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MEMORANDUM Date: January 7, 2015

TO: Commissioners and Interested Parties
FROM: Dan Carl, North Central Coast District Deputy Director
SUBJECT: Deputy Director’s Report

Following is a listing for the waivers, emergency permits, immaterial amendments and extensions issued by
the North Central Coast District Office for the January 2015 Coastal Commission hearing. Copies of the
applicable items are attached for your review. Each item includes a listing of the applicants involved, a
description of the proposed development, and a project location.

Pursuant to the Commission’s direction and adopted procedures, appropriate notice materials were sent to
all applicants for posting at the project site. Additionally, these items have been posted at the District office
and are available for public review and comment.

This report may also contain additional correspondence and/or any additional staff memorandum
concerning the items to be heard on today’s agenda for the North Central Coast District.
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NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT CONTINUED

DETAIL OF ATTACHED MATERIALS

REPORT OF IMMATERIAL AMENDMENTS

The Executive Director has determined that there are no changes in circumstances affecting the conformity of
the subject development with the California Coastal Act of 1976. No objections to this determination have
been received at this office. Therefore, the Executive Director grants the requested Immaterial Amendment,

subject to the same conditions, if any, approved by the Commission.

Applicant

Project Description

Project Location

2-09-013-A1

Tomales Farm and Dairy,
LLC

CDP 2-09-013 would be amended to allow
for a lot line adjustment of two lots. The
existing lots include a split-zoned
commercial-mixed use and agricultural lot
which was subject to CDP 2-09-013, and the
adjacent agricultural lot which was not
subject to the original CDP. The lot line
adjustment would transfer the 15.18 acres of
agricultural land presently in the split-zoned
lot to the adjacent agricultural lot, thus
eliminating the split zoning. All of the lots
associated with the CDP as amended,
including the resultant lots associated with
this amendment, would be subject to the
standard and special conditions attached by
the Commission to CDP 2-09-013. The
Commission’s reference number for this
proposed amendment is 2-09-013-A1.

26457, 26650, and 26825 State Route
One in the unincorporated community
of Tomales, Marin County.

REPORT OF EXTENSION - IMMATERIAL

Applicant

Project Description

Project Location

2-06-017-E1

Daniel Altman and Avi
Atid

for the reconstruction of the historic Marshall
Tavern into an approximately 5,880
square-foot, 5-unit bed-and-breakfast (with
an additional manager’s unit) with a
reconfigured 8-space gravel parking lot. The
approved project also includes expanded
pilings, and a reconstructed retaining wall, as
well as related site work

20105 and 20125 Highway 1 along
and over Tomales Bay in the
unincorporated Marshall Area of
Marin County.
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED PERMIT AMENDMENT

Date: December 22, 2014
To: All Interested Parties

From: Nancy Cave, North Central Coast District Manager /K((/
Ethan Lavine, Coastal Planner 6(/,

Subject: Proposed Amendment to Coastal Development Permit (CDP) 2-69-613
Applicant: Tomales Farm and Dairy, LLC

Original CDP Approval

CDP 2-09-013 was approved by the Coastal Commission on March 12, 2011, allowing the Applicant to
merge and re-subdivide property totaling 100.1 acres located on primarily agricultural lands, at 26457,
26050, and 26825 State Route One in the unincorporated community of Tomales, Marin County.

Proposed CDP Amendment

CDP 2-09-013 would be amended to allow for a lot line adjustment of two lots. The existing lots include
a split-zoned commercial-mixed use and agricultural lot which was subject to CDP 2-09-013, and the
adjacent agricultural lot which was not subject to the original CDP. The lot line adjustment would
transfer the 15.18 acres of agricultural land presently in the split-zoned lot to the adjacent agricultural
lot, thus eliminating the split zoning. All of the lots associated with the CDP as amended, including the
resultant lots associated with this amendment, would be subject to the standard and special conditions
altached by the Commission to CDP 2-09-013. The Commission’s reference number for this proposed
amendment is 2-09-013-A1.

Executive Director’s Immateriality Determination

Pursuant to Title 14, Section 13166(b) of the California Code of Regulations, the Executive Director of
the California Coastal Commission has determined that the proposed CDP amendment is immaterial for
the following reasons:

The proposed lot line adjustment would simply adjust lot lines to eliminate split zoning, and to add the
agricultural portion of the split~zoned Iot to the adjacent agricultural lot. This adjustment would not
result in any adverse impacts to coastal resources, and would not create any additional lots or any
potential for future development beyond what currently exists. This action would extend the standard
and special conditions attached by the Commission to the approval of CDP 2-09-013 to an additional
14.67 acres of agricultural Jand. Subject to the conditions of CDP 2-09-013, any future developiient as
defined in PRC Section 30106 on any of the lots associated with the CDP as amended, including the
resulting lots associated with this amendment, requires a CDP from the Commission. The resulting lots
from the proposed lot line adjustment would be in compliance with the applicable zoning and
development regulations of the certified Marin County LCP. Any future development that might be
contemplated on these lots in the future would likewise need to be found LCP consistent by the
Commission, including in terms of stream and siream setback requirements, through a future CDP
process. In sum, the proposed amendment will protect coastal resources consistent with the



NOTICE OF PROPOSED PERMIT AMENDMENT
CDP 2-09-013 (Tomales Farm and Dairy, LLC}
Proposed Amendment 2-09-013-A1
Page 2

Commission’s original CDP approval, as well as consistent with the Coastal Act and the certified Marin
County LCP.

Coastal Commission Review Procedure

The CDP will be amended as proposed if no written objections are received in the North Central Coast
District office within ten working days of the date of this notice. If such an objection 1s received, the
objection and the Executive Director’s response to it will be reported to the Commission on Wednesday,
January 7, 2015, in Santa Monica;. If three Commissioners object to the Executive Director’s

determination of immateriality at that time, then the application shall be processed as a material CDP
amendment. '

If you have any questions about the proposal or wish to register an objection, please contact Ethan
Lavine in the North Central Coast District office.
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED PERMIT EXTENSION

Date: December 17, 2014
To: All Interested Parties
From: Nancy Cave, North Central Coast District Manager /{/L(/

Subject: Proposed Extension to Coastal Development Permit (CDP) 2-06-017
Applicant: Daniel Altman and Avi Atid

Original CDP Approval

CDP 2-06-017 was approved by the Coastal Commission on December 13, 2012, and provided for the
reconstruction of the historic Marshall Tavern into an approximately 5,880 square-foot, 5-unit bed-and-
breakfast (with an additional manager’s unit) with a reconfigured 8-space gravel parking lot. The
approved project also includes expanded pilings, and a reconstructed retaining wall, as well as related
site work at 20105 and 20125 Highway 1 along and over Tomales Bay in the unincorporated Marshall
Area of Marin County.

Proposed CDP Extension
The expiration date of CDP 2-06-017 would be extended by one year to December 13, 2015. The
Commission’s reference number for this proposed extension is 2-06-017-E1.

Executive Director’s Changed Circumstances Determination

Pursuant to Title 14, Section 13169 of the California Code of Regulations, the Executive Director of the
California Coastal Commission has determined that there are no changed circumstances affecting the
approved development’s consistency with the certified County of Marin Local Coastal Program and/or
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, as applicable.

Coastal Commission Review Procedure

The Executive Director’s determination and any written objections to it will be reported to the
Commission on January 7, 2015 in Marina del Rey, Los Angeles County. If three Commissioners object
to the Executive Director’s changed circumstances determination at that time, then the extension shall be
denied and the development shall be set for a full hearing of the Commission.

If you have any questions about the proposal or wish to register an objection, please contact the
North Central Coast District office.
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Memorandum January 5, 2015
To: Commissioners and Interested Parties
FROM: Dan Carl, North Central Coast District Deputy Director

North Central Coast District

Re: Additional Information for Conunission Meeting Wednesday, January 7, 2015
Agenda Applicant Description Pages
Item

W20a 2-14-1612 San Francisco PUC Staff Report Addendum

W19a A-2-MAR—14-0059 Barn Project, LLC Correspondence, Effic Turnbull-Sanders 1-8
W19a A-2-MAR—14-0059 Barn Project, LLC Correspendence, Bridger Mitchell 9-12
W20a 2-14-1612 San Francisco PUC Correspondence, Sheri L Bonstelle and 13-110

Neill M Brower
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Prepared January 6, 2015 for January 7, 2015 Hearing

To: Commissioners and Interested Persons

From: Nancy Cave, District Manager
Ethan Lavine, Coastal Planner

Subject: STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM for W20a
CDP 2-14-1612 (San Francisco Public Utilities Commission)

The purpose of this staff report addendum is to respond to recent comments submitted by the
public. Staff received a letter dated January 2, 2015 from Sheri Bonstelle and Neill Brower of
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP, attorneys representing the Pacific Rod and Gun Club
(PRGC), in opposition to the proposed soil remediation project (see letter in the Deputy
Director’s Report dated January 7, 2015, item number 16 for the Wednesday January 7, 2015
Coastal Commission meeting). Therefore, a “Response to Comments” section is added to the
staff report as Section J just prior to the CEQA findings (thus renaming the CEQA findings as
Section K), starting on page 28, to provide additional context regarding these and related issues,
as follows. New Exhibits 8-13, referenced in the new response to comments section, are also
added to the staff report (see Deputy Director’s Report dated January 7, 2015 for Exhibit 11, and
see attached for others). These changes to the staff report do not alter staff’s recommendation
that the Commission approve a coastal permit with conditions authorizing the project.

Thus, the staff report dated December 19, 2014 is modified to add Section J (Response to
Comments) and Exhibits 8-13" as follows (where references to “this report” are references to the
staff report itself):

J. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Notice

! Exhibit 8: Photo of Posting Notice Dated January 3, 2015
Exhibit 9: San Francisco RWQCB’s November 7, 2014 Concurrence Letter
Exhibit 10: San Francisco Planning Department’s Response to PRGC CEQA Appeal
Exhibit 11: PRGC’s January 2, 2015 Opposition Letter
Exhibit 12: San Francisco RWQCB’s January 6, 2015 Support Letter
Exhibit 13: SFPUC’s January 6, 2015 Support Letter



CDP 2-14-1612 (San Francisco Public Utilities Commission) Addendum

The project opponent, the Pacific Rod and Gun Club (PRGC), states that, to their knowledge, the
Applicant failed to post any public notice of the application or of the Commission’s hearing on
the subject site as required by California Code of Regulations Section 13054(d), denying both
the PRGC and other members of the public sufficient time to prepare for and attend the
Commission hearing (see PRGC letter dated January 2, 2015 in Exhibit 11). However, the
Applicant signed a declaration of posting dated September 11, 2014 indicating that notice of the
pending Commission CDP application had been posted on the fence that runs along the PRGC
site on John Muir Drive. On January 3, 2015, Commission staff visited the subject site to
investigate the claim and found public notice of the pending application posted on the fence at
the entrance to the PRGC site, in a conspicuous place where it is easily read by the public (see
Exhibit 8). With respect to notice regarding the Commission’s hearing, the Applicant provided
the required interested parties mailing list and the Commission mailed the meeting notice on
December 19, 2014 as required by the Commission’s administrative regulations. Among the
recipients on the interested parties mailing list was the Pacific Rod and Gun Club, c/o Patrick
Gilligan, 520 John Muir Drive, San Francisco, CA 94132. Therefore, the project opponent is
incorrect in their assertion with regards to noticing. The Applicant posted notice and the
Commission mailed hearing notices as required by the Coastal Act.

No Feasible Less Environmentally Damaging Alternative

As discussed beginning on page 16 of this report, Section 30233 limits diking, filling, or
dredging in wetlands expect for certain purposes. Section 30233 further limits such activities to
instances where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where
feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. The
project opponent states that the mitigated negative declaration (MND) and this report fail to
substantiate that the project satisfies Coastal Act Section 30233(a) because inadequate evidence
exists to support a determination that the project represents the least environmentally damaging
feasible alternative. To support this assertion, the project opponent makes arguments regarding
the project description, project need, historic resources, and biological resources as further
discussed below.

Project description

PRGC asserts that this report errs in its description of the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) Order R2-2013-0023 and, in doing so, “forecloses any consideration of a reduced
action that complies with applicable environmental quality standards and could reduce or avoid
environmental impacts associated with the Project” (see PRGC letter in Exhibit 11). PRGC is
incorrect. The Order (see Exhibit 4, pages 6-7) requires completion of three tasks for the upland
soils area:

1. HUMAN HEALTH CLEANUP STANDARDS: The Dischargers shall propose cleanup
standards for the uplands portion of the Site sufficient to protect human health under current
and future uses, including visitors, site workers, and neighbors. Proposed standards shall be
supported by an analysis of human health risks associated with exposure to site
contaminants.

2. REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN: The Dischargers shall submit a technical report acceptable
to the Executive Officer containing a remedial action plan and an implementation time
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schedule. This report shall evaluate the removal and/or management of soil to meet the
human health cleanup standards in the reports required in Task 1. The Dischargers shall
also submit documentation demonstrating compliance with CEQA in the selection of the
remedial action plan so that the Executive Officer may consider the environmental impacts of
the remedy prior to approval of the remedial action plan.

3. COMPLETION OF REMEDIAL ACTION: The Dischargers shall submit a technical
report acceptable the Executive Officer [sic] documenting the completion of the tasks
identified in the technical report required in Task No. 2.

The first two of these tasks have been completed. The SFPUC established human health
standards for the site and prepared a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) (AMEC 2013) in compliance
with Tasks 1 and 2. As the Applicant states in its CDP application, “[t]he RAP proposes
excavation to remove upland soils with concentrations of lead and PAHs above the designated
cleanup standards as the only effective means of achieving the remedial action objective.” On
November 7, 2014, RWQCB staff concurred with the Mitigated Negative Declaration and the
RAP as required in Task 2 (see Exhibit 9). The proposed project consists of the implementation
of the RAP in compliance with Task 3, and in keeping with the remedial action objective
established in the RWQCB-approved RAP. The RWQCB fully supports this approval (see
Exhibit 12).

Project need

The project opponent asserts that neither the MND nor this report substantiate the need for the
remediation program, pointing to a study which found limited impacts from lead in surface water
as a result of inundation of the land adjacent to the PRGC (see Exhibit 11). However, the
RWQCB Order (again, see Exhibit 4, pages 1-2), details the contamination on the site. It is
irrelevant that the PRGC no longer continues to contaminate the site; the site is contaminated and
needs cleaning up. The need for the remediation program has been established on the basis of
site investigations conducted to support the human health risk assessment conducted in
compliance with the first task of the RWQCB Order. As summarized by the Applicant in its CDP
application, a supplemental investigation and human health risk assessment conducted for the
Applicant concluded that concentrations of soil contaminants exceed the acceptable risk for
individuals with more frequent or regular exposure:

A supplemental site investigation and human health risk assessment was performed for the
upland soils area to supplement previous investigations and to provide the data needed to
support the human health risk assessment. The results of the supplemental site investigation,
along with the findings of previous environmental investigations, indicate that elevated
concentrations of lead are primarily found in upland soil closest to the shoreline; PAHSs in
soil appear to be distributed at elevated concentrations throughout the site, with higher
concentrations found near the shoreline. Concentrations of lead in soil at the site range from
“non-detect” (less than 2 milligrams per kilogram [mg/kg]) to 10,000 mg/kg, while detected
concentrations of benzo(a)pyrene (a PAH) ranged from non-detect (less than 5 micrograms
per kilogram [ug/kg]) to 1,200,000 pg/kg. Concentrations of lead and PAHSs in soil are
typically restricted to shallow soils and generally decrease with depth. Based on the
concentrations of soil contaminants, the preparers of the human health risk assessment
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concluded that there are potential human health risks from exposure to PAHs, lead, and to a
lesser extent arsenic. Based on current site use the risks are within an acceptable range for
infrequent visitors, offsite residents, and recreational users; however, they exceed the
acceptable risk for individuals with more frequent or regular exposure, such as employees.
Risk reduction or risk management measures are needed to mitigate human exposure to lead,
arsenic, and PAHs.

