, Cemetery Gate, and proposed trailhead at S.R. 92 and S.R. 35). Trail users and docents
would be instructed to park within designated parking areas (e.g., proposed 50-car parking lot
near Cemetery Gate, existing Skyline Quarry parking lot, proposed 20-car parking lot near the
Caltrans vista point on S.R. 35, existing Sneath Lane parking lot).

Considering that most, if not all, of the seven new average daily trail visitors would be traveling
to/from the project area in vehicles carrying more than one trail visitor, and that the vehicles would

21 Under the current docent-led access program, far fewer people than the maximum annual allowance (i.e.,
9,360 people per year, not including docents) have actually visited the watershed. Annual visitation data
maintained by the SFPUC from 2003 to 2017 indicate that average annual trail use during this period was
866 people per year, including docents. Peak usage was in 2004 with 1,317 people, including docents. Total
usage during this 14-year period was 12,995, of which 11,088 were visitors (i.e., not docents).

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Annual Fifield-Cahill Ridge Trail Usage August 23, 2003 Through
December 31, 2017, 2017, Table: Number of Trail Participants/Docents by Event Type.
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be spread across four visitor parking lots, the number of new vehicle trips generated by a docent-
led access program traveling on local roadways in the project area would likely be less than five.

While visitation patterns under the existing docent program indicate current annual visitation is
about 9 percent of the maximum allowable, it is possible that maximum visitation under variant 1
could be realized on a given day. Under this conservative scenario, the number of daily project-
related vehicle trips on local roadways could increase from roughly 6 to 115. Even if daily
maximum visitation were realized under variant 1 (i.e., 120 visitors — 60 visitors for each trail
segment), visitors would likely arrive/depart two or more to a vehicle, and those vehicle trips
would be spread across the eight-hour period that the trails are open and across multiple parking
facilities. Under this scenario, the maximum new daily one-way vehicle trips would be less than
the number of daily vehicle trips evaluated above in the discussion of construction impacts.??
Therefore, project operation under variant 1 would not substantially increase the current traffic
volumes on area roadways, thereby maintaining accessibility for vehicular access and Samtrans
Route 294 operations. No on-street loading currently occurs on any of the study roadways, nor
would project operation under variant 1 introduce any on-street loading, as passenger loading
activities would occur in the existing and two proposed designated parking lots.

The estimated average trip length of 18.9 miles per visitor under existing conditions would not be
expected to change under the variant 1, because the estimates are based upon reports from
current Fifield-Cahill ridge trail visitors under the existing docent program and variant 1
visitation restrictions would not substantially change relative to the existing program.?3
Nevertheless, a docent-led access program would not increase physical roadway capacity or
cause substantial additional vehicle miles traveled because the increase in vehicle trips resulting
from visitation described for variant 1 (i.e., between roughly 5 and 115 new vehicle trips) would
not be substantial in relation to existing traffic volumes on study area roadways, as described
above in Section 4.4.1.1, Roadway Network. For the reasons described above, the impact would be
less than significant.

Access Program Variant 2 (Unsupervised/Unrestricted Access)

With variant 2, visitation would be allowed seven days per week, for approximately eight hours
per day during daylight hours, with no restrictions on the number of trail users. As noted above,
of all access programs under consideration for the project, unsupervised/unrestricted access would
generate the largest number of visitors. Annual visitation under variant 2 could be up to
approximately 50,020 people per year.2* While visitation would vary based upon season and weather
conditions, average weekly visitation would likely increase to roughly 960 people per week. A
visitation study commissioned by the planning department which collected data from other nearby
public open space lands with similar recreational opportunities (Golden Gate National Recreation

22 The estimated person trips were converted to estimated vehicle trips using an automobile occupancy of 2.1

(persons per vehicle), which is the average vehicle occupancy of trips made for social and recreational
purposes according to the Bureau of Transportation Statistics (CHS Consulting Group, 2018).