On the basis of the supplemental investigation and human health risk assessment, the Applicant
established human health cleanup standards for the site and prepared the RAP. The RAP
proposed excavation to remove upland soils with concentrations of lead and PAHs above the
designated cleanup standards as the only effective means of achieving the remedial action
objective. Additionally, the same supplemental investigation and health risk assessment found
that lead and PAHs were found to exceed probable effects levels for ecological receptors in
sediment at a majority of sampling stations at the subject site.

Historic resources

PRGC further asserts that the MND and this report base their analyses of impacts to historic
resources on an incomplete evaluation of the significance of the property, and therefore fail to
recommend additional mitigation and alternatives to reduce or avoid these impacts in keeping
with Section 30233(a) (again, see PRGC letter in Exhibit 11). The Commission disagrees. In
addition to the discussion starting on page 25 of this report, the potential for impacts to historic
resources is outlined in more detail in the section following this one below.

Biological resources

PRGC asserts that the project cannot be found consistent with Section 30233 including because
the Commission failed to adequately assess potential alternatives that could better avoid damage
to the environment (see Exhibit 11). This report discusses the least environmentally damaging
feasible alternative question under Section 30233 in the wetlands section beginning on page 16
of this report. It is important to note that the 30233 requirements in this respect are to the
wetlands portion of the project, which is less than 10% of the overall roughly 10-acre project
area. As discussed there, the Applicant considered an alternative to the project that would avoid
the wetlands, but this would leave the wetland areas contaminated to their detriment, as well as
the surrounding area’s detriment. The project results in wetland restoration in this area, and is
decidedly preferable to leaving the wetlands in their contaminated state.

PRGC also asserts that this approval’s Special Conditions that are designed to address potential
impacts to biological resources result in deferred and unenforceable mitigation. The Commission
disagrees. In reference to Special Condition 3, the PRGC states, “although Special Condition 3
appears to require a ‘Riparian and Wetland Habitat Restoration and Mitigation Monitoring Plan,’
that plan does not even include any method to determine the effectiveness of that mitigation.”
However, Special Condition 3 in fact requires the Applicant to revise and resubmit a Riparian
and Wetland Restoration and Mitigation Monitoring Plan (ESA, 2014) that was previously
submitted by the Applicant as part of its CDP application. Once revised, the plan shall be
reviewed and approved by the Commission’s Executive Director. As submitted, the plan
establishes performance standards and success criteria to achieve the reestablishment of
impacted wetland areas. The necessity of Special Condition 3 is to strengthen the previously
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submitted plan so that the restoration achieves species diversity, controls non-native species, and
defines the range in which seeds and plant materials may be harvested for use in the restoration.
A Final Monitoring Report is further required by Special Condition 3 for the review and
approval of the Executive Director at the end of the monitoring period to evaluate whether the
required management, enhancement, and/or restoration (i.e., that initially submitted by the
Applicant as part of the CDP application as it is supplemented as directed by Special Condition
3) has achieved the goals and success criteria set forth in the approved revised plan. Special
Condition 3 includes a provision for possible further action should the project be unsuccessful
based on the approved success criteria. In addition, Special Condition 3 provides that all of its
requirements, and all requirements of the approved Riparian and Wetland Restoration and
Mitigation Monitoring Plan, are enforceable components of the CDP. This method of approving
revisions to plans submitted to meet Coastal Act requirements is consistent with the manner in
which the Commission has typically addressed identified plan deficiencies, including in terms of
Executive Director oversight, and it does not inappropriately defer required changes and
mitigations. It is “sufficient to articulate specific performance criteria and make further approvals
contingent on finding a way to meet them.” (Endangered Habitats League v County of Orange,
131 Cal.App.4th 777, 793 (2005).)

In reference to Special Condition 4(b), PRGC asserts that the condition “fails to specify any
definite criteria to protect active nests and nesting pairs,” and does not “specify minimum buffer
distances, require visual designation of such buffers, shift certain activities outside of the active
nesting seasons of the relevant bird species, or even specify any criteria of effectiveness.” PRGC
is again only focused on the condition in a vacuum, when the conditions have to always be
understood in terms of what has already been proposed by the Applicant. In this case, the
Applicant has already included mitigation measures protecting nesting birds as part of the
proposed project (see Exhibit 7, pages 7-8). These mitigations avoid removal of vegetation and
structures during the nesting season (February 1 to August 30). If nesting season cannot be
avoided, the mitigations require preconstruction bird nesting surveys by a wildlife biologist. If
the preconstruction surveys show that construction may affect an active nest, the biologist is to
establish a no-disturbance buffer, typically 25 to 250 feet for passerines and between 300 and
500 feet for raptors. The Applicant is required to consult with United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and/or California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) if bird species
that are federally and/or state-listed sensitive species are discovered to establish buffers and
coordinate construction work. The necessity of Special Condition 4(b) relates to a proposed
mitigation measure that would allow the Applicant to remove or relocate active nests for State or
Federally listed species discovered during construction activities in coordination with USFWS
and/or CDFW. Relocating or removing active nests is insufficiently protective of special-status
birds and raptors. Thus, Special Condition 4 requires that active nests for special-status birds and
raptors be protected during nesting season, subject to Executive Director oversight. If
discovered, these active nests would be subject to the mitigations included as part of the project
by the Applicant and as described above.

PRGC also asserts that the site’s trees are inappropriately being removed as part of the project.
Given the extent of the contamination in and among the trees, however, the Applicant
demonstrated that there is no feasible manner of removing the contaminants in the underlying
soils while also maintaining the trees. Accordingly, this approval is conditioned for appropriately
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replacing the trees in such way as to provide as many trees and a similar level of tree function
and visual screening as today or better within a 10-year period, subject to Executive Director
oversight to ensure success (see Special Condition 5).

Lastly, as stated in Section C of this report above, the proposed remediation project would help
to protect the biological productivity and marine resources of Lake Merced when complete. In
addition, the proposed remediation project will enhance terrestrial habitat. As indicated in the
findings of RWQCB Order No. R2-2013-0023, the April 2012 supplemental investigation and
health risk assessment found that both lead and PAHs were found to exceed probable effects
levels for ecological receptors in sediment at a majority of sampling stations at the site.

Historic Resources

PRGC asserts that this report fails to identify all of the potential historic structures and cultural
landscape elements at the PRGC site, and thus fails to preserve the historic use of the site (see
Exhibit 11). PRGC’s letter presents a historic report prepared by Page and Turnbull (July 2014)
on behalf of the PRGC. The Page and Turnbull report concludes that the PRGC is a historical
resource as a cultural landscape, and that the Club’s period of significance extends from 1934 to
1964. This period of historic significance extends beyond the 1934 to 1941 period of significance
established in the historic report prepared for the MND (Bradley, 2014). Because the original
historical report analysis does not account for impacts to contributory features built between
1941 and 1964, the project opponent asserts that there is now a fair argument that the project
may cause significant impacts to historic resources.

The project opponent presented similar objections in their July 25, 2014 appeal of the
Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the project by the San Francisco
Planning Department. The Planning Department response to the appeal letter (see Exhibit 10,
published October 15, 2014) addressed these issues in detail, as described below. Additionally,
the statute of limitations has expired on challenges to the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration.
(See CEQA Guideline 15075(g).)

Removal and re-establishment of Fields 4 through 7

The Applicant proposes to remove and reconstruct certain structures that contribute to the
cultural landscape identified in the MND, including Fields 4 through 7. On Fields 4 through 7,
the high low houses and safety fences would be removed from the site during construction and
replaced during restoration. The fields’ semi-circular station paths would be removed and
reconstructed in the same location. The project opponent states, “reconstructing a landscape does
not provide the same authentic character as the original fields in continuous use since the period
of historic significance.” However, in compliance with CEQA, the Applicant has followed the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and Guidelines for
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings. (See CEQA
Guideline 15064.5(b)(3)) The Planning Department’s response to the project opponent’s MND
appeal clarifies that the Secretary of Interior’s Standards include flexibility to temporarily
remove character-defining features in order to repair or replace them with similar materials.

Period of significance
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The project opponent states that the MND and this report fail to consider whether the project will
impact features that the Page and Turnbull analysis concludes may be contributory to the historic
resource during the period of significance identified in that report (Exhibit 11). As stated above,
the period of significance identified in the report prepared for the MND (Bradley, 2014)
identifies the period of significance as 1934 to 1941. The Page and Turnbull historical analysis
would include features from 1941 to 1964, including the trap house, trap fields, various
commemorative markers, and the duck tower. The Planning Department’s response (again see
Exhibit 10, pages 17-19) to the project opponent’s MND appeal asserts that the Page and
Turnbull analysis does not provide supporting evidence to conclude that features from 1941 to
1964 contribute to the period of historical significance of the site, as follows:

The Page & Turnbull Evaluation identified a much longer period of significance, from 1934
to 1964, which would encompass many more buildings constructed in the post-war period,
and as a result identified many more potentially ““historic’ buildings and structures that
could be affected by the proposed project. However, the end date of period of significance
(1964) identified in the evaluation conducted by Page & Turnbull is not substantiated with
any evidence that the site is historically significant during World War 1l or the post-war
period, and did not develop a detailed post-war historic context to support their conclusions.
Rather, the Page & Turnbull Evaluations state that:

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

While fifty years is the generally accepted age threshold for California Register eligibility, it
is not the threshold for actual significance of any given resource. The period of significance
must be substantiated by a significant association with historic events for consideration
under Criterion A/1 (Public Resources Code Section 5024.1). As described above, the Page
& Turnbull Evaluation does not provide supporting evidence that the site is historically
significant for any events during World War Il or the post-war period.

In contrast, the Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report and the PMND do provide substantial
evidence for the period of significance of 1934-1941 (Cultural Landscape Evaluation Report
pages 39-41; PMND page 48), the buildings and structures identified as contributors to the
cultural landscape during the period of cultural significance from 1934 — 1941, and the
features and structures identified as contributing to the historical resource (Cultural
Landscape Evaluate Report pages 42-50; PMND pages 50-51). In addition, the Cultural
Landscape Evaluation Report provides a detailed discussion of the seven aspects of the
integrity — location, design, materials, workmanship, setting, feeling, and association — that
convey the individual significance of the historical resource under NRHP/CRHR Criterion
A/1 and further substantiate this determination. Moreover, the substantial evidence standard,
not the fair argument test, applies to the lead agency’s determination regarding whether an
historical resource is present in the first place (Valley Advocates v. City of Fresno [2008]
160 Cal.App.4™ 1039). Therefore, impacts on structures built in the post-war period would
not be impacts on the historical resource as the appellant asserts.
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The Final Mitigated Negative Declaration was adopted by the CCSF Planning Commission on
October 23, 2014. The time period within which the opponent could formally challenge this
action in court has since passed.

Eviction of the PRGC

PRGC states that the proposed project “will remove the historic use of the Property as a skeet
shooting range, because the City has issued an eviction notice to the Club and has failed to
identify any return date to the Property” (see Exhibit 11). Here, the Commission is evaluating
the proposed project, which includes remediation and restoration of the site, including replacing
buildings and objects moved during soil removal activities. Thus, the proposed project is limited
to the temporary construction activities necessary to accomplish soil remediation activities as
ordered by the RWQCB and the restoration of the site to pre-project conditions as discussed in
more detail in Section B of this report. The City and County of San Francisco owns the subject
property and controls whether the PRGC’s lease will be renewed after completion of the project.
As discussed on page 19 of this report, should skeet and trap shooting activities resume at the
site, these activities would only be allowed so long as shot and targets do not contain lead or
asphaltic materials, as has been the case in more recent years, so as to protect restored areas from
degradation.

Conclusion

The proposed project, as conditioned, will appropriately remediate contamination at the site that
currently affects Lake Merced and its environs, both in terms of human and non-human receptors
as well as biological productivity overall. The project has been developed through a RWQCB-
CCSF partnership, and the Applicant, the RWQCB, and the Commission are all in agreement on
this approval with conditions (see Exhibits 12-13). When complete, the outcome of
implementation of the project through this CDP and per the RWQCB Order is expected to be an
overall environmental enhancement at this site, including in relation to the substantial coastal
resources associated with Lake Merced overall. As such, and as discussed and explained in these
findings, the conditioned project is consistent with the Coastal Act.



Photo of public notice at PRGC Site, January 3, 2015
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San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

Marmre Rammaurz
EFCRFTART RA
ENVIROHRIENTAL PREOTECTION

November 7, 2014
CIWQS Place ID: 247266 (ADF)

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Attn.: Mr. Steven Ritchie

525 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

(Sent via email to sritchie@sfwater.orgq)

Mr. Jon Welner

Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP
2 Embarcadero, 5™ Floor

San Francisco, CA 94111

(Sent via email to JWelner@jmbm.com)

Subject: Water Board Staff Concurrence with the Mitigated Negative Declaration and the
Upland Soil Remedial Action Plan, Pacific Rod and Gun Club and the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission, for the property located at 520 John Muir
Drive, Lake Merced, San Francisco, San Francisco County

Dear Mr. Ritchie and Mr. Welner:

Water Board staff concur with the Upland Soil Remedial Action Plan (the project) for the Pacific
Rod and Gun Club, dated October 23, 2014. The project was required by Task 2 of Order No.
R2-2013-0023, adopted by the Water Board on June 12, 2013. This Order requires remedial
actions for meeting human health standards in upland soils and further investigation and
evaluation of potential risks to ecological receptors in lake sediments adjacent to the Pacific Rod
and Gun Club.

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission proposes to implement the project, which would
clean up soil contamination at the Pacific Rod and Gun Club, located on the southwest side of
Lake Merced. Soil contamination is the result of the former use of lead shot and clay targets
made with asphaltic materials at the Gun Club’s skeet and trap shooting ranges. The project
consists of excavation and appropriate offsite disposal of up to 46,500 cubic yards of soils
containing elevated concentrations of lead and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and backfilling
of excavated areas with clean fill material.

Task 2 of Order No. R2-2013-0023 also required the submission of documentation
demonstrating compliance with CEQA in the selection of the remedial action plan, so that the
Water Board’s Executive Officer might consider the environmental impacts prior to the approval
of the remedial action plan. In a Mitigated Negative Declaration dated October 3, 2014, it was
determined that this project could not have a significant effect on the environment if the
Dr. Terry F. Young, cHair | Bruce H. WOLFE, EXECUTIVE OFFICER
1515 Clay St., Suite 1400, Oakland, CA 94612 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay
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mitigation measures included in the project were incorporated. These measures include
protection of any special status plants or animals found at the site, protection of any historic or
archaeological items encountered, and minimizing construction-related air emissions.

I concur with the project as well as the conclusions of the Mitigated Negative Declaration.
Should you have any questions regarding this item, please contact Alan Friedman of my staff at
(510) 622-2347, or by email at afriedman@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Signature on File

Bruce H. Wolfe
Executive Officer

Cc:  Obi Nzewi, SFPUC (ONzewi@sfwater.org)
Patrick Gilligan, PRGC (http://www.prgc.net/patrick-gilligan)
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Exhibit A to Draft Motion
Planning Department Response to Appeal of
Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration

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

BACKGROUND

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The initial study identifies potentially significant effects, but:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

“The IS/MND does not evaluate foreseeable and integrally related components of the
overall Remediation Project, and therefore, fails to adequately evaluate the “project’ for purposes

CDP 2-14-1612
Exhibit 10
Page 6 of 25



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

of CEQA. ... The Remediation Project is a single, comprehensive CEQA project, as indicated by
the following factors among others:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

environmental review.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

e Current caretaker

e Current and future workers

o  Current adult recreational users

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

e Future adult and child recreational users

e Future construction workers

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

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

3 The Lake Merced Watershed Report (SFPUC, 2011) provides a purpose, vision, long-term goals, and guidelines to
provide a framework to guide decision-making for the watershed, and serve as the basis for developing and evaluating
future projects, initiatives, and management actions. The report has not been subject to CEQA or approved by the
SFPUC.
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of the soil remediation and would not be determined by the proposed project. Therefore, the
appellant’s contention is incorrect under CEQA. Any proposal for new or different uses of the site
in the future would be developed through a public process, with community input from any local
stakeholders and residents of San Francisco (including the PRGC should they choose to
participate) among others, which would then be subject to a separate CEQA review process, as
appropriate. The identification of future uses prior to conducting a public planning process would
be a speculative exercise at this point.

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

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

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

First, the IS/MND misstates the CEQA Guidelines provision that is the basis for the
mitigation measures. The IS/MND states that under CEQA [Guidelines] Section 15064.5(b)(3), ‘a
project that follows the Secretary of the Interior's [Secretary] Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Restructuring
Historic Buildings shall be considered as mitigated to a less-than-significant level.” This is a
generous interpretation of the Guidelines. In reality, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3) states
that compliance with the Secretary's Standards will ‘generally’ render an impact less than
significant. Accordingly, compliance with Secretary's standards does not mean that an impact is
per se less than significant as indicated in the IS/MND, and the City is obligated to determine,
based on analysis and substantial evidence, that the proposed mitigation would reduce Impact
CP-1 to a less-than-significant level.” (Page 5 and 6 of the Appeal Letter)
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RESPONSE TO CONCERN 4: Implementation of mitigation measures that are compliant with
the Standards would retain and preserve the historic character of the historical resource, thus
rendering the impact less than significant.

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

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

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

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

CDP 2:14-1612
Exhibit 10
Page 13 of 25



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

RESPONSE TO CONCERN 5: Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a and M-CP-1b are consistent with
the Standards. These measures would temporarily remove, then reestablish or reconstruct, all
identified contributors to the cultural landscape, thereby preserving and protecting these
features in accordance with the Standards.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

“

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

property.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(page 45).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

CEQA Section 20181.6(c) states that:

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

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

OTHER CONCERNS

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

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

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

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

- Fugitive Dust — expressed concern about the potential for fugitive dust and
contaminated material to enter Lake Merced and waterbirds, aquatic wildlife, and
recreationists; proposed the establishment of monitoring stations and an
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emergency dust plan. In response to this comment, additional discussion was
added to Section E.13, Biological Resources, on pages 135-136.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

e Peter Griffith — Requested that an EIR/cost benefit analysis be completed prior to project
implementation.
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Ethan Lavine

North Central Coast District

California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont St., Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

(Sent via email to Ethan.Lavine@coastal.ca.gov)

SUBJECT: Water Board Staff Concurrence, Coastal Permit Application Permit Number
2-14-1612, Item No. W-20a, Hearing Date January 7, 2015, San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission, Pacific Rod and Gun Club, 520 Muir Drive, San
Francisco, San Francisco County

Dear Mr. Lavine:

Water Board staff concur with the Coastal Commission staff recommendation to approve the
coastal permit application for the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (the SFPUC).
SFPUC proposes to implement an Upland Soil Remedial Action Plan (the Project) for the Pacific
Rod and Gun Club site, located along the southwest shores of Lake Merced in San Francisco.
The Project is required by Task 2 of the Water Board Order No. R2-2013-0023, adopted by the
Water Board on June 12, 2013. This Order requires remedial actions to achieve human health
standards in upland soils.

The Project goal is to clean up soil contamination from the former use of lead shot and clay
targets at the Gun Club’s skeet and trap shooting ranges. The project consists of excavation and
offsite disposal (as appropriate) of up to 46,500 cubic yards of soils containing elevated
concentrations of lead, clay target debris, and backfilling of excavated areas with clean fill
material.

Task 2 of our Order also requires SFPUC to submit documentation demonstrating compliance
with CEQA in the selection of the remedial action plan. In a Mitigated Negative Declaration
dated October 3, 2014, it was determined that this Project could not have a significant effect on
the environment if the mitigation measures proposed in the Project were incorporated. These
measures include 1) protection of any special status plants or animals found at the site, 2)
protection of any historic or archaeological items encountered, and 3) minimizing construction-
related air emissions.

In a letter dated November 7, 2014, the Water Board Executive Officer concurred with both the
proposed Project and the conclusions of the Mitigated Negative Declaration. Water Board staff

F. Young, cHair | Bruce H. WOLFE, EXEGUTIVE OFFIGER

1515 Clay St., Suite 1400, Oakland, CA 94612 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay
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likewise support the Coastal Commission’s staff recommendations. Should you have any
questions regarding this item, please contact Alan Friedman of my staff at (510) 622-2347, or by
email at afriedman@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Signature on file

Terry Seward
Chief, GW Protection Division

Cc:  Obi Nzewi, SFPUC (ONzewi@sfwater.orq)
Patrick Gilligan, PRGC (http://www.prgc.net/patrick-gilligan)
Gerrett J. Colli, Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell (GIC@JMBM.com)
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CItY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

DENNIS J. HERRERA "JOSHUA MILSTEIN
City Attorney Deputy City Attorney

DIRECTDIAL:  (415) 554-4211
E-MAIL: joshua.milstein@sfgov.org

January 6, 2015
VIA EMAIL TO COMMISSION STAFF

California Coastal Commission
North Central Coast District Office
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: 520 John Muir Drive, San Francisco, CA
Hearing Date: January 7, 2015, Item No. W20A
Case No.: 2-14-1612

Dear Commission Members:

This office represents the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), the
permit applicant in the above referenced case. This letter responds to the January 2, 20135 letter
you received from Ms. Sheri Bonstelle and Mr. Neill Brower of the Jeffer Mangels law firm on
behalf of the Pacific Rod and Gun Club (Gun Club).

The SFPUC is a department of the City and County of San Francisco that provides water,
wastewater and power services. The SFPUC owns Lake Merced and a portion of the
surrounding watershed, having purchased the property in 1930 from the Spring Valley Water
Company. The Gun Club has been a tenant on the site since 1934. Pursuant to the November 5,
2012 settlement of an unlawful detainer action filed by the City, the Gun Club entered into an
amended and restated lease for a two year period through January 1, 2015. The SFPUC sent the
Gun Club a 90 day lease termination notice on December 15, 2014.

As described in the application pending before this Commission, the SFPUC seeks to
undertake soil excavation and disposal of upland soil contaminated by decades of shooting
activities by the Gun Club, followed by replacement with clean soil. As noted on page 17 of the
staff report for this matter, the work area also includes 0.835 acres of freshwater emergent
wetlands. The SFPUC seeks to clean up the premises to a high standard so that the property can
be used for unrestricted uses without deed restrictions, in compliance with Bay Area Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) order no. R2-2013-0023.

The Gun Club has sought to frustrate and delay the cleanup of the site throughout the
process leading to the certification of the mitigated negative declaration (MND) for the cleanup,
prepared by the San Francisco Planning Department, and the RWQCB issuance of order no. R2-
2013-0023. During these proceedings the Gun Club has (1) challenged the cleanup standard as
not necessary; (2) proposed leaving contaminants in place with a cap; (3) sought a stay of the
RWQCB proceedings in March 2014; (4) suggested that the cleanup be structured so as to leave
the Gun Club in place during construction; and (5) appealed the mitigated negative declaration
prepared by the Planning Department to the San Francisco Planning Commission. Notably, the
Gun Club did not appeal the Planning Commission’s certification of the MND to the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors as required by the City’s Administrative Code, and the SFPUC
filed a notice of determination under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) on

FOX PLAZA - 1390 MARKET STREET, FLOOR #7 - SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-5408
RECEPTION: (415) 554-3900 - FACSIMILE: (415) 554-8793

n:\pucsf\jmilstei\pacific rod & gun club\gun club ccc response letter 010615.doc
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December 2, 2014. Therefore, the Gun Club failed to exhaust administrative remedies in
challenging the adequacy of the MND, and now seeks to raise before this Commission issues that
the San Francisco Planning Commission rejected in its determination to approve the MND.

The City offers the following responses to the points made in the January 2 letter:

Notice: Notice of the application filed with the Coastal Commission was posted on the
Gun Club site, and the notice of hearing was mailed to the Gun Club 10 days before the hearing,
as required by the Bagley-Keene Act. The Gun Club’s lengthy submittal to this Commission on
January 2nd is evidence that the Gun Club had actual notice of this hearing.

Alleged Coastal Act Violation Related to Wetlands Under PRC §30233: The Gun
Club’s letter is misleading in that it implies that the entire site consists of protected wetlands.
The SFPUC made a concerted effort to avoid wetlands on the site in developing the Remedial
Action Plan. Bay Area RWQCB order no. R2-2013-0023 separates the site into two units,
requiring cleanup of the approximately 10 acre upland area and further study of whether future
cleanup will be necessary of submerged areas in Lake Merced.

As noted on page 17 of the staff report, cleanup of the upland area requires the dredging
and backfilling of a 0.835 acre area of freshwater emergent wetlands on the shore of Lake
Merced. Environmental restoration is an authorized purpose under Public Resources Code
§30233(a)(6). Removing the contaminated soil (in an area that has the highest levels of
contamination due to shooting activities) and backfilling with clean soil is the only alternative
that accomplishes the objective of cleaning up the 0.835 acre wetland portion of the 10 acre site
consistent with Bay Area RWQCB order no. R2-2013-0023. The wetland area will be returned
to its original bottom contours and replanted with native vegetation. Your staff’s conclusion that
the project meets the requirements of §30233 is on target. Leaving the substantial quantities of
shooting debris on the surface (see Staff Report Exhibit 3), along with highly contaminated soil
on the shore of Lake Merced, is simply unacceptable to the SFPUC.

Following issuance of RWQCB order no. R2-2013-0023, the Gun Club sought to
convince the Bay Area RWQCB that the cleanup to the level proposed in the Remedial Action
Plan was unnecessary. The executive officer of the RWQCB responded that

[t]he Water Board’s Order and State site cleanup regulations do not in any way
constrain the Water Board from approving a cleanup that proposes to achieve standards
that are more protective of human health and the environment than standards that are
minimally acceptable based on the current land use. (Letter dated January 22, 2014 from
Bruce Wolfe to James Arnold, attached as Exhibit 1.)

The Gun Club now argues that a lower level of cleanup, or no cleanup at all, would be
more protective of coastal resources, in part because club members are no longer adding to the
contamination in place due to cessation of use of lead shot in 1994 and substitution of
biodegradable clay targets in 2000. This ignores the substantial legacy of contamination present
on the site to a depth of up to 7 feet adjacent to Lake Merced, the largest coastal freshwater
marsh between Bolinas Lagoon and Pescadero Creek. The Coastal Commission should defer to
the RWQCB’s judgment regarding the cleanup standard proposed by the SFPUC as the property
owner.

Additionally, cleanup of the site is entirely consistent with San Francisco’s adopted Local
Coastal Program (“LCP”). San Francisco’s LCP is found in the City’s General Plan as the
Western Shoreline Area Plan. Policy 5.3 of Objective 5 “Preserve the Recreational and Natural
Habitat of Lake Merced”, reads “Allow only those activities in Lake Merced area which will not
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threaten the quality of the water as a standby reservoir for emergency use.” A project whose
entire purpose is to protect the water quality of Lake Merced and preserve its use as an
emergency drinking water source for the City is thus entirely consistent with the LCP applicable
here. It is notable that none of the LCP’s policies relevant to Lake Merced mention the Gun
Club or its preservation.

Alleged Inadequacy of Cultural Resource Mitigation: The Coastal Act does not focus
on historic resources — Public Resources Code § 30244 protects only archaeological and
paleontological resources. As a certified State regulatory program under CEQA, the Coastal
Commission is more generally charged with “avoiding significant effects on the environment
where feasible.” (CEQA Guidelines, 14 CCR §15250).

In furtherance of this role, Commission staff has proposed special conditions regarding
construction methods, pollution prevention, riparian and wetland mitigation monitoring,
protection of species, tree removal, and archaeological and paleontological resources that are
consistent with the mitigation measures adopted by the Planning Commission, the Coastal Act
generally and §30244 in particular. These special conditions are acceptable to the SFPUC as the
permit applicant. The Commission may not, however, propose additional cultural resource
protection measures because this topic is not within the Coastal Commission’s area of expertise,
nor are such activities carried out or approved by the Commission.

Should the Commission contemplate an expansion of its role into cultural resource
protection matters, the protection of cultural resources is an impact area analyzed under CEQA.
The City Planning Department agreed that portions of the site included significant cultural
resources based on the report by Denise Bradley, and required appropriate mitigation to protect
these resources. During the public review period for the mitigated negative declaration, the Gun
Club submitted its own cultural resource report by Page & Turnbull (Exhibit 2 to the Gun Club’s
January 2 letter). The chief difference between these two reports is the period of historic
significance, with the City’s consultant adopting a limited period from 1934-41 based on the
following reasoning:

The period of significance for the [Gun Club’s] significance under Criterion A/1 appears
to begin in 1934 when the club moved to the Lake Merced site and to end in 1941 with
the United States’ entry into World War II, which ended the club’s initial period of
development. Although the activities of the club remained unchanged after World War II,
its post-war expansion period (1946-early 1960s) was more directly linked with other
contexts, including the broad interest in outdoor recreation that occurred within the
context of the nation’s post-World War II prosperity and an increased interest in skeet
that was a by-product of World War II training practices, than to the early 20th century
conservation movement (Exhibit 2, p. 18 of City Planning Commission’s reply to Gun
Club’s appeal)

The Page & Turnbull report simply goes back 50 years (the generally accepted age
threshold for eligibility of an historic resource) to 1964, thereby including every shack and shed
constructed on the property between 1934-64 as culturally significant, but without saying why
the entire period was culturally significant. (See Exhibit 2, p. 18 of Planning Commission’s
reply to Gun Club’s appeal).

The fair argument standard does not apply to the question of whether a building or other
object qualifies as an historical resource for purposes of CEQA. Citizens for Restoration of L
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Street v. City of Fresno (2014) 229 Cal.App.4th 340, 369 and n. 22. There was substantial
evidence in the record to support the Planning Department’s determinations on these issues. The
fact that there were differences of opinion in the record concerning cultural resources does not
mean that a reviewing court would reject the City’s determination of significance for cultural
resources. (Id.)

The Gun Club further asks this Commission for a remedy that it has no power to grant- to
“allow that the historic Club use remain”. Protection of cultural resources does not include
protection of the underlying use — otherwise no tenancy could ever be terminated for reuse of an
historic public property. CEQA defines “environment” to include “objects of historic .
significance.” (Public Resources Code Section 21065.5). Further, in determining the
significance of a historic resource, CEQA directs one to consider a listed resource or “any object,
building, structure, site, area, place, record or manuscript” that a lead agency determines to be
historically significant ..." (CEQA Guidelines 14 CCR Section 15064.5; see also Public
Resources Code Section 21084.1). In other words, a historic resource is not a use, it is an object
or location. The SFPUC has already given the Gun Club notice of termination of the lease,
which will expire independently of the project schedule here.

The Commission should concur with the judgment of the lead agency here — the San
Francisco Planning Commission - in its rejection of the Gun Club’s CEQA appeal on these
issues, defer to the RWQCB with regard to the appropriate level of cleanup for this site—a site
contaminated by the Appellant—and grant the Coastal Development Permit as proposed by your
staff for the long delayed cleanup of a 10 acre site bordering Lake Merced in San Francisco.