CHS Consulting Group, Memorandum from Jill Hough (CHS) to Elijah Davidian (Environmental Science
Associates), re: Travel Demand and Vehicle Miles Traveled Estimates for Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge
Trail Extension, March 22, 2018.

24 Tbid.
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Area’s Sweeney Ridge, SFPUC Peninsula Watershed’s Fifield-Cahill Ridge, and Midpeninsula
Regional Open Space District’s Purisima Creek Redwoods Open Space Preserve), found that
approximately 43 percent of visitors would likely access the trails on weekends and the remaining
57 percent on weekdays.?> Accordingly, on a peak weekend day, unsupervised/ unrestricted
access would generate a maximum of approximately 206 visitors, or up to approximately 200
new daily trail visitors compared to average daily visitation levels under the existing docent
program. As noted previously, visitors would likely arrive/depart two or more to a vehicle, and
those vehicle trips would be spread across the eight-hour period that the trails are open and
across multiple parking facilities. At a maximum, this would result in 190 new daily one-way
vehicle trips, which is similar to the number of daily vehicle trips evaluated above in the
discussion of construction impacts.?® For the same reasons identified in Impact TR-1, project
operation under variant 2 would not substantially increase the current traffic volumes on area
roadways, thereby maintaining accessibility for vehicular access and Samtrans Route 294
operations. No on-street loading currently occurs on any of the study roadways, nor would
project operation under variant 2 introduce any on-street loading, as passenger loading activities
would occur in the existing and two proposed designated parking lots.

The project’s estimated average trip length of 12 miles per visitor for unsupervised/unrestricted
access would be reduced relative to the estimated average trip length under existing conditions.?”
Furthermore, unsupervised/unrestricted access would not increase physical roadway capacity or
cause substantial additional vehicle miles traveled because the increase in vehicle trips resulting
from visitation described above (i.e., 190 new vehicle trips) would not be substantial in relation to
existing traffic volumes on study area roadways, as described above in Section 4.4.1.1, Roadway
Network. For the reasons described above, the impact would be less than significant.

All Access Programs Summary

As explained above, traffic volumes for the access program configurations with the lowest and
highest potential visitation (which correspond to docent-led access and unsupervised/unrestricted
access, respectively) would not substantially increase in traffic volumes. The access programs with
some restrictions, such as the proposed access program and variant 3, would have visitor traffic
volumes similar to but slightly lower than the highest potential visitation under variant 2. As
explained, increases in visitor traffic volumes would not be substantial under any access program
configuration.

The estimated average trip length of project visitors would be expected to be similar (under
variant 1) or reduced (under proposed access program and variants 2 and 3), relative to the
average trip length under existing conditions (18.9 miles per visitor).28 Furthermore, the project
would not increase physical roadway capacity or cause substantial additional vehicle miles

25 Ibid.

26 The estimated person trips were converted to estimated vehicle trips using an automobile occupancy of 2.1
(persons per vehicle), which is the average vehicle occupancy of trips made for social and recreational
purposes according to the Bureau of Transportation Statistics (CHS Consulting Group, 2018).

CHS Consulting Group, Memorandum from Jill Hough (CHS) to Elijah Davidian (Environmental Science
Associates), re: Travel Demand and Vehicle Miles Traveled Estimates for Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge
Trail Extension, March 22, 2018.

28 Ibid.

27
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traveled because the range of the increase in vehicle trips resulting from visitation described
above for the project (i.e., a maximum of between 115 and 190 new vehicle trips) would not be
substantial in relation to existing traffic volumes on study area roadways, as described above in
Section 4.4.1.1, Roadway Network. Therefore, traffic volumes under the project, regardless of which
access program were selected (i.e., proposed access program or variants 1 through 3), would be
less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact Conclusion for Proposed Access Program

Operation of the project with the proposed access program along the Fifield-Cahill and southern
skyline ridge trails would not substantially increase the current traffic volumes on area
roadways; the impact would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required.