Very truly yours,
DENNIS J. HERRERA
City Attorney

Signature on file Signature on file

y7/ Joshua Milstein
puty City Attorney

cc: S. Ritchie
O. Nzewi
S. Bonstelle, IMBM
Neill Brower, IMBM

Attached Exhibits:
1. Letter dated January 22, 2014 from Bay Area RWQCB Executive Officer Bruce
Wolfe to James Arnold, Esq. :

2. San Francisco Planning Commission Motion and Reply to Gun Club CEQA Appeal
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San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Attn.: Mr. Steven Ritchie

525 Golden Gate Ave.

San Francisco, CA 94102

(Sent via email to sritchie @ sfwater.org)

James R. Arnold

Armnold Law Practice

3685 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 331
Lafayette, CA 94549 ,
(Sent via email to jarnold @arnoldlp.com)

Subject: Water Board Staff Concurrence with the Human Health Cleanup Standards for
the Property Located at 520 John Muir Drive, Lake Merced, San Francisco, San Francisco
County

Dear Mr. Ritchie and Mr. Arnold:

In a letter dated August 29, 2013, Water Board staff concurred with the human health cleanup
standards proposed by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (PUC) in its July 23, 2013,
report and submitted for compliance with Task 1 of Order No. R2-2013-0023, adopted by the
Regional Water Board on June 12, 2013. The PUC proposed cleanup goals of 80 mg/kg (lead)
and 0.21 mg/kg (benzo(a)pyrene toxic equivalents) for the upland soils at the Pacific Rod and
Gun Club site. I find the cleanup standards proposed by the PUC in its July 23, 2013, report
acceptable. '

In its letters dated September 30 and November 6, 2013, the Arnold Law Practice, on behalf of
the Pacific Rod and Gun Club, Inc. (Club), disagreed with our concurrence of these cleanup
standards, stating that the standards were not supported with sufficient evidence. It is our
understanding that the Club’s major objection to the cleanup standards proposed by PUC is that
those standards are more stringent than what would be necessary to protect human health under
the current, and in the view of the Club, the likely future land use of the site. However, the PUC,
as the land owner, intends to remediate the site’s upland soils to a condition that would allow
unrestricted future uses. The Water Board’s Order and State site cleanup regulations do not in
any way constrain the Water Board from approving a cleanup that proposes to achieve standards
that are more protective of human health and the environment than standards that are minimally
acceptable based on the current land use. In the future, should the PUC modify its proposal for
cleanup standards based on a more restricted future use, we would review that proposal at that
time.
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Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Alan Friedman of my staff
at (510) 622-2347, or by email at afriedman@ waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,
) Digitally signed by Bruce H. Wolfe
DN: cn=Bruce H. Woife, 0o=SWRCB,
‘7 ou=Region 2,
email=bwolfe@waterboards.ca.g
v ov, ¢=US
/ Date: 2014.01.22 18:37:10 -08'00"

Bruce H. Wolfe
Executive Officer
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission St
Planning Commission Motion [ XXXX] Son ancsco,
HEARING DATE: October 23, 2014 CA 84103-2479
Reception:
Hearing Date: October 23, 2014 415.558.6378
Case No.: 2013.1220E Fa:
Project Location: ~ Pacific Rod and Gun Club, 520 John Muir Drive, San Francisco  415.558.6409
Zoning: Public Use District —
Open Space Height and Bulk District Information:
Block/Lot: 7283/004 415.558.6377
Project Sponsor:  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Yin Lan Zhang — (415) 487-5201 '
YZhang@sfwater.org
Staff Contact: Timothy Johnston — (415) 575-9035

Timothy.Johnston@sfgov.org

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

www.sfplanning.org
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Motion No. XXXXXX Case No. 2013.1220E
Hearing Date: October 23, 2014 Pacific Rod and Gun Club Upland Soil Remediation Project

10.

11.

12.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2014.
Jonas Ionin
Commission Secretary
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ADOPTED: [Date]
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AN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Exhibit A to Draft Motion
Planning Department Response to Appeal of
Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration

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

BACKGROUND

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

CEQA is premised on a ’‘strong presumption' in favor of requiring a lead agency to
prepare an EIR as opposed to adopting a negative declaration prior to approving a project.
Indeed, so long as substantial evidence in the record supports a ‘fair argument’ that a project may
cause even a single, potentially-significant environmental impact, the agency must prepare an
EIR. The obligation to prepare an EIR remains even when other substantial evidence before the
agency indicates that the project may not have a substantial impact on the environment. As
described by a prominent CEQA treatise, ‘the fair argument standard . . . prevents the lead agency
from weighing competing evidence to determine who has a better argument concerning the
likelihood or extent of a potential environmental impact.” Accordingly, CEQA's “fair argument’
standard establishes a low threshold for the obligation to prepare an EIR which is met by the
presence of any substantial evidence in the record of potential environmental impacts.” (Page 2 of
the Appeal Letter)

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

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

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

The initial study identifies potentially significant effects, but:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

approval, and that the fact that future development may take several forms does not excuse

environmental review.

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

Thus, while even without external guidance City of Antioch would likely require the City
to evaluate such general uses as public recreation or open space, the Order and related materials
provide clear guidance as to the types of developments and uses that will be made possible via
remediation. Pursuant to the Order, the RAP for soil remediation must ‘meet human health risk
standards for current and reasonably foreseeable future land uses.” The phrase ‘future reasonably
future land uses’ is informed by AMEC's Supplemental Investigation and Health Risk Assessment
Report (April 2012), which states that ‘for this HHRA ... future conditions are based on reasonably
likely use options specified in the most recent version of the Lake Merced Watershed Plan.” Thus
the IS/MND must be revised to address the environmental impacts of future uses made possible
by the proposed remediation, including uses consistent with the Lake Merced Watershed Plan.”?
(Pages 4 and 5 of Appeal Letter)

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

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

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

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

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

e  Current caretaker

e  Current and future workers

e  Current adult recreational users

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

o  Future adult and child recreational users

e Future construction workers

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

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

3 The Lake Merced Watershed Report (SFPUC, 2011) provides a purpose, vision, long-term goals, and guidelines to

provide a framework to guide decision-making for the watershed, and serve as the basis for developing and evaluating
future projects, initiatives, and management actions. The report has not been subject to CEQA or approved by the
SFPUC.
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of the soil remediation and would not be determined by the proposed project. Therefore, the
appellant’s contention is incorrect under CEQA. Any proposal for new or different uses of the site
in the future would be developed through a public process, with community input from any local
stakeholders and residents of San Francisco (including the PRGC should they choose to
participate) among others, which would then be subject to a separate CEQA review process, as
appropriate. The identification of future uses prior to conducting a public planning process would
be a speculative exercise at this point.

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

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

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

First, the IS/MND misstates the CEQA Guidelines provision that is the basis for the
mitigation measures. The IS/MND states that under CEQA [Guidelines] Section 15064.5(b)(3), a
project that follows the Secretary of the Interior's [Secretary] Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Restructuring
Historic Buildings shall be considered as mitigated to a less-than-significant level.” This is a
generous interpretation of the Guidelines. In reality, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3) states
that compliance with the Secretary's Standards will ‘generally’ render an impact less than
significant. Accordingly, compliance with Secretary's standards does not mean that an impact is
per se less than significant as indicated in the IS/MND, and the City is obligated to determine,
based on analysis and substantial evidence, that the proposed mitigation would reduce Impact
CP-1 to a less-than-significant level.” (Page 5 and 6 of the Appeal Letter)
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RESPONSE TO CONCERN 4: Implementation of mitigation measures that are compliant with
the Standards would retain and preserve the historic character of the historical resource, thus
rendering the impact less than significant.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

As discussed in the PMND (page 52), the PRGC site contains multiple features that contribute to
its significance as an historical resource during its period of historical significance (1934 - 1941).
These features are Skeet Fields 4-7 (including the level terrace, their semi-circular station paths,
the high and low houses, and safety fences) and the four buildings that house the operational and
social functions of the club (the Clubhouse, Caretaker’s House, Rifle Range Building, and the Shell
House). Of these features, only the high and low houses and safety fences from the four skeet
fields would be removed and replaced and thus could be potentially “adversely affected during
the period of time between when the structures are removed from the Club’s facility and when
they are replaced.”

54N FRANGISEO -
PLANKING DEPARTMENT 15

CDP 2-14-1612
Exhibit 13
Page 28 of 38



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

The physical effects of the temporary relocation of the high/low houses and wood fences at Skeet
Fields 4 — 7 are addressed by Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b (Record, Protect, and Return (or
Replace in Kind) the High/Low Houses and Wood Fences at Skeet Fields 4-7) on PMND pages 54~
55, which requires the following:

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

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

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

In addition, the physical effects to the four contributory buildings (Clubhouse, Caretaker’s House,
Rifle Range Building, and the Shell House), during construction are addressed in Mitigation
Measures M-CP-1c (Protect the Four Contributory Buildings During Construction), M-NO-2a
(Preconstruction Surveys and Repair), and M-NO-2b (Construction Equipment Restrictions Near
Buildings). Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b requires that the buildings “.....shall be adequately
protected from accidental damage due to construction activities and vandalism. These structures
shall be surrounded by protective fencing and shall be secured from entry by boarding up all
windows and doors, and posting ‘Keep Out’ or ‘No Trespassing’ signs on each building.
Following site remediation, these buildings shall be returned to their original appearance by
removing all temporary construction fencing, window and door protection, and signage.”
Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a and M-NO-2b further reduce potential impacts on contributory
buildings by limiting construction equipment in close proximity to these buildings and by
repairing any documented new cracks or other changes in the structures that are attributable to
construction.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

property.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(page 45).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

To mitigate this impact, the IS/MND relies on M-AE-3 which provides:
The SFPUC shall identify the location and spacing of new plantings that would, at

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

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

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

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

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

CEQA Section 20181.6(c) states that:

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

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

OTHER CONCERNS

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

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

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

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

- Fugitive Dust — expressed concern about the potential for fugitive dust and
contaminated material to enter Lake Merced and waterbirds, aquatic wildlife, and
recreationists; proposed the establishment of monitoring stations and an
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emergency dust plan. In response to this comment, additional discussion was
added to Section E.13, Biological Resources, on pages 135-136.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

¢ Peter Griffith - Requested that an EIR/cost benefit analysis be completed prior to project
implementation.
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Copy forwarded to staff

Three-minute Case for Finding Substantial Issue

Why is a small accessory building in the coastal village of Point Reyes Station, Marin County, a
! matter of Substantial Issue to the Commission?

In approving this application for a two-story, 23-foot-high detached accessory building the
County brazenly flouts the Coastal Act requirement that a coastal permit be consistent with its
certified LCP. The County (1) employs an uncertified zoning provision, (2) asserts that it will
continue to use uncertified ordinances to regulate land use, (3) sends a signal to local
governments statewide to ignore Commission review, and (4) approves a development
inconsistent in scale with accessory buildings in the historic area of the community.

First, the County did not have legal and factual support for its decision. Instead, the County
claimed a self-characterized “right” to make land use regulations independent of the
| Commission’s certification, in violation of Coastal Act §30514(a).

“As a matter of practice over an extended period of time the County has asserted its
right to adjust its independent regulations, independent of local Coastal Commission

review.

The staff report identifies a provision in the County’s original 1938 zoning ordinance, not
referenced by the County, that provided for an exception to certain building height limits upon
issuance of a use permit. However, in 1963, when the County added a new section to the zoning
code to limit the height of a detached accessory building, it did not extend the application of the
1938 exception provision to the new section. Contrary to the staff report’s conclusion, the 1938
zoning code does not provide legal support for the County decision.

Second, if the Commission now finds that the County’s action on this coastal development
permit raises no Substantial Issue it will set a precedent for this County to engage in continued,
repeated actions that disregard its certified LCP provisions.

1 CA 30514 (a): “A certified local coastal program and all local implementing ordinances, regulations, and
other actions may be amended by the appropriate local government, but no such amendment shall take
effect until it has been certified by the commission.”

% Administrative audio record, 10/16/14, 22:30; Staff report, Exhibit 5, p. 8.
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Deputy Zoning Administrator: “As a matter of practice the County has and
continues to asserts its right to enact and apply different regulations 3

Third, if the Commission finds no Substantial Issue, thereby tacitly agreeing to coastal
development permits that lack certified LCP authority, the Commission’s action will send a signal
statewide that local governments are free to enact local land use regulations and then issue
coastal permits that override Commission-certified provisions.

Fourth, the project is not consistent with the scale of comparable development in the historic area
of the community as required by the LCP. If constructed, it will be the only detached accessory
building in the historic area that exceeds one story and 15 feet in height.

The staff report erroneously compares the height of the proposed detached accessory building
to the heights of two adjacent main buildings, rather than to the heights of adjacent accessory
buildings. The immediately adjacent property to the east is developed with a one-story,
approximately 15-foot-high detached accessory building (a bakery). Using an apple-to-apples
comparison, the proposed project is inconsistent in scale with the community character of the
historic area.

~ ~ ~

The County’s decision to issue a coastal development permit for this project is the action of a
rogue local government. To preserve the Commission’s authority over local government land-
use decisions, the Commission should find that this appeal raises a Substantial Issue and then
review the proposed development de novo at a subsequent meeting,

ATTACHMENTS
Exhibit 1: Argument for Substantial Issue determination

Exhibit 2: Height Standards — History of Ordinances

3 Administrative audio record, 10/16/14, 22:40; Staff report, Exhibit 5, p. 8.
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Exhibit I: Argument for Substantial Issue Determination

1. The Commission staff report is incorrect when it asserts, “the County had legal and factual
support for its decision” for two reasons. First, the County did not provide a legal justification.
Second, the staff repott’s analysis of the applicable zoning codes is incorrect.

First:

* The County acknowledged that certified zoning code section 22.70.0601 limited the height
of a detached accessory structure to 15 feet. The County then cited section 22.70.0301 of the
code to support issuing a coastal permit for a two-story, 23-foot-high detached accessory
structure upon issuing a use permit. This section 22.70.0301, never certified by the
Commission, replaced the original 1938 provision in 1992.

* Prior to the first hearing for this project the appellant asked the County to provide evidence
of a certified provision in its LCP that allowed the height of a detached accessory structure
to exceed 15 feet,”

* The Deputy Zoning Administrator continued the hearing in order “fo gef a written
determination -- we do have County subject matter experts if not legal counsel opinion ... to
get a reassurance that that is not a legal issue.”™ ,

* The appellant again requested, prior to the second hearing, written evidence of a certified
LCP provision allowing height to exceed 15 feet.”

* The County provided no written determination at either hearing from legal counsel or
subject matter experts of the Commission’s certification of the cited code.

The Deputy Zoning Administrator, in approving the coastal development permit, stated:

“As a matter of practice over an extended period of time the County has asserted its right to
adjust its independent regulations, independent of local Coastal Commission review”, and

“As a matter of practice the County has and continues to assert its right to enact and apply
different regulations that are, in fact, I think very applicable to a situation such as Point
Reyes Station.”™

The County has neither legal nor factual support to assert a “right” to issue coastal development
permits based on its independent regulations, independent of Commission certification.

Second.
Following the County’s coastal permit decision, the Commission staft reviewed the County

ordinances that govern building heights and the provision in the County’s 1938 zoning code --
§14(b)(3) -~ that would allow an exception to the height limit for any building upon issuance of a

*Staff report, p. 9.

5 8/21/14 email correspondence, administrative record “Public Comments”, 8/28/14.
6 Administrative audio record, 8/28/14, 10:00.

7 Administrative record, “Additional Comments 37, 10/16/14.

8 Staff report, Exhibit 5, p. 8.
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use permit. Staff interprets this 1938 provision to apply to the subsequently enacted ordinances that
limit the height of a detached accessory building initially to 12 (and later 15) feet (unless at least 40
feet from any property line).”

But the staff teport misreads the plain text of the 1938 zoning code, which allows a height exception
only to height limits specified in preceding (“hereinbefore”) sections of that zoning code.'’ In 1963
the County first adopted a new provision, §14 (b)(6), to establish a particular height limit for a
detached accessory building; it amended that limit in 1980."" This new section restricting a
detached accessory building’s height was placed later (“hereinafter”) in the zoning code and is
therefore not subject to exception by a use permit.

The 1963 ordinance made a total of three changes to the zoning code, all in Section 14 (General
Provisions and Exceptions). It added a new subsection §14 (b)(6), which established the height
limit for a detached accessory building, and amended two existing subsections, § 14(a) and
§14(c)(7). In drafting and adopting the ordinance the County could have also amended §14(b)(3)
to extend its exception by use permit to all height standards throughout the zoning code. But the
ordinance did not revise that provision, which continued to limit exceptions to only the height
standards “hereinbefore specified” in the zoning code. '

When, in 1992, the County enacted an ordinance'? intended to replace §14(b)(3) the text provided
for an exception by use permit to the height limit of a detached accessory structure wherever the

height limit appears in the zoning code. This ordinance has not been certified as an amendment to
the LCP.

Thus, the certified LCP zoning code contains no provision for a detached accessory building to
exceed more than one story and a 15-foot height. The County lacked both the legal and the factual
basis for issuing a coastal development permit.

2. The local government’s decision establishes an adverse precedent for future interpretation
of its L.CP:
* The County repeatedly asserts that it has the right to adopt local regulations for land use in
the Coastal Zone without first obtaining certification of ordinances from the Commission.
+ If the Commission does not require the County to adhere to certified ordinances for coastal
developments it would establish an adverse precedent for the County to approve future
developments inconsistent with the certified LCP.