Impact TR-5: Project operations would not create potentially hazardous conditions for vehicles
entering and exiting the project area; however, project operations would increase the risk of
conflicts and could create potentially hazardous conditions between vehicles and pedestrians,
bicyclists, or equestrians attempting to cross State Route 92. (Significant and Unavoidable with
Mitigation)

Hazardous Conditions for Vehicles

During project operation, trail visitors turning left from eastbound S.R. 92 onto Lifemark Road to
access the two proposed parking areas in the vicinity of Cemetery Gate would use the existing
left-turn lane. This is no different than the existing condition as there is a trailhead at the Skylawn
Cemetery for the existing easement section of the Ridge Trail. Like existing conditions, left turns
onto S.R. 92 from Lifemark Road would have to be made in a gap in the traffic streams of both
eastbound and westbound directions. This would be complicated by the fact that eastbound
vehicles on S.R. 92 come from both S.R. 92 west of S.R. 35 and from S.R. 35 south of S.R. 92.
Vehicles making those left turns onto S.R. 92 could be delayed, which could cause some drivers
to attempt to turn through the traffic streams, thus increasing the potential for vehicular conflicts
with the addition of the proposed project, relative to existing conditions.

In addition, there would be no separate left-turn lane for drivers to turn from southbound S.R. 35
into the proposed 20-vehicle parking lot. Left turns onto S.R. 35 from this parking lot would have
to be made in a gap in the traffic streams from both directions. Vehicles making those left turns
onto S.R. 35 could be delayed, during which some drivers might attempt to turn through the
traffic streams and increase the potential for conflicts with the addition of the proposed project,
relative to existing conditions. These potential delays would not affect access by emergency
responders on study area roadways because the responders could use their sirens to bypass any
queued vehicles.

The turning movements described above would occur more often on weekends than on
weekdays, and more often under variant 2 than under the other access programs. The project
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would result in a maximum of between 115 and 190 new daily one-way vehicle trips, depending
on the maximum visitation levels permitted under the proposed access program and variants (see
discussion above for Impact TR-4). Those vehicle trips would be spread over an eight-hour period
when trail access is open, and they would be spread among parking facilities accessed from two
different roadway facilities (i.e., S.R. 92 and S.R. 35). Considering the temporal and geographic
dispersion of these vehicle trips and the limited number of vehicles attempting to make turns into
the proposed parking areas, this analysis does not expect left-turning vehicles to experience
uncharacteristic queuing or delays. The addition of these left-turning vehicles would not result in
an appreciable increase in safety hazards beyond levels that currently exist for vehicles making
these left turns. Therefore, operation of the project under the proposed access program and
variants would result in a less-than-significant impact related to hazardous vehicle conditions.

Potentially Hazardous Conditions for Pedestrians, Bicyclists, and Equestrians

With respect to pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians, the focus of the safety hazard analysis is
at the Lifemark Road/S.R. 92 intersection to the north, and the S.R. 35/S.R. 92 intersection to the
south. Parking for the project would be accommodated within the new 20-car parking lot, located
immediately south of the existing Caltrans vista point parking area, and accessed from S.R. 35. In
this area, the Lifemark Road/S.R. 92 intersection represents the terminus of the Bay Area Ridge
Trail segment north of S.R. 92 (i.e., extending from the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail south through
Skylawn Memorial Park). The S.R. 92/S.R. 35 intersection is located approximately 600 feet north
of the project trailhead and parking lot for the southern skyline ridge trail. The SFPUC does not
propose to connect segments of the Bay Area Ridge Trail north and south of S.R. 92, nor does it
propose to facilitate or otherwise encourage pedestrian, bicycle, or equestrian crossing of S.R. 92.