3. The appeal raises issues of statewide significance:

9“These two sections read together identify a maximum height of 15 feet for accessory structures (Section
22.70.0601) and then allow that maximum height to exceed that specified in the zoning ordinance for the
respective district if a use permit is obtained (Section 22.70.030I).” Staff report, p. 8.

10“(Jpon securing of a use permit, any building may be erected to a height exceed that hereinbefore specified
for the respective district ...” §14(b)(3).

'0rd. 1283 (1963), Ord. 2560 (1980).
20rd. 3108 (1992).



Wi19a 1/7/2015 Appeal A-2-Mar-14-0059 Bridger Mitchell

* The Coastal Act is violated and the authority of the Commission is undermined when a
local government can authorize coastal development that does not conform to its certified
LCP by invoking an uncertified ordinance.

» Failure by this Commission to require the County to adhere to its certified LCP would be
of statewide significance in all jurisdictions with certified LCPs. It would signal to local
governments throughout the state that they are free to disregard the Coastal Act and use
uncertified ordinances to override their certified LCPs.

* The Coastal Act’s protection of coastal resources and public access, provided for in
certified L.CPs, cannot be maintained if local governments can diminish those protections
with uncertified ordinances.

4. The proposed project is inconsistent in scale with the surrounding community character.”

The LCP requires that “New construction located within an identified historic area shall be
consistent in scale, design, materials and texture with the surrounding community character.”"*

The staff report asserts, ... the building height would be consistent with the average heights of the
existing adjacent bulldlngs Overall, the proposed structure is consistent in scale, design, materials,
and texture with the surrounding community character.””> But this conclusion is based on a
misleading comparison to the surrounding community. The staff report compares the proposed
detached accessory bu11d1ng with the heights of two adjacent main buildings — the Livery Stable and
the Point Reyes Emporium.'® But on the two adjacent properties that also have accessory buildings
— Brickmaiden Breads (40 Fourth Street) and the residence at 35 Third Street — the accessory
buildings are one-story structures not exceeding approximately 15 feet in height. Thus, the
proposed project is not consistent with the heights and scale of the existing adjacent accessory
structures. Indeed, there is apparently no detached accessory building in the historic area that is
over one story and approximately 15 feet in height.

13This issue was not raised in the appeal, but, because the staff report discusses it using a misleading
comparison to heights of adjacent buildings, it is germane when assessing the question of Significant
Issue.

1422.56.1301(Q)(1)
15 Staff report, p. 9.
16 Staff report, p. 9, fn. 8
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Exhibit 2: Height Standards - History of Ordinances

§14(b)(3) of the original 1938 zoning code provided, upon securing a use permit, for any building
to have a height exceeding the maximum specified in the preceding code sections for its zoning
district. .

In 1963 the County amended the code by adding a subsequent §(14)(b)(6) to establish a 12-foot
height limit and maximum one story for a detached accessory building unless it is af least 40 feet
from any property line. Later, the zoning code was renumbered. In 1980, the code was further
amended to increase the maximum height to 15 feet (rather that 12 feet) for a detached accessory
building. ‘

The staff report asserts: “These two [renumbered] sections read together identify a maximum
height of 15 feet for accessory structures (Section 22.70.0601) and then allow that maximum height
to exceed that specified in the zoning ordinance for the respective district if a use permit is obtained
(Section 22.70.0301).” :

I respectfully disagree. The plain language of §14(b)(3) provided, upon obtaining a use permit, for
an exception from the building height limit specified in the hereinbefore (i.e., preceding) code
sections for a zoning district. The County subsequently enacted specific height and story
restrictions on detached accessory structures in §14(b)(6). This new section was placed following
the section providing for a height exception; therefore, it is not subject to the text of the exception
provision. Thus, beginning in 1980 the height of a detached accessory building is limited to 15 feet
unless it is sufficiently distant from any property line, notwithstanding the original application of
the 1938 provision to any building.

In 1981 the zoning code was amended to add coastal chapters 22.56 and 22.57 and to incorporate
Chapter 22.70 by reference.

On April 7, 1982 the Commission certified the LCP for Unit IT and its implementing zoning code.

In 1992, the County further amended the zoning code to allow exceptions to height restrictions. By
obtaining a variance, the height of a main building could exceed the limit in its district. And by
obtaining a use permit, the height of a detached accessory building could exceed the height limit in
its district, This amendment replaced §14(b)(3). It has not been certified.
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#1. 1938 Zoning Ordinance established the zoning code

Ord. 264 (July 18, 1938)

14.(b) Height: [..]
3¢ Upon the sscuring of m use pormit, any building may bo orected to a beight

exoesding that hereinbefore opooified for the respestive dlstrict; provided, that -
the total floor area of such bullding shall not &xuead that possible for e bullding
in such renpective distrlot ersoted within the helght limit hereinbsfore cpecifisd

£or suoh dlatriok.: .. -

This is codified as:
22.70.0301 Effect of use permit on height limitations'’

Upon the securing of a use permit, any building may be erected to a height exceeding that
hereinbefore specified for the respective district; provided, that the total floor area of such
building shall not exceed that possible for a building in such respective district erected within the
height limit hereinbefore specified for such district.

#2.1963 Amendment: establishes a 127 height limit for a detached accessory
building.
Ord. 1283 adds new section 14(b)}(6):

"6, A detached accéssory building may not be over one
storz in height and may not exceed twelve (12) feet in
height unless said accessory building Is located at
least forty (40) feet from any property line, In which
case the accessory building may be erected to a height
hereinbefore specifled for a main building in the re-
spective district.”

#3. 1980 code amendment: increases the height limit for a detached accessory
building from 12’ to 15°.

Ord. 2560 § 5, 1980 sec. V amends 22.70.060 to read:

22.70.060 Helght Limltations for Detached Acsessory Bulldings., A
dotachad accessory bullding may not be over one atory fn halght and mey
not exceod fiftesn (15) fast in hzlight unless sald accessory bullding

s located at least forty fest fram any property line, In which csse the
aecessory bullding may be evectad to a height spectfled In this chapter
for a main bujldlng In the respoctive district. In the case whare

garage or carport Is located to withla threc {3) feet of the frent ot
sida lines of the let pursuant to Soction 22.72.080 of this Title, the
helght for such garage or carport shall be measured from the finish grade
of the parking area.

17 The staff report erroneously includes the words “variance or” in this heading; Ord. 264 has no provision
for a variance for building heights. 'The provision for a variance was introduced by the uncertified 1992 Ord.
3102.
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#4. 1981 ordinance: adds coastal chapters 22.56 and 22.57 and incorporates Chapter
22.70 by reference:

22.56,020¢  APPLICATIONS

The @ District shall conform to tha Coaghal Zome ag gstablished by t::'}e.- tlonstal Aot
af 1976. The following pensral regulations shall apply in all € zoning distriets
ay poted below and should be swbject ko the provisiony of Chapters 22.82 through
23.74 of this title. The provisions of Jection 22.88.010 (3}, (3):¢41, (7a) through
{7y) and (g} shall not apply In C distriats, . 3

#5. The Commission certified the LCP on April 7, 1982.

#6. The uncertified 1992 code amendment: replaces §14(b)(3) [any building at
hereinbefore height limit] with separate exception provisions for a main building and
a detached accessory building.

Ord. 3108;

22.70.0301 Effect of variance or use permit on height limitations.

Upon the securing of a variance, a main building may be erected to a height exceeding that specified
in the zoning ordinance for the respective district; provided, that the total floor area of such building
shall not exceed that possible for a building in such respective district erected within the height fimit
specified for such districts. Upon the securing of a use permit, a detached accessory building may
be erected to a height exceeding that specified in the zoning ordinance for the respective district;
provided, that the total floor area of such building shall not exceed that possible for a building in
such respective district erected within the height limit specified for such districts.

(Ord. 3108 § 2 (part), 1992: Ord. 264 § 14(b)(3), 1938)

This uncertified amendment makes three key changes from the 1938 §14(b)(3). They are (1) separate
exceptions for a main building and for a detached accessory building; (2) a variance for main building height,
but a use permit for detached accessory building; and (3) any exception applics to height limits wherever
they appear in the zoning code, not just to height limits in preceding code.
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Appeal No. A-2-MAR-14-0059
(The Barn Project LLC)

January 5, 2015

Commissioner Boscho:
Cc: Shannon Fiala

Thank you for your public service in preserving California’s coastal resources and
public access to the coast.

In accord with the Commission’s website instructions, last week by USPS I have sent
you and all other Commissioners and alternates a more extended response to the
staff report. In case that mail has not yet reached you I attach an electronic copy.

At your request I briefly summarize my views of the appeal and the staff report:

Marin County’s decision boldly challenges the Commission’s authority to enforce the
Coastal Act and to ensure compliance with the certified LCP. Why?

When the County issued the coastal permit for this project it cited no certified
authority in its LCP allowing a height exception for an accessory building. Instead,
its Development Agency claims that County land use regulations are not subject to
Commission review and certification.

The County brazenly asserts a “right” to enact and apply its own regulations,
independent of Commission review -- and will continue to do so for future projects.

The appeal raises a Substantial Issue in four respects:

First: The County presented no legal or factual basis to issue a
coastal permit. The Commission’s staff’s report attempts a rescue and
interprets one section of the original 1938 zoning code as providing for a
height exception. But, in fact, this section applies only to height standards in
earlier portions of the zoning code; it does not apply to the certified height
limit for detached accessory buildings. The report’s recommendation of no
substantial issue is not factually supported.

Second: If the Commission fails to find a Substantial Issue it will create
an adverse precedent for future County actions, encouraging it to continue to
enact and apply uncertified regulations.




Third: If the Commission fails to find a Substantial Issue that will be a
signal to local governments statewide that they too can apply their own
regulations without Commission certification.

and,

Fourth: The proposed accessory building is incompatible in height and
scale with the community character of the surrounding historic area, as
required by the LCP. The staff report does not provide factual evidence to
the contrary, because it misleadingly compares the project with the height of
main buildings, not accessory buildings.

In order to find that the appeal raises no substantial issue the Coastal Act requires
that the Commission make findings supported by substantial evidence in the
record.! The staff report does not constitute this essential evidence.

Sincerely yours,

Bridger Mitchell
Box 31
Inverness CA 94937

1 C. Lester, Briefing on the Commission’s Coastal Development Permit Appeals Process,
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Appeal No. A-2-MAR-14-0059
(The Barn Project LLC)

January 5, 2015

Commissioner Zimmer:
Cc: Shannon Fiala

Thank you for your public service in preserving California’s coastal resources and
public access to the coast.

In accord with the Commission’s website instructions, last week by USPS I have sent
you and all other Commissioners and alternates a more extended response to the
staff report. In case that mail has not yet reached you I attach an electronic copy.

At your request I briefly summarize my views of the appeal and the staff report:

Marin County’s decision boldly challenges the Commission’s authority to enforce the
Coastal Act and to ensure compliance with the certified LCP. Why?

When the County issued the coastal permit for this project it cited no certified
authority in its LCP allowing a height exception for an accessory building. Instead,
its Development Agency claims that County land use regulations are not subject to
Commission review and certification.

The County brazenly asserts a “right” to enact and apply its own regulations,
independent of Commission review -- and will continue to do so for future projects.

The appeal raises a Substantial Issue in four respects:

First: The County presented no legal or factual basis to issue a
coastal permit. The Commission’s staff’s report attempts a rescue and
interprets one section of the original 1938 zoning code as providing for a
height exception. But, in fact, this section applies only to height standards in
earlier portions of the zoning code; it does not apply to the certified height
limit for detached accessory buildings. The report’s recommendation of no
substantial issue is not factually supported.

Second: If the Commission fails to find a Substantial Issue it will create
an adverse precedent for future County actions, encouraging it to continue to
enact and apply uncertified regulations.

11



Third: If the Commission fails to find a Substantial Issue that will be a
signal to local governments statewide that they too can apply their own
regulations without Commission certification.

and,

Fourth: The proposed accessory building is incompatible in height and
scale with the community character of the surrounding historic area, as
required by the LCP. The staff report does not provide factual evidence to
the contrary, because it misleadingly compares the project with the height of
main buildings, not accessory buildings.

In order to find that the appeal raises no substantial issue the Coastal Act requires
that the Commission make findings supported by substantial evidence in the
record.! The staff report does not constitute this essential evidence.

Sincerely yours,

Bridger Mitchell
Box 31
Inverness CA 94937

1 C. Lester, Briefing on the Commission’s Coastal Development Permit Appeals Process,

12



RECEIvEp

MBM Jeffer Mangels JAN °§ 2015
J Butler & Mitchell e CALIEGAN:A
COASTAL Comings o

Sheri L. Bonstelle 1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7ih Floor
Direct: (310) 712-6847 ‘ Los Angeles, California 90067-4308
SBonsfelle@jmbm.com (310) 203-8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax
Neill M. Brower www jmbm.com

Direct; (310) 712-8564
NBrower@ imbm.com

January 2, 2015 WZOa

YIA E-MAIL AND FEDERAL EXPRESS

TRANSMITTED TO COMMISSION STAFF JANUARY 2, 2015

California Coastal Commission

North Central Coast District Office

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94015

Attn: Ethan Lavine, Coastal Program Analyst

Re: 520 John Muir Drive. San Francisco, CA
Hearing Date! January 7, 2015, Iiem No. W20A
Case No.: 2-14-1612

Dear California Coastal Commission:

We represent the Pacific Rod and Gun Club (the “Club™), the lessors of the historic
property, located at 520 John Muir Drive, San Francisco (the “Property™), for the past 80 years.
The Property is owned by the City and County of San Francisco (the “City”) and managed by the
San Francisco Public Utility Commission (the “SFPUC™), who has continuously leased the
Property to the Club since 1934, The SFPUC is the applicant of the proposed project for a
Remedial Action Plan (“RAP”) to remove and replace more than 46,500 cubic yards of soil on
the Property. (the “Project”) We submit this letter directly to the Commissioners, the
Commission staff, and the City’s counsel.

The Club vehemently opposes the Project, because it will unnecessarily cause significant
environmental impacts without adequate evaluation under California Coastal Act (the “Coastal
Act”) and the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”™), including loss of the historic use
of the Property, potential damage or removal to historic structures, removal of 81 trees that
provide a visual barrier from the street and habitat for nesting birds and bats, and other threats to
wildlife and habitat caused by dredging the lake and hauling the massive amount of soil. In
addition, the exorbitant $22 million dollar cost of the Project will be borne by the San Francisco
rate payers. Instead, allowing the Club to continue to operate safely on the Property, where it
does not create any contaminants, is a feasible less environmentally damaging alternative; a
required finding under Coastal Act section 30233(a).

We request that the California Coastal Commission (the “Commission”) deny the request
for approval of the RAP, and require further evaluation under the Coastal Act and CEQA as to

A Limited Liability Law Partnership Including Professional Corporations / Los Angeles * San Francisco * Orange County 13
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California Cdastal Commission
January 2, 2015 '
Page 2

the feasible least environmentally damaging alternatives for the Project. We also request that the
Commission require the City and SFPUC to allow the Club to remain and operate the historic use
on the Property until such time as a RAP is approved and implemented, if at all,

The SFPUC apparently failed to post notice of the pending application as required under
the Commission’s regulations. SFPUC, as the project applicant, must post public notice of the
pending application in a conspicuous location that is satisfactory to provide the public with
notice of the Commission’s pending action, Despite frequent inspections of the site (almost
daily), the Club is not aware of any signage or form noticing the pending application posted at
the site. Therefore, we request that the hearing be continued to provide sufficient time for the
SFPUC to post adequate public notice so that concerned members of the public may have a
reasonable opportunity to participate in the Commission’s proceedings.

1. Executive Summary

The Commission should either extend the hearing date or deny the Remedial Action Plan
in its entirety for several reasons, including lack of legal notice, and violation of the Coastal Act
and CEQA.

o Improper Notice. To ourl knowledge, the applicant failed to post any public notice of the
hearing on the Property, denying both the Club and the public sufficient time to prepare for
and attend the Commission hearing.

o Coastal Act Vielation. The Project violates Coastal Act section 30233(a), which forbids the
Coastal Commission from approving a project that includes, among other things, the
“filling[] or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes,” unless “there is
no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative.” The applicant has failed to evaluate
whether retaining the existing historic use on the Property is a less environmentally
damaging alternative than dredging and filling more than 46,000 cubic yards of soil,
removing more than 80 mature trees, and removing some historic structures and the historic
use as a gun club. In fact, the current Club use of the property does not contaminate the
Property, and a 2012 health risk assessment by AMEC for the Project concluded that lead
concentrations in the soils at issue here had no significant effect on the water quality of Lake
Merced, and that the surface waters of Lake Merced maintained drinking-water standards of
quality. Finally, the Regional Board Order R2-2013-0023 requires cleanup far in excess of
the level necessary to maintain a gun club use of the Property, or even other recreational uses
of the site. Therefore, requiring a cleanup at the level required by the Order clearly violates
the Coastal Act.

o  CEQA Violation. The Project violates CEQA because it fails to evaluate, maintain and
mitigate the historic use and structures on the Property. Based on a historic resource study
by Denise Bradley, the MND concluded that the Property has historic significance, and is
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California
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Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) at the local level for its association with the
development of sport hunting and skeet shooting in the period prior to World War 11, and its
continued use since that period. An additional historic study prepared by Page and Turnbull
concurs with this assessment, and identifies additional historic structures and landscapes that
must be maintained. The Project fails to evaluate maintenance of all historic structures and
require continuation of the historic use as a gun club since 1934.

* Additional CEQA Violations. The Project also violates CEQA for numerous other issues
identified in the Letter to the Planning Department, attached as Exhibit 1.

2. The SFPUC Failed to Provide Sufficient Legal Notice of the Hearing as Required
under the Commission’s Regulations

The SFPUC has, based on the Club’s knowledge, failed to post notice of the pending
application of the site, and on that basis, the Commission cannot take action on the application,
Specifically, section 13054(d) of the Commission’s regulations states:

(d) At the time the application is submitted for filing, the applicant
must post, at a conspicuous place, easily read by the public which
is also as close as possible to the site of the proposed development,
notice that an application for a permit for the proposed
development has been submitted to the commission. Such notice
shall contain a general description of the nature of the proposed
development, The commission shall furnish the applicant with a
standardized form to be used for such posting. If the applicant fails
to sign the declaration of posting, the executive director of the
commission shall refuse to file the application,

Club members and staff are continually present at the site, and routinely inspect
buildings, fences, and other areas where SFPUC could be reasonably expected to post notice of
the pending application as required by section 13054(d). To the Club’s knowledge, notice of the
pending application has never been posted at the site. Surely, if such notice had ever been posted
in a “conspicuous place, easily read by the public which is also as close as possible to the site of
the proposed development,” Club members or staff would be aware of the notice. Thus, it
appears that public notice as required by the regulation was not provided. On that basis, the Club
requests that the Commission continue the hearing on SFPUC’s application, so that SFPUC can
provide adequate public notice before a decision is rendered by the Commission.

3. The Project Violates the Coastal Act Because it Fails to Evaluate Any Feasible Less
Enyironmentally Damaging Alternative
Coastal Act section 30233(a) forbids the Coastal Commission from approving a project

that includes, among other things, the “filling[] or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes,” unless “there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative.”

Jeffer Mangels
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Here, the mitigated negative declaration (“MND”) and the Commission Staff Report fail to
substantiate that the Project satisfies that requirement. Among other things, and as detailed
further below, the Project would result in a significant impact to historic resources. The proposed
remediation involves, among other activities, dredging and excavation about 46,000 cubic vards
of material from coastal wetland and upland areas, removal of every mature tree in the affected
area, permanent alteration of an historic landscape, and the long-term and possibly permanent
loss of a long-established and historically significant use, and represents significant and
potentially significant impacts for which the SFPUC and the Commission have provided cursory
and incomplete analyses at best. Moreover, by imposing deferred and possibly unenforceable
mitigation apparently intended to address additional impacts to biological resources, the Staff
Report essentially acknowledges the potential for such impacts, while failing to avoid or mitigate
them. Within this context, no evidence—Ilet alone substantial evidence—exists in the record to
support any determination that the Project, as presently comprised, represents the least
environmentally damaging, feasible alternative, Therefore, approval of a Coastal Development
Permit for the Project would not comply with the Coastal Act.

The scope of the Project is defined with respect to Regional Water Quality Control Board
(“Regional Board”) Order R2-2013-0023 (the “Order”). However, that definition
mischaracterizes the Order and in doing so unnecessarily expands the scope of the Project. Page
2 of the Staff Report characterizes the Order as a “cleanup order”; however, the MND briefly
acknowledges that the Order does not simply require cleanup of wetland sediments,' Rather, it
requires establishing cleanup levels, based on adequate testing, fo determine whether a cleanup
is necessary in the first instance, as well as the required extent of any required cleanup. Tasks 1
to 3 of the Order require establishing appropriate cleanup levels and completion of a remedial
action.” Of those tasks, the MND and Staff Report only evaluate implementation of the remedial
action plan. The misleading characterization of the Order leads to a confusing Project description
and forecloses any consideration of a reduced action that complies with applicable environmental
quality standards and could reduce or avoid environmental impacts associated with the Project.

Further, neither the MND nor the Staff Report substantiates the need for the remediation
program in the first instance, let alone in the form proposed. In fact, the evidence in the record
demonstrates the opposite. A reeent health risk assessment (“HRA”) prepared in 2012 for the
Project by AMEC (attached as Exhibit 3 to this letter) concluded that lead concentrations in the
soils at issue here had no significant effect on the water quality of Lake Merced, and that the
surface waters of Lake Merced maintained drinking-water standards of quality. Page 23 of the
HRA states:

A previous HRA was conducted for the site in 2005 (URS, 2005)
and was later updated based on analytical results for lead in surface
water collected in 2007 (URS, 2007) ... URS concluded that lead
concentrations from inundated soils were occurring along a limited

' MND, p. 6.
? Order, pp. 6-7.
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portion of the shoreline into the water column, but that lead
concentrations were not significant in the dissolved phase .., URS
concluded that fotal lead concentrations were not detected above
drinking water standards ...The results of the most recent
sampling activities for total and dissolved metals in surface water
support URS’s conclusions...”

{emphasis added). Page 50 of the HRA concluded, “[s]lample results for total and dissolved
metals indicated that lead was not detected in primary or background surface water samples,”
and that “[d]etections of total and dissolved lead from previous historical samples collected by
others were not replicated” (emphasis added). Further, the SFPUC transmittal of the HRA to the
Regional Board states, “results of this supplemental investigation continue to indicate that
surface water in Lake Merced has not been impacted by historical use of lead shot or clay
pigeon targets containing PAHs” (emphasis added). Thus, studies prepared for and
acknowledged by the Project’s lead agency under CEQA determined the Project itself is not
necessary to protect, among other values, water quality, In light of that acknowledgement, the
failure of the Staff Report to address the purpose and need for the Project, as well as alternatives
that would reduce environmental disturbance, violates section 30233 of the Coastal Act, At
minimum, the Commission should direct staff to provide analysis of alternatives that would
avoid or reduce the significant impacts identified in the MND and Staff Report, as well as by the
Club, prior to consideration of the Project by the Commission.

As described in further detail below, the MND and Staff Report base their analysis of
impacts to historic resources on an incomplete evaluation and understanding of the significance
of the Property. Among other omissions, the historic resources analysis concentrates solely on
the potential significance of individual structures, and not on the significance of the Property as
an historic landscape associated with a historic—and, for the present, continuing—use.
Similarly, the analysis acknowledges that the Property was developed specifically for trap
shooting, but fails to acknowledge the significance of the use to the historic landscape and to the
Property more broadly. These failings prevent any meaningful analysis of the true extent of
impacts to historic resources on the Property, and therefore the sufficiency and ultimate effect of
any mitigation or alternatives to reduce or avoid these impacts, Additional mitigation and
alternatives to reduce or avoid these impacts would include, at minimum, enforceable assurances
that the historic use for which the Property was historically developed would continue after and
possibly during remediation activities, However, as currently constituted, the Staff Report
contains no substantial evidence to demonstrate compliance with section 30233(a) of the Coastal
Act with respect to historic resources impacts.

Similarly, the proposed Special Conditions of the Staff Report acknowledge potential
impacts to biological resources, but provide deferred and unenforceable mitigation, preventing
any finding of compliance with the Coastal Act. Mitigation measures such as Special Condition
3 in the Stafl’ Report impermissibly defer mitigation. See, e.g., Sundstrom v. County of
Mendocino, 2020 Cal. App. 3d 296, 307 (1988). Ordinarily, CEQA does not permit deferring
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formulation of a mitigation measure to the future. 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.4(a)(1)(B).
"Impermissible deferral of mitigation measures occurs when an EIR puts off analysis or orders a
report without either setting standards or demonstrating how the impact can be mitigated in the
manner described in the EIR." City of Long Beach v Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist., 176 Cal.
App. 4th 889, 915 (2009).

Several mitigation measures in the Staff Report fail to specify any enforceable criteria to
judge the effectiveness of those measures. For example, although Special Condition 3 appeats to
require a “Riparian and Wetland Habitat Restoration and Mitigation Monitoring Plan,” that plan
does not even include any method to determine the effectiveness of that mitigation. Among other
things, Special Condition 3(a) requires modification of the “performance criteria” to include,
among other things, species diversity. Similarly, Special Condition 4(b) attempts to mitigate
construction-related impacts to nestmg birds, but also fails to specify any definite criteria to
protect active nests and nesting pairs.’ Rather, that Special Condition provides only vague
assurances that an “environmental resources specialist™ (the measure does not even specify an
ornithologist or any other relevant qualification) would be consulted to “monitor bird behavior”
and “ensure” birds “are not disturbed by construction-related noise.” The measure does not, for
example, specify minimum buffer distances, require visual designation of such buffers, shift
certain activities outside of the active nesting seasons of the relevant bird species, or even specify
any criteria of effectiveness, Although such measures are common for development projects
throughout the State, they are omitted here.

Without a performance standard in the adopted measure itself, that measure is
unenforceable and cannot satisfy the legal requirements for permissible deferment. See
Endangered Habitals League v County of Orange, 131 Cal. App. 4th 777, 794 (2005).
Consequently, the SFPUC and the Commission must, at minimum, revise the biological
resources analysis to include new mitigation measures that actually commit future development
to meet a minimum performance standard. Absent such modifications, no evidence in the record
demonstrates compliance with section 30233(a) the Coastal Act with respect to biological
resources impacts.

4, The Project Violates CEQA Because it Fails to Evaluate, Maintain and Mitigate the
Histori¢ Use and Structures on the Property

The Property is an eligible historic resource for both its historic use as a gun and skeet
club and for the structures, many of which are more than 50 years old. Therefore, the RAP may
adversely affect the historic resource status of the Property. The proposed Project must maintain
both the use and buildings on the Property, during and after completion of the Project. Although
the Staff Report proposes some mitigation measures to preserve some of the historic structures, it
fails to identify or evaluate all of the potentially historic structures and cultural landscape
elements, and fails to preserve the historic use.

? Staff Report, pp. 9-10.
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As stated in the Staff Report, the Club was established on the Property in 1934, and has
been in continuous use by the Club for more than 80 years. The MND for the Project included
an historic resource study by Dense Bradley of the gun club site as a cultural landscape.’
(*Bradley Report”) The MND concludes that the Property is eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) at
the local level for its association with the development of sport hunting and skeet shooting in the
period prior to World War II, and its continued use since that period. The MND finds that the
Club appears eligible for listing under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 (association with the broad
patterns of history) and Criterion A/4 (information about history or pre-history). The MND
states: “The PRGC is an important as an example of the type of sporismen’s gun clubs that
Jormed in the 19205 and 1930s within the context of the wildlife conservation movement.
Additionally, the PRGC is Important as the oldest extant skeet facility in the Bay area and as the
only sportsmen’s club in the Bay area to retain its original pre-world War II grounds
configuration, skeet field structures, and club buildings. Other clubs that remain in operation
from this pre-World War II era do not have skeet fields or have moved to new facilities.”
Therefore, the use of the skeet fields is historic and must be maintained on site. The MND also
identifies the “contributing” features and structures on the Property as: Fields 4 through 7 (level
terrace, linear arrangement, semi-circular path) and their high houses, low houses and safety
fences; the clubhouse; the carctaker’s house; the rifle range building; and the shell house.

In response to the Bradley Report, in July 2014, the Club hired historic architectural firm
Page & Turnbull to prepare a historic report (“P&T Report”), which determines that the Club is a
historic resource and that the Bradley Report fails to account for key information.! The P&T
Report which is based on, among other research, a site visit, documentary review, photographic
review, and interviews with Club members is consistent with the Planning Department’s outline
for Historic Resource Evaluation Reports.” Using this methodology, Page & Turnbull concluded
that the Club is a historical resource as a cultural landscape, and that the Club’s period of
significance extends from 1934 to 1964.%

The MND and Staff Report identify certain structures that would remain, or be stored
during construction. However, the Project will permanently remove Fields 4 through 7,
including the paths and safety fences, which contribute to the cultural landscape.” The MND
concludes that this action would materially impair these physical features of the historic
resource, and could have a significant impact on an historical resource as defined in Section
15064.5. The MND claims that the impacts are mitigated to a level of less than significance by
requiring re-construction of the fields after completion of the Project. However, reconstructing a

! See IS/MND at 47, fn 28, Denise Bradley, Cultural Landscapes, 2014. Pacific Rod and Gun Club, San Francisco,
CA, Cultural Landscape Evaluation Repori, May 2014.
5 See [S/MND at 49,
® See Exhibit 2 attached hereto, Page & Tumbull, Pacific Rod and Gun Club, Historic Resource Evaluation (July
2014) (“P&T Study”)
"P&T Study at 2.
8 P&T Study at 55,
? See MND at 52,
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landscape does not provide the same authentic character as the original fields in continuous use
since the period of historic significance.

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

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

Additionally, the Project will remove the historic use of the Property as a skeet shooting
range, because the City has issued an eviction notice to the Club and has failed to identify any
return date to the Property. The MND also failed to evaluate any option to continue the use of
the shooting range during the Project construction, which would be feasible by phasing
construction. In addition, the MND fails to require the gun club use to return after completion of
the Project. The Project must maintain the historic use as a skeet shooting facility, mitigate the
loss of the use (which is not possible), or prepare an Environmental Impact Report that adopts
overriding considerations for the loss of the historic use. The SFPUC has failed to take any of
these actions, and therefore the Project and the RAP violate CEQA with respect to historic
resources.

For a more detailed analysis of the environmental impact caused by the loss of historic
resources, see Letter to the Planning Department, pages 5 -8, attached as Exhibit 1, and the P&T
Report, attached as Exhibit 2.

5. Conclusion

12 See MND, p. 51-52.
1 p&T Report, pp. 58-59.
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California Coastal Commission

Janvary 2, 2015
Page 9

In summary, the proposed Project clearly violates CEQA and the Coastal Act, because it
fails to identify or evaluate any feasible less environmentally damaging alternative to dredging
and excavation over 46,000 cubic yards of material from coastal wetland and upland areas,
removal of more than 80 mature trees, permanent alteration of an identified historic landscape
and structures, and the long-term and potentially permanent loss of a long-established and
historically significant use. Instead, the continued historic use of the gun club on the Property
(or even allowing other recreational uses at the site with the Club) without the proposed Project
does provide a less environmentally damaging alternative, because recent studies clearly show
that the prior use of lead and other contaminants does not rise to the level of required
remediation and the current Club activities do not further contaminate the wetlands. Therefore,
the Commission should deny the Project and allow that the historic Club use remain.

SLB:slb
Enclosures

Exhibit 1:
Exhibit 2:

Exhibit 3;

Sincerely,

M fore
SHERI L. BONSTELLE and

NEILL M. BROWER for
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP

Letter to the San Francisco Planning Department, dated June 25, 2014
Page & Turnbull, Pacific Rod and Gun Club, Historic Resource
Evaluation, dated July 2014

AMEC, Health Risk Assessment, dated April, 2012, selected pages

cc: Joshua Mihlstein, Deputy City Attorney
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" Criteria (AWQC; U.S,EPA, 20093); The sampling locations are presented on Figures 4 and 5.
The analytical results are discussed below: _ '

« Totalmetals concentrations did not exceed the Caﬁfomia primary or secondary
" Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for drinking water, ar in cases where a MCL
has not been promulgated, the risk-based drinking water ESL.