Proposed Access Program (Docent Program on Fifield-Cahill Ridge Trail and Unsupervised /
Restricted Access on Southern Skyline Ridge Trail) and Variants 2 (Unsupervised / Unrestricted
Access) and 3 (Unsupervised / Restricted Access)

Under the proposed access program and variants 2 and 3, with no restrictions on the number of
trail users, it is possible that parking demand could occasionally exceed the capacity of the 20-car
parking lot, as periodically happens at Purisima Creek Redwoods Open Space Preserve to the
south. If this were to occur, visitors might attempt to park illegally on the roadway shoulder on
S.R. 35 near the trailhead or at the adjacent 12-car parking lot at the Caltrans vista point. This
could create significant hazardous conditions for pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians
attempting to access the trailhead from offsite parking locations or those traveling along S.R. 35
for other purposes because there are no sidewalks and the roadway would be narrowed due to
the presence of parked vehicles. The management plan EIR recognized this potential hazard and
included Project-Level Mitigation Measures ].1 and ].4, which generally address this potential
condition by imposing a parking time limit of two hours at the Caltrans vista point, and by
coordinating with local jurisdictions regarding signage and enforcement of parking restrictions.
Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a, Installation of Signage, would more specifically reduce the
potentially hazardous condition created by parking overflow. However, implementation of this
measure would not be entirely within the SFPUC’s control and require coordination with, and be
contingent upon, agreement with Caltrans.
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In addition, the proposed addition of a new trail segment extending south from a location near
the terminus of an existing segment of Bay Area Ridge Trail could create a new demand for trail
users (i.e., pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians) to cross S.R. 92. Under the proposed access
program and variants 2 and 3, it is reasonable to expect that some trail users would want to use
both trail segments. Trail users attempting to cross S.R. 92 near its intersections with Lifemark
Road or S.R. 35 would create potentially hazardous conditions for them. S.R. 92 carries
approximately 26,800 to 28,900 vehicles per day in this area,?” is congested when traffic volumes
are highest during the middle of the day on weekends,30 and there are currently no traffic signals
or pedestrian crossing signals, striping, or signage in this area to convey trail user access across
S.R. 92. The potentially hazardous conditions for trail users attempting to cross S.R. 92 would
constitute a significant transportation impact.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a would reduce this impact to some degree by
notifying visitors that crossing S.R. 92 is prohibited and dangerous. However, signage alone
might not discourage all potential S.R. 92 crossings by trail users. As a result, this measure would
not be sufficient on its own to reduce the above-described potentially hazardous conditions
related to trail users crossing S.R. 92 under the proposed access program and variants 2 and 3 to
less-than-significant levels.

The SFPUC and the San Francisco Planning Department considered several other measures to
reduce potential S.R. 92 crossing impacts at this location during project development. Such
additional mitigation options included: (1) an at-grade crosswalk with flashing beacon, (2) an at-
grade crosswalk with high-intensity beacon, (3) a traffic signal, (4) a roundabout, and (5) a
bridge.3! As noted in Section 4.4.1.1, Roadway Network, Caltrans (which owns and manages this
intersection) reviewed and provided input on each of these proposals. In addition, the planning
department reviewed studies cited below. The planning department rejected options 1 to 3 for
the following operational and/or safety reasons:

o  Enhanced At-Grade Crosswalk/Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon — High speeds on S.R. 92
discourage a rapid flashing beacon and would not adequately achieve pedestrian, bicyclist,
and equestrian safety at this location.3?

e High-Intensity Activated At-Grade Crosswalk Beacon — A high-intensity activated beacon
would provide a higher level of control than a rapid flashing beacon because vehicles are
required to come to a complete stop when the high-intensity activated beacon signal is
initiated. However, a high-intensity activated beacon at this location would force queueing
traffic, including semitrailer trucks, to stop on a steep inclined grade. If the truck is fully
loaded and has to come to a stop, it is likely to roll backward. The steep incline might be
challenging for truck drivers and could become a roadway hazard.33

29 Caltrans, 2017 Traffic Volumes on California State Highways, 2018.

30 cHs Consulting Group, State Route 92 and State Route 35 Ridge Trail Crossing Alternatives Technical Report, July
2017, shows the highway operating at level of service E during these periods.