» Total metals concentrations did not exceed AWQGC levels for any sample (Table 9).
Concentrations from the 1.0 and 10.0 ft bws samples were comparable to
background levels.

» Total hardness and TSS are indicative of very hard water with some variability in
suspended solids from 6 to 13 mg/L. Background measurements were comparable
to the primary sample concentrations. :

» ' Dissolved metals congentrations also did not exceed the California primary or
secondary MCLs for drinking water, or in cases where a MCL has not been
promulgated, the risk-based drinking water ESL. In addition, dissolved metals
concentrations did not exceed AWQC levels for any sample (Table 10). All
constituents detected as dissolved metals were detected at similar concentrations in
background samples, except for chromium, which was detected at just above the
reporting limit in three primary samples.

B 5.0 HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT

Based on a comparison of analytical results to applicable screening criteria, some constituents
were detected in soil and sediment at concentrations exceeding their respective screening
criteria. For surface water, total and dissolved metal concentrations did not exceed MCLs or
AWQCs. Exceedance of screening criteria does not necéssarily indicate that adverse health

'_ effects will occur, but rather suggests that additional évaluation of the potential risks is

warranted. To account for the potential for adverse healith effects associated with cumulative
exposure to multiple chemicals, an updated site-specific human health risk assessment (HHRA)
was conducted. iR :

-A previous HHRA was conducted for the site in 2005 (URS, 2005) and was later updated based
on analytical results for lead in surface water collected in 2007 (URS, 2007). The objective of
the risk assessments was to evaluate the potential human and ecological hazards from lead in
surface water as a result of inundation of the land adjacent to the PRGC. URS concluded that
lead concentrations from inundated soils were occurring along a limited portion of the shoreline
into the water column, but that the lead concentrations were not significant in the dissolved
phase, which is a better measure of bioavailability than total lead for ecological receptors. In
addition, URS concluded that total lead concentrations were not detected above drinking water
standards. o

X:A15000615280.00040002012 Supp Inv Repartit-Ton\PRGC_fextdocx ) ' ) o 22
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The results of the most recent sampling activities for total and d|ssolved metals in surface water
support URS’s concluslons and therefore, an updated assessment of the potential human and
ecological hazards associated with these constituents in surface water i is not warranted. However,
because concentrations of chemicals in sediment exceed screening levels, an updated screening
ecological risk assessment (SERA) is _preeented in Section B.

The approach used in the risk assessment is consistent with Quidelines published by the Water
Board.(2005), the California Department of Toxic Substances Control {DTSC, 1996, 1999), and
the U.S. EPA (19889). The nisk assessmaent considers potentlal exposures to site-related

' chemicals during properly redevelopment as well as post-development: For cases in whlch

Cal/EPA apd U.S, EPA guidance differed, CaIIEPA gmdance was used.

The nsk assessment consrsts of the foIlowung steps as outlined in U.S, EPA guidance (1989):

. data evaluation

» exposure assessment
« toxicity assessment

«  risk characterization

51 DATA EVALUATION AND CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
Data evaluation is the process of analyzing site characteristics and analytical data to identify

. COPCs for the HHRA. This section identifies the data used in the-HHRA and provides a

summary of all site-related COPCs identified at the site, for each environmental medjum. The
identification of COPCs is based on the historical and recent site charactenzatlon data
piesented in Sectlons 2 and 4 of this report.

A substantial amount of data has been collected at the site. The mOSt recent supplemenital data
include soil samples collected at upland areas of the site where no chemical data were
previously available, and a more comprehenswe analytical program that included ana!ySIS of
soil and sediment samples for PAHs andthe full list of Title 22 metals. The historical and recent
data were reviewed for usability and adequacy for the risk assessment and were considered
usable and representative of current environmental conditions at the site. Based on the results
of these investigations, lead and PAHs are the most prevalent chemicals detected in site soil.
and sediment that exceed initial screening criteria. Over time, the concentrations of lead in soil

-appear to show an inconsistent trend. In 1992, 2005, and 2010, the arithmetic average

concentrations of lead in soil are 1,683, 23,476, and 1,553 (in transects C and D) mg/kg,
respectively. Conversely, the concentrations of lead in sediment appear to show an Increasing

trend. In 1992, 2005, and 2010, the arithmetic average concentrations of lead in sediment are

X:\150008\15280.000M000\2012 Supp Inv Report\ -Text\PRGC _text docx . . 23
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decrease with increasing sediment sample depth. For example, lead and antimony

' concentrations decreased by over three orders of magnitude (antimony decreased from
5,330 to 10.4 mg/kg and lead was decreased from 264,000 to 163 mg/kg at sample location
SD-1) in samples collected from 0.5 to 1.0 ft bss. . . - :

' « ' BaPe concentrations were calculated for all sediment samples. BaFe concentrations

decreased with depth except at location SD-3. Visual observations of the core from SD-3

indicate that clay pigeon debris was deposited up 10-1.5 ft bss.

* The extent of firing range debris in sediment cores correlates with detections of lead and
BaPé. At two locations (SD-2 and SD-3), clay pigeon debris occurs to a depth of 0.5 t0 1.5 fi
bss. At three locations (SD-6, SD-7 and SD-8), shot fragments within the sediment core
were observed to a depth of 0.5t0 0.8 ft bss. .

-» Signlficant concentrations.of PAHs were found in a number of samples. Given the limited

-amount of historical PAH sediment data, it is unknown if the concentrations of PAHs are
increasing over time. ' : . .

Surface Wator

. Sémple results for total and dissolved metals indicated that lead was not detected in primary
or background surface water samples. Low-level concentrations of dissolved metals and
total metals do not exceed water quality screening levels.

¢ ' Detections of total and dissolved lead from previous historical samples collected by others
were not replicated. The preserice of total and dissolved lead from historical samples may
be related to the methods for sampling. Previous surface water samples were collected by
wading into the lake from the shoreline. All 2010 supplemental surface water samples were
collected from a boat. ' ' : :

« " Samples collected in shallow water (1.0 ft bws) near the shoreline had congcentrations

slightly lower than deeper samples {10 ft bws). This trend was consistent with total
hardness, TSS, and pH. In general, primary samples were comparabie to background
samples. : o '

7.2 HuMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT |

-Potential noncarcinogenic hazard indices and theoretical excess lifetime cancer risks were

estimated quantitatively for the potential current and future receptors identified in this report
(Table 58). Current and future scenarios are distinguished based on whether a particular .
receptor is currently present and which areas of the site may be accessible under current
conditions (e.g., COPCs in soil under the parking area is currently inaccessible because of the
asphalt pavement but should the pavement be removed in the future, could be accessible in the

" future). In addition, fetal blood-lead levels and blood lead fevels in children were predicted for

site soil and sediment using EPA's ALM and DTSC's LeadSpread model, respectively, and
compared to a benchmark of 1 pg/dL benchmark (Table 57j. The resulis of the HHRA are
summarized below. ' '

- X:M50008V15280,000M000\2012 Supp Inv Reporti-Text\PRGC,_text.doox . L . 80
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Histariz Rasonree Eraluation Pafie Rod and Gun Clut
San Frandw, Califirnia

1. INTRODUCTION

This Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) has been prepared at the request of the Pacific Rod and
Gun Club (PRGC) to evaluate the potential historic significance of its grounds. Located at 520 John
Muir Dve, the PRGC grounds comptise a recreational landscape encompassing approximately 14
actes along the southwest shore of Lake Merced in southwestern San Francisco (Figure 1). The
property that the PRGC leases from the San Francisco Public Utllities Commission (SFPUC) also
encompasses an adjacent 13-acre portion of Lake Merced. The PRGC grounds contain nine shooting
fields—three used for trap shooting and six used for skeet—as well as programmatic buildings and
sttnctures that have historically supported the fecreational and social missions of the organization,
These include a clubhouse, field house, trap house, indoor tifle range, groundkeeper’s cottage, and
duck towet. In addition, the grounds contain a number of buildings, small features, and circnlation
routes that contribute to its everyday operations (Figure 2). The PRGC grounds are located within
Blocls 7283, Lot 004—a large parcel sutrounding Iake Merced that is owned by the SEPUC, The lot
is zoned P, Public, with a height and bulk district of OS.

PR,
o .,

o=

520 Jokiry Muir Dirive
San Francisco, CA 94132
415-586-8349
Muiling Address:
P.O. Box 3276, Daly City, CA 94015

Figure 1, Location of the Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds and
Lale Merced within San Frandisco,
Source: Pacific Rod and Gun Club

Juk 22, 2014 . Page & Turnbul] Ine.
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Figute 2. Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds, identifying the locations of shooting flelds and major buildings,
Source: Bing Maps ©2014 Miccosoft Corporation, edited by author

METHODOLOGY

This repott follows the outline provided by the San Francisco Planning Department for Historic
Resoutce Evaluation Repotts, in combination with guidelines for cultural landscape evaluation
detived from A Guide to Cudtwral Landsiape Reports: Contents, Process, and Techniques and National Register
Badietin No. 18: How to Evaluate and Nominats Designed Historic Landseapes. The report provides a
physical description and historic context for the Pacific Rod and Gun Chub, as well as an evaluation
of the property’s eligibility for listing in the San Francisco Landmark Repister and California Register
of Historical Resoutces (California Register).

Page & Tutnbull staff mermbers conducted a site visit in July 2013, where they recorded notes about
the site’s features and took digital photogtaphs. Page & Tumbull then conducted reseatch at vatious
tepositories, including the San Francisco Planning Depattment and San Francisco Public Library.
Other refetence materials were provided by the Pacific Rod and Gun. Club, including many historical
newspaper articles and photographs.

Jub 22, 2074 . Page & Turnbulf, Inc.
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San Frandses, California

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This teport evaluates the eligibility of the PRGC gtounds, located at 520 John Muir Drive, for listing
in the California Register of Iistorical Resources. Page & Turnbull's findings indicate that the subject
propetty appeats to be eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1 (Events) as a
cuitural landscape that includes contributing feztutes. The PRGC grounds would therefore be
consideted an individual historic resource for. the putpose of review under the California
Eavironmental Quality Act (CEQA). Please see the evaluation section of this repott for more details.

Jeh 22, 2014 Page & Turnbutdl, Tne.
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Historic Resosiree Buvabiaiion Pacific Rod and Gun Chib
: San Brandseo, Californiz

1. CURRENT HISTORIC STATUS

The following section examines the national, state, and local histotical ratings currently assigned to
the Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds.

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES

'The National Register of Historic Places (National Register) is the nation’s most comprehensive
inventory of historic resources. The National Register is administeted by the National Park Service
and includes buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts that possess historic, architectural,
engj.rieeﬁng, archacological, or cultural sipnificance at the natdonal, state, or local level,

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds as a whole and its individual features ate not currently listed
in the National Register, '

CALIFORMNIA REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESQURCES

‘The California Register of Histotical Resources (Califomia Register) is an inventory of significant
architectural, archaeological, and historic tesources in the State of California. Resources can be listed
in the Califomia Register througli a number of methods. State Histotical Landmarlks and National
Registet-listed properties are automatically tisted in the California Register, Properties can also be
nominated to the California Register by loeal governments, private organizations, or citizens, The
evaluative criteria used by the California Register for detetmining eligibility are closely based on those
developed by the National Park Service for the National Register of Historic Places.

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds as a whole and its individual features ate not curtently listed
in the California Register.

SAN FRANCISCO CITY LANDMARKS

San Francisco City Landmarks are buildings, properties, structures, sites, districts and objects of
“special character or special histotical, architectural or aesthetic interest or value and are an important
patt of the City’s historical and architectural heritage.” Adopted in 1967 as Article 10 of the City
Planning Code, the San Francisco City Landmark program protects listed buildings from
inappropriate alterations and demolitions through review by the San Francisco Historic Preservation
Commission. These properties provide significant and unique examples of the past that ate
itreplaceable, and help protect the surtounding neighbothood from inappropriate developtment.

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds as a whole and its individual featuzes are not cutrently listed
as San Francisco City Landmarks and do not contrilute to an identified historic district.

CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL RESOURCE STATLS CODE

Properties listed in or under review by the State of California Office of Historic Preservation are
assigned a California Historical Resource Status Code (Status Code) of “1” to “7” to establish their
historical significance in relation to the National Register of Historic Places or California Register of
Histotical Resources. These assigned Status Codes ate inventotied in the California Historic
Resoutces Information System (CHRIS) database. Properties with a Status Code of “17 or “2” are

1 San Francisco Planning Department, Pragervasion Bulishin Ne, 9 — Landmarks, San Francisco, Jannary 2003,

Jub 22, 2014 Page & Turnbudl, Inc,
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either eligiblé for listing in the California Register or the National Register, or ate alteady listed in one
ot both of the registers. Properties assigned Status Codes of “3” ot “4” appear to be eligible for
listing in either register, but normally require mote reseatch to suppott this rating, Properties
assigned a Status Code of “5” hzve typically been determined to be locally sipnificant ot to have
contextual importance. Properties with a Status Code of “6” are not eligible for listing in either
register. Finally, a Status Code of “7” means that the resoutce has not been evaluated for the
National Register ot the California Registet, or needs reevaluation.

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds have not been assigned a California Historical Resoutce
Status Code,

1976 DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING ARCHITECTURAL QUALITY SURYEY

The 1976 Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey (1976 DCP Sutvey) is what is
tefetred to in presetvation parlance a$ 2 “reconnaissance” or “windshield” sutvey. The survey looked
at the entite City and County of San Francisco to identify and rate architecturally sipnificant buildings
and structures on a scale of “-2” (detrimental) to “+5” (extraordinary). No research was petformed
and the potential historical significance of a resoutce was not considered when a tating was assigned.
Buildings rated “3” or higher in the survey represent approximately the top two percent of San
Francisco’s building stock in terms of architectural significanice. However, it should be noted that the
1976 DCP Sutvey has cotne under increasing scrutiny over the past decade due to the fact that it has
not been updated in over twenty-five years. As a result, the 1976 DCP Sutvey has not been officially
recognized by the San Prancisco Planniog Depattinent as a valid local tegister of historic resources
for the purposes of the California Envitonmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds ate not listed in the 1976 DCP Survey.
In suin, the Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds are nor currently listed as a historic resource within
any official register or survey. However, because the property is more than 50 years old, the San

Francisco Planning Department considers it to be a potential historic tesoutce for the purposes of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Juky 22, 2014 s Page & Turnbudl, Inc.
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Ifl. DESCRIPTION
SUMMARY

- The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds comprise an approximately 14-acre shooting range and
recreational facility located along the shote of Lake Merced in southwestern San Francisco, roughly -
seven miles from the city’s downtown. PRGC’s lakeside grounds contain nine trap and skeet
shooting fields arranged side by side, five majot programmatic huildinps, one shooting tower,
numerous additional buildings and small-scale features, and circulation routes that support the
property’s continued use as a shooting spotts facility and social center. The buildings are vernacular
in style. 'The oldest among them, dating to the 1930s, are consistent in their exterior materials, roof
forms, and minitally rustic design features such as exposed rafter tails, The property gradually slopes
cast toward the shote of Lzke Merced, but the nine shooting fields and the site’s expansive parling
lot are largely level. Vegetation patterns include grass cover across the fields, a tree edge line along
John Muir Drive, and shrub growth near the lakeshore.

The Pacific Rod and Gua Club campus is an active cultural landscape. "The property’s constituent
elements are not simply its buildings and structutes, but also the spatial and functional relationships
that exist among its varied built and natural elements, and between its internal features and its
broader site, including Lake Merced. In otder to captuse the landscape chatactedstics that define the
Pacific Rod and Gun Club site, the following description employs categories laid out in the National
Park Service publication 1 Guids #o Cultwral Landscape Reports: Contents, Process, and Technigues.