31 Ibid.

32 Caltrans, Letter from Caltrans to the City and County of San Francisco, re: Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail
Extension — State Route 92 and State Route 35 Ridge Trail Crossing Alternatives Technical Report, August 17, 2017.

3 Ibid.
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o  Traffic Signal — In 2002 and 2008, Caltrans explored the feasibility of signalizing S.R. 92 and
S.R. 35, and this option was not recommended because it could result in queuing on
eastbound and westbound S.R. 92 and result in reduced driver sight lines associated with
foggy conditions.3435

The bridge crossing and roundabout, both of which the planning department has concluded are
potentially feasible mitigation concepts, are described more fully below.

As noted in Section 4.4.1.1, Roadway Network, a 2002 Caltrans study found a grade-separated, or
bridge, crossing to be operationally superior to signalization or roundabout.3¢ The planning
department considered S.R. 92 bridge crossing options with landings on the west and east sides
of S.R. 35.

The “west” option would consist of a 200-foot-long elevated pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian
bridge across S.R. 92 at the west leg of its intersection with S.R. 35. This option would take
advantage of existing elevated topography by bridging the high points on both sides of S.R. 92.
While this option would be the least complex and costly of the two options, it would require
installation of an additional trail user crossing of S.R. 35 to connect the proposed 20-car parking
lot near the Caltrans vista point to the bridge. This additional crossing would be needed to avoid
hazard conditions similar to those described for S.R. 92.37

The “east” option would consist of an approximately 180-foot-long elevated pedestrian, bicycle,
and equestrian bridge across S.R. 92 with a spiral, or “looping,” ramp at the east leg of the
intersection with S.R. 35. The spiral ramp would be necessary to achieve the gradual slope, or
grade, required to enable passage of equestrians, given the substantial elevation difference
between the bridge’s connection points north and south of S.R. 92. As a result, this option would
be more complex and costly but would avoid the need for an additional crossing of S.R. 35.38 For
these reasons, the planning department concluded that the grade-separated crossing with a
landing on the east side of S.R. 35 would more effectively reduce the hazard potential.

As described in Section 4.4.1.1, Roadway Network, in 2002 Caltrans considered a number of
S.R. 92/S.R. 35 intersection designs, including a roundabout.3? Caltrans did not recommend a
roundabout at the time due to reduced sight lines associated with fog and S.R. 92’s steep grade at

34 Seriani, Hanibal D., Caltrans District Branch Chief, Office of Highway Operations, memorandum to Joe
Hurley, Caltrans District Branch Chief, P/D Peninsula, re: Operational Analysis for Route 92/35 intersection
modification in San Mateo County, April 15, 2002.

Hall, Lance, Caltrans Office of Highway Operations, memorandum to Katie Yim, Caltrans District Branch
Chief, Office of Traffic, re: Proposed Signal at State Route 35/State Route 92 intersection, September 11, 2008.
Seriani, Hanibal D., Caltrans District Branch Chief, Office of Highway Operations, memorandum to Joe
Hurley, Caltrans District Branch Chief, P/D Peninsula, re: Operational Analysis for Route 92/35 intersection
modification in San Mateo County, April 15, 2002.

CHS Consulting Group, State Route 92 and State Route 35 Ridge Trail Crossing Alternatives Technical Report, July
2017.

38 CHs Consulting Group. Memorandum from Celina Lee to Elijah Davidian (ESA) re: Addendum to 2017 State
Route 92 and State Route 35 Ridge Trail Crossing Alternatives Technical Report, April 2020.

Seriani, Hanibal D., Caltrans District Branch Chief, Office of Highway Operations, memorandum to Joe
Hurley, Caltrans District Branch Chief, P/D Peninsula, re: Operational Analysis for Route 92/35 intersection
modification in San Mateo County, April 15, 2002.

35

36

37

39
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this location. The agency considered the concept again in 2016 and concluded a roundabout at
this intersection warranted further study.*

The planning department commissioned a study of S.R. 92 crossing options which identified as
potentially feasible a dual roundabout concept in which one roundabout is located at the

S.R. 92/S.R. 35 intersection and another at the S.R. 92/Lifemark Road intersection.#! The dual
roundabout concept would accommodate the offset of the S.R. 35/S.R. 92 and Lifemark
Road/S.R. 92 intersections, as they are separated by an approximately 300-foot length of S.R. 92.
Under this concept, in the area between the roundabouts the lanes connecting the two roundabouts
(i.e., lanes carrying east- and west-bound traffic) would come together giving the overall
roundabout concept a dumbbell shape. This design would facilitate trail user crossing via at-grade
striped crosswalk located at a narrow point between the two roundabouts, and signage would be
installed to alert drivers to the presence of the crosswalk as they approach it. The study notes that
the geometric design of the roundabouts would have traffic calming effects and, therefore,
determined that crosswalk beacons or traffic signals would not be required for the crosswalk.4?

Both the bridge and roundabout options would connect via new sidewalk to the existing adjacent
Bay Area Ridge Trail segment along Lifemark Road to the north, and the southern skyline ridge
trail trailhead and parking area approximately 300 feet to the south. The engineering feasibility
and cost for a bridge crossing or roundabout have not been studied in detail.

Implementation of a grade-separated crossing of S.R. 92 with a landing on the east side of S.R. 35,
as described above and identified as an option in Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b, Construction of a
Pedestrian/Bicycle/ Equestrian Bridge or Roundabout, would substantially reduce the potential
for hazardous conditions at this intersection by providing for a trail user crossing of S.R. 92 in a
manner that would not conflict with existing vehicle traffic.

Similarly, implementation of the above-described roundabout concept at the S.R. 92/S.R. 35 and
S.R. 92/Lifemark Road intersections, and identified as an option in Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b,
also would provide passage for trail users across S.R. 9243 and would reduce the potential
hazardous conditions impacts at these intersections.

However, feasibility of both mitigation measures is unknown. Construction and operation of
either measure would be contingent upon an agreement between the SFPUC and Caltrans
because the measures would modify a state highway owned and maintained by Caltrans. It is
currently uncertain if continued interagency coordination would result in an agreement that
reduces the potentially hazardous condition. For these reasons, the impact would remain
significant and unavoidable with mitigation under the proposed access program and variants 2
and 3.

40

Caltrans, Transportation Concept Report State Route 92, September 2016.
41

CHS Consulting Group, State Route 92 and State Route 35 Ridge Trail Crossing Alternatives Technical Report, July
2017.
42 Tbid.
43 Ibid.
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Mitigation Measures M-TR-5a, M-TR-5b, and M-TR-5c apply to operation of the proposed access
program and variants 2 and 3.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a — Installation of Signage.

The SFPUC shall install signs stating, “Do Not Cross” and “End of Fifield-Cahill Ridge
Trail” or “End of Southern Skyline Ridge Trail” at the southern terminus of the existing
Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and at the northern terminus of the proposed southern skyline
ridge trail. The SFPUC shall also request that Caltrans install two-hour time limit signs in
the vista point parking lot adjacent to the southern skyline ridge trailhead parking lot
and “No Parking” signage along both sides of S.R. 35 at regular intervals from the S.R.
92/S.R. 35 intersection to the south approximately 500 feet.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b — Construction of a Pedestrian/Bicycle/Equestrian Bridge
or Roundabout.

The SFPUC shall work with Caltrans to formulate and execute an agreement on the
design, funding, and construction of either a grade-separated crossing or roundabout to
reduce potentially hazardous conditions for trail user access across S.R. 92 near its
intersections with S.R. 35 and Lifemark Road. The two options, as further described
below based on preliminary evaluations conducted to-date, are conceptual, meaning that
specific design elements may change.

e Bridge - The grade-separated crossing shall consist of an elevated pedestrian, bicycle,
and equestrian bridge over S.R. 92 at the east leg of the intersection with S.R. 35. The
bridge will connect to a high point on the north side of S.R. 92, use a spiral ramp on
the south side of S.R. 92, and provide a full grade-separated connection that does not
require any modifications to the S.R. 92/S.R. 35 intersection. The bridge piers will be
constructed within the Caltrans right-of-way, outside of the travel lanes.

e Roundabout — The roundabout shall accommodate traffic flow among the S.R. 92
intersections with S.R. 35 and Lifemark Road (e.g., dual roundabout design). The
SFPUC shall construct an at-grade crosswalk located at a safe point of pedestrian,
cyclist, and equestrian passage at the roundabout (e.g., near the middle of the two
roundabouts, where the distance between the opposing travel lanes is smallest). The
roundabout shall be accompanied by signage installed adjacent to both the
eastbound and westbound roadway approaches to the crosswalk to alert drivers of
its presence. The crosswalk shall be marked with reflective, high-contrast pavement
striping and pedestrian/cyclist/ equestrian trail crossing signs. The roundabout
design shall be subject to Caltrans’ review and approval, including for conformance
with applicable state operations and safety design standards and best practices.

The agreement shall also provide for the construction of new sidewalks connecting the
selected crossing improvement (i.e., bridge or roundabout) to the existing adjacent Bay
Area Ridge Trail segment along Lifemark Road to the north, and the southern skyline
ridge trail trailhead and parking area approximately 300 feet to the south. Considering
that transportation safety has long been and will continue to be a challenge at the subject
intersections independent of the project, SFPUC’s financial contribution in the agreement
shall be roughly proportional to the project’s impact.
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The selected crossing option (i.e., bridge or roundabout) shall be constructed prior to
opening the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail to unsupervised public access (if southern skyline
ridge trail is constructed) and prior to opening the southern skyline ridge trail to
unsupervised public access.

Access Program Variant 1 (Docent Program)

Under variant 1, access to the two trail segments would be operated independently from one
another. Visitors to the Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and/or southern skyline ridge trail would be
under docent supervision, visitors would be required to park in designated lots, and crossing S.R.
92 would be prohibited. For these reasons, pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians would be
unlikely to park in unauthorized areas or cross S.R. 92, and the potential for hazardous
conditions under the docent program would not occur. The impact would, therefore, be less than
significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact Conclusion for the Proposed Access Program

Operation of the project under the proposed access program along both the Fifield-Cahill and
southern skyline ridge trails would result in significant impacts related to the increase of
potential conflicts between vehicles and/or pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians. While
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-5a and M-TR-5b would reduce these impacts, the
SFPUC does not know whether Caltrans would agree to implement the mitigation measures.
Therefore, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Impacts of Mitigation Measures

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4 states that “if a mitigation measure would cause one or more
significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the effects
of the mitigation measure shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the
project as proposed.” This section identifies potential effects associated with the implementation
of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b, Construction of a Pedestrian/Bicycle/Equestrian Bridge or
Roundabout. Either mitigation option (i.e., bridge or roundabout) would likely require various
heavy equipment use, tree and brush removal, earthwork (e.g., grading and retaining walls), and
drilling for bridge piers (bridge installation only).

Each of these construction activities could result in one or more secondary impacts related to:
inadvertent disturbance to archaeological resources, human remains, and tribal cultural resources
from ground-disturbing activities; substantial temporary increases in ambient noise from heavy
equipment use near sensitive receptors; emissions from construction vehicles which could violate
air quality standards and conflict with implementation of the 2017 clean air plan; and take of
candidate, sensitive, or special-status plant and wildlife species through equipment movement
and trees and brush removal. These impacts could be significant; however, implementation of
mitigation measures described in Sections 4.3, Cultural Resources (M-CU-1); 4.5, Noise and
Vibration (M-NO-1); 4.6, Air Quality (M-AQ-1a and -1b); 4.8, Biological Resources (M-BI-1a, -1b,
-1¢, -1d, M-BI-2a, -2¢, -2d, and -2e¢); and 4.12, Tribal Cultural Resources (M-TCR-1) would reduce
these impacts to less-than-significant levels.
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Construction of the grade-separated crossing or a roundabout over/on S.R. 92 would also
temporarily disrupt traffic flows on S.R. 92 and S.R. 35 resulting in potential secondary impacts to
transportation and circulation. Operationally, the roundabouts would add a crosswalk that may
also result in potential secondary impacts to transportation and circulation. Should Caltrans
agree to undertake a pedestrian bridge crossing or roundabout project at this location, such
project would be subject to a separate CEQA process that would fully analyze and disclose the
environmental impacts of the measures. CEQA does not require this project to speculate
regarding the impacts of potential future roadway improvements that would be under the
jurisdiction of Caltrans and beyond SFPUC’s control. In addition, there is insufficient information
on the mitigation measures’ design, schedule, and funding to analyze these measures further.

Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with past, present, and probable future projects,
would not substantially affect transportation and circulation. (Less than Significant)

The geographic scope for potential cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation
encompasses roadways in the project area (S.R. 35 between S.R. 92 and the Phleger Estate, S.R. 92
between 1-280 and S.R. 1, and I-280 in the vicinity of the I-280/S.R. 92 interchange). As discussed
above for project-specific impacts, transportation and circulation considerations include the effect
of project construction and operation on roadway operating conditions (i.e., performance),
emergency access, and potentially hazardous conditions for vehicles, pedestrians, bicyclists, and
equestrians.

As described above under Impact TR-1, project construction would result in a temporary
(approximately 12-month) increase in vehicle trips on S.R. 35, S.R. 92, and 1-280. In addition, as
described above under Impact TR-4, project operations would result in a permanent increase in
vehicle trips on these roadways. Of the cumulative projects listed in Table 4.1-1 in Section 4.1,
Overview, only those that would be accessed via those roads and have overlapping construction
schedules could contribute to cumulative transportation impacts. No residential or commercial
projects are currently being developed in the immediate project vicinity that would increase
operational traffic.

The Pacific Gas and Electric Company Gas Transmission Line 109 project is sufficiently distant
from the project area, major construction activities were completed in December 2018, and all
related work is estimated to be completed before construction of the project would begin. The
Lower Crystal Springs Dam Bridge Replacement project is sited in the project area but has been
completed. The S.R. 92 Bike Lanes project, S.R. 92 Passing Lane/Climbing Lane project, and

S.R. 92/S.R. 35 roundabout project are all sited in or adjacent to the project area, but each has an
unknown construction schedule. None of the projects described above are expected to have
schedules that would overlap with the project. Thus, none would be expected to have impacts
that could combine with those of the project’s construction to substantially affect transportation
and circulation on project area roadways. Furthermore, they are not expected to generate
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substantial operational traffic or reduce the capacity of roadways near the project. This is because
these types of projects (i.e., infrastructure) typically generate very few, if any, vehicle trips for
periodic maintenance activities and are contiguous with other recreational facilities that are
already regularly used by regional recreationists. Therefore, the cumulative effect of the project
combined with cumulative projects on transportation and circulation would not be significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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4.5 Noise and Vibration

This section describes the existing noise environment in the project area and identifies the
potential for noise and vibration impacts associated with implementation of the Southern Skyline
Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project (“project”). The analysis addresses potential effects from
construction and operation of the project under the proposed access program (docent program
along Fifield-Cahill ridge trail and unsupervised/restricted access along southern skyline ridge
trail) and under variant 1 (docent program), variant 2 (unsupervised/unrestricted access), and
variant 3 (unsupervised/restricted access). The impact analysis evaluates the project’s potential to
generate excessive noise or vibration and examines the potential for such effects on people and
structures. During public scoping, the San Francisco Planning Department did not receive
comments on the topic of noise.

4.5.1 Environmental Setting

This section establishes the environmental context for the noise and vibration impacts analysis.
The environmental setting for the project lies entirely within the geographic extent of the noise
setting characterized in the Peninsula Watershed Management Plan Final Environmenta