NATURAL SYSTEMS AND FEATURES

Lake Merced is the primaty natural feature associated with the Pacific Rod and Gun Chib grounds.
13 acres of the lake lie within the area that the PRGC leases from the SFPUC, and the lake is 2
prominent element of the subject property’s immediate sutroundings, lying ddjacent to the PRGC
site along the entire length of its northeast edge {approximately 1,500 feet). The lake consists of four
linked basins, all containing fresh water fed by rain and springs. North and Hast Lakes follow an cast-
west 2xis between the San Francisco State University campus and the San Francisco Zoological Park.
South Lake runs at a diagonal from notthwest to southeast and terminates at 2 causeway, which
separates it from Impound Lake. ‘

The lake and its shores also comptise a vibrant ecosystem and wildlife habitat. According to San
Francisco Recreation and Park’s Sigmificant Nasural Resonrve Arear Mapagensent Plan,

Lake Merced contains the largest expanse of wetland habitat in San Francisco and
supports an array of sensitive plant and aninal species. In addition, because the lake
is the largest freshwater coastal lake and wetland system between the Point Reyes
Peninsula in northern Marin County and Pescadero Marsh in southern San Mateo
County, it provides valuable tefuge for thousands of migtatory birds. This
comnbination of exfensive native habitat with high wildlife functioning and the
presence of numerous rare species make Lake Merced an important ecological
tesource.?

The natural systems of Lake Merced, particularly its South Lake, ate contributing elements to the
Pacific Rod 2and Gun Club grounds. Historically, the club has been linked to tecreational fishing and
consetvation efforts at the lake. The lake also provides a scenic backdrop to the nine shooting fields,
which ate arranged on an axis roughly parallel to the shote and facing the water. Additionally, the

* Significant Natural Resonrce Arear Managensent Plan, San Francisco Recteation and Parks, February 2006, 6.1-1.
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lake conttibutes to the grounds’ relatively undeveloped setting. Lake Merced is a natural tesource
embedded within the detise utban fabric of San Francisco, and its shotes create a wooded and
somewhat secluded setting that is dramatically, different from surtounding areas of the city (Figures
3 and 4). '

Figure 3. Lake Merced viewed from the Indoor Range, Figure 4. Lake Merced viewed from Field 4, facing

facing northeast southeast
Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013. Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013
SPATIAL ORGANIZATION

‘The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds are arranged on a parcel of land that follows the shore of
Lake Merced for a length of approximately 1,500 feet. Within this elongated site, the spatial
organization of the grounds’ constituent features is charactetized by the separation of the linearly
artanged shooting fields from their supporting buildings, which are divided into two clusters within
the property. The fields are situated side by side leading from northwest to southeast, following the
edge of Lake Merced. ‘They form the spine of the property and ate the ptitnary components of the
grounds used by many of its visitors. Fields 1-7 lic alongside a broad surface parking lot, which

. provides access to the fields for shooters and spectatots.

Three buildings—the Trap House, the Field House, and Resttoom Building—are situated within and
around the patling Iot. 'These buildings are functionally related to the public tecteation activities that
occur on the shooting fields. ‘The remaining buildings comprise a cluster that is located toward the
south end of the property, alongside the paved access drive,

The fields themselves are artanged in accordance with the established conventions of their respective
shooting disciplines. Each trap field is formed by five pouted concrete radial arms at ground level,
with three lateral cords (Figure 5). The front-most cotd connects the forwatd ends of the arms and
contains five shooting stations (Figure 6). Each trap field has a trap house, containing a clay trap
launcher, located sixteen yards ahead of its front shooting stations. The skeet fields are organized
differently, each consisting of a pouted concrete semicircular atc at ground level with a base cord
connecting its two ends. A shooting apron leads from the base cotd to the top of the atc, at the rear
of the field (Figure 7). Each field contains a high house and a low house, which stand at opposite
ends of the arc (Figure 8). ‘These buildings contain clay pigeon launchers. The skeet felds are
separated from one another by spans of vertical wood plank fencing.

Juby 22, 2014 _ Page & Tumbudl, Inc.
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Figure 5. Representative trap field, viewed facing Figute 6. Stands located at the
: northeast. trap shooting stations.

Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 - Source: Page & Turnbuli, 2013

Figure 7. Semd-citcular arc and base cord of a Figure 8. High house and low house at opposite ends
representative skeet shooting field. of a skeet field base cord.
Sources Page & Turnbull, 2013 Soutce: Page & Turnhutl, 2013
CULTURAL TRADITIONS

The PRGC is a long-standing instirution within San Francisco. Founded by a community of
sportsmen (Figure 9), the club and its facilities convey recreational shooting and fishing as shared,
social pursuits, The continved use of the shooting fields and other PRGC facilities by club members
and the public forge a direct link between the otganization’s present-day operations and its otiginal
recreation and conservation missions,

Jube 22, 2074 ' Pags & Turubul)] Inc.
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Figute 9. Barly members of the PRGC.
Source: Pacific Rod and Gun Club

CIRCULATION

The circulation patterns of the Pacific Rod and Gun Club site allow for vehicle access to the site and
pedestrian access among and within the shooting fields. The grounds are accessed by a primary
entrance on John Muir Drive; a turnoff leads to the large gravel surface parking lot (Figure 10), as
well as to a paved asphalt access dtive that leads to the building cluster and Fields 8 and 9, located at
the southeastern end of the grounds (Figure 11). A concrete sidewalk follows the southwest edges of
Fields 1-7 and is the primary pedestrian route from field to field (Figure 12),

Figure 10, Main parling lot, viewed facing northeast. Figure 11, Pritnary conctete sidewalk alongside the
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 ap felds.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013
Juke 22, 2074 ' Page & Tarabull, Inc.
. 9.
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Figure 12, Automobile access drive, viewed facing southeast toward Flelds 8 and 9
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

The other circulation toutes on the property are within the fields themselves, Shootets move from

. station to station along the prescribed paths established on the fields. The trap fields’ radial pathways
lead forward to five shooting stations, located sixteen yards from the trap house. Shootets move
from pathway to pathway along the lateral cords, Each skeet field contains seven stations along its
arc (Figure 13), with the eighth station at the center of the base cord, tmclway between the high
house and low house (Figure 14). On Fields 4, 5, 6, and 7, the eighth station connects to the rear of
the field by a flared conctete apron (Figures 15 and 16).

Figure 13, Shooting stadon on the arc of Field 9. Figure 14. Front shooting station on base cord of
Source; Page & Turnbull, 2013 Field 9.
Source: Page & Tuinbull, 2013

uly 22, 2014 DBage & Turnbull Tne.
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Figure 15. Concreie apron on Field 4 Figure 16. Distance matks on concrete
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 _ apron of skeet field
. : Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

VEGETATION

Major vegetation patterns within the Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds include areas of grass,
clusters and edges of mature trees, and wetland plants and upland shrubs along the edge of the lake.
The vegetation pattern that most closely suppotts the operations of the site is the arrangement of
mown grass across the level surfaces of the shooting fields, inside of and surrounding the poured
concrete pathways (Figure 17), While patchy in some areas, the grass covet is contitmous actoss
much of the property and sutrounds buildings at the southwest end of the site,

While the shooting fields are carefully maintained and kept free of tree growth, other areas of the
grounds contain stands of mature trees, most 2ppearing to have been planted deliberately. An edge
line of trees is located alongside fohn Muir Drive, serving as a visual scieen between the PRGC
grounds and the adjacent traffic corridor. The trees that form the edge line southeast of the main
vehicle entrance are mainre and provide a strong visual battier to the road, while the trees northwest
of the entrance are younget and form a less consistent barrier. A circular cluster of Bucalyptus trees
is located southeast of the indoor range building (Figure 18). Dense tree growth delineates the
northwest edge of the subject property.

Figure 17, Grass cover on Field 9. Figure 18, Circulac cluster of trees near Indoor Range.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Tutnbull, 2013
July 22, 2014 Page & Tarsbulf, Inc.
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The shore of Lake Merced, located ahead of the shooting fields, contains a mixture of wetland and
upland vegetation that does not appear to be maintained. The shote is edged by a band of Califotnia
bultush (Figure 4). The site’s slope toward the water features a variety of shrubs, including yellow
bush lupine (Figure 19). Evergreen bushes northwest of the shooting fields may be remnants of
intentional plantings that were in place by 1938 (Figure 103).

Figute 19. Shrubs and bushes niear the edge of Lake Merced.
Soutce: Page & Tutnbull, 2013

TOPOGRAPHY

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds occupy a site that slopes from John Muit Drive to the shore
of Lake Metced. The slope is most dramatic alongside the road: here, it appears that eatth has been
excavated to create a visible edge that separates the PRGC site from its surtoundings. The ground
lowers approximately 10° from the road at the southeast end of the site, and it lowers less than 5 at
the northwest end (Figure 20). The ground surfaces of the patking lot and shooting fields are largely
level. The site slopes down gradually to the south and to the east—particularly east of the felds,
where the ground reaches the edge of the lake (Figure 21). -

Figure 20. Edge slope at west end of the Figure 21. Slope towards Lake Merced, ahead of the
PRGC grounds. sleet fields.
Source: Page & Turnbuil, 2013 Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013
Judy 22, 2014 Page & Turmbad] Ine.
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BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES

Field House

The Field House, constructed ir: 1948, is a one-stoty building with a rectangular plan, approximately
65 x 207, with a shallowly pitched gabled roof on two levels. The southeast section of the building is
the otiginal volume, and the northwest section, with a slightly higher roof ridge, is an addition built in
1949, A shed-roofed rear wing projects from the southwest fagade. The building is clad in stucco and
has a concrete foundatdon, Rafter tails ate exposed underneath the eaves.

The primary fagade faces nottheast and features four bays (Figure 22). A paited sliding door and a
wood-framed, open sales counter are located at the southwest end. A porch spans this section of the
fagade and has a railing of vertical wood boards. A shed-roofed awning extends over the sliding
doors. The remainder of the facade contains two fixed picture windows within wood frames.
Arranged in between these windows is an inscription recessed within the stucco cladding, read_tng,
“Pacific Rod & Gun” (Figure 23).

'The building’s southeast facade contains a central single-leaf, strap-hinged, metal personnel door
flanked by two fized, wood-sash windows (Figure 24). One of these windows is a one-over-one
window whose lower sash has been infilled with a plywood board. The door opens to a concrete
landing within a shallow portico. A frame rises from the portico roof and holds an identification sign
for the building. The southeast wall of the rear addition features a three-panel wood doot and wood-
sash window. The southwest (reat) fagade has no features apatt from an adjoining plywood storage
shed (Figures 25 and 26). The northwest facade contains a single-leaf wood door and fixed picture
window (Figure 27). The door opens to a wood disability access ramp with a wood handrail. The
northwest wall of the rear wing contains a three-panel wood door and a two-light, wood-sash
window.

Figure 22, Northeast fagade of the Club house, viewed facing southwest
Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013

Juh 22, 2014 : ' Page & Turwbul, Tre,
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Figute 23, Detail of inscription in stuceo of Figure 24. Southeast fagade, vlewed facing horthwest,
norcheast fagade. Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 -
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Figure 25. East end of southwest fagade, viewed facing - Figure 26, West end of southwest fagade,
nottheast, * Soutce: Page & Tutnbull, 2013
Source: Page & Turnbuil, 2013 :

|
Figure 27, Northwest fagade, viewed facing southeast. !
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 )

Jub 22,2014 Page & Turnbul), Inc. |
e
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Trap House

The Trap House, constructed c. 1949, is a one-story, side-gabled building with a rectangular plan,
approximately 20° x 30° (Figures 28 and 29). The building has a pouted concrete foundation and is
clad in broad plywood boards with battens. Narrower boatds and mote tightly spaced battens are
found within the building’s gables. The roof is covered in asphalt shingles. All windows have wood
sashes and consist of two vertically ordented lights. The slab foundation extends approximately 5
northeast of the building, forming a porch that spans the entire width of the nottheast (ptimary)
facade. The porch is sheltered undemeath a shallowly pitched shed roof with exposed rafters
underneath. At the ceater of this fagade is a paited wood door—the primary entrance to the building
(Figure 30). The door is flanked by two windows. A railing of vettical wood boards surtounds the
porch. Poured concrete steps, flanked by wood handrails, lead northeast from the center of the
porch to reach the ground.

The southeast fagade contains two windows and a woad six-panel door; a floodlight is located in the
gable peak (Figures 31 and 32). The southwest (rear) fagade features three evenly spaced wood-sash
window parings (Figure 33). Rafter tails are exposed underneath the eaves on this fagade (Figure
34). The northwest facade contains one central window (Figure 35).

Figure 28. Trap House and suttoundings, viewed Figure 29. Southeast and northeast facades, viewed
facing west, facing west.
Source: Page & Turnbul, 2013 Soutce: Page & Tumbnull, 2013

Figure 30. Paired, primary door on northeast fagade within porch.
Soutce: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Juk 22, 2014 Page & Turabull, Inc
-15-
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Tigure 31, Southeast fagade, viewed facing northwest. Figure 32. Detail of gable on southeast fagade.
Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013 Source: Page & Turmnbull, 2013

Figure 33. Southwest f'agade, viewed facing northeast, Figure 34. Rafter tails under eaves on souihwest
Source: Page & Turnhul], 2013 fagade,
Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013 :

Figure 35, Northwest fagade, viewed facing southeast i
Sourcce: Page & Tuwmbull, 2013 i

Jub 22, 2014 Page & Trurnbulf, T
-16-
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Restroom Buiiding

"The Restroom Building, constructed in an undetermined year but appearing to date to the 1950s, is
located along the southwest edge of the parking lot. It is a rectangulat-plan building, approximately
207 x 12, standing on a concrete slab foundation (Figure 36). It is covered in similar broad plywood
boards with battens as the Trap House. It has a hipped roof coveted in asphalt shingles, and rafters
ate exposed underneath all eaves. The windows on the building are paitings of side-by-side, sliding
aluminum-sash windows within wood frames. The northeast facade contains two of these windows.
A planting bed, approximately 17 deep, is located alongside the foundation and spans the width of the
fagade. 'The southeast fagade features 4 single-feaf wood door and window. The door opens to the
railed landing of a concrete stoop, with steps leading down to the parking lot. The southwest, rear,
fagade contains no features, and the northwest fagade is identical to the southeast fagade, only with a
reverse artafigeiment.

Figure 36. Northeast and northwest facades Figure 37, Southeast and northeast facades
Source: Page & Tutnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013
Indoor Rifle Range

The Indoor Rifle Range, constructed in 1939, is a one-story-ovet-basement, pabled, elongated
rectangular building, approximately. 30° x 100° (Figure 38). The building has three sections that are
nearly identical in dimession, and all follow the same axis northeast toward the lake, The sections
have roof rdges at slightly different levels. The building has a concrete foundation, and it occupies a
sloped site with the basement exposed at its northeast end. The building is clad in hotizontal wood
shiplap siding across the first floot as well as the exposed basement, and its roof is covered in asphalt
shingles. The northeastern section of the building has exposed rafters nnderneath its eaves.

iy 22, 2014 . ’ LPage & Trrnbull Ine
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Figure 38, Southwest and southeast facades, viewed facing notth
Soutce: Page & Turnbull, 2013

The primary fagade faces southwest and contains one wood two-panel door and a two-ovet-two,

_ single-hung, wood-sash window with ogee lugs (Figures 39, 40, and 41). A paiting of wood-sash
two-light windows is located in the center of the gable. The door opens to 2 wood landing with
handrails, and concrete steps lead down to the paved asphalt drive. The southeast fagade contains a
single-leaf wood door that opens to a railed wood landing with steps. The northeastern section of the
facade contains a first-story door, which is located approximately 5 above the ground due to the
sloped site. This door presumably opened to a Janding and states, which no longer exist. A basement
two-panel door is located near the northeast end of the facade, sheltered underneath a projecting
shed roof (Fipure 42). Louvered vents ate located underneath the eaves.

Bigure 39. Southeast facade. Figure 40. Detail of landing on southeast fagade,
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Tutnbull, 2013
Jub 22, 2014 Pege & Turntud] Inc.
_78-
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Figute 41. Detail of window on southwest fagade, Fipure 42. Basement door on southeast fagade.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

The northeast fagade featutes a shed-roof addition that spans the width of the fagade (Figure 43).
The addition is clad it plywood boatds and featutes a two-light, vertically-oriented window. A
second window void with identical dimensions is apparent, bt it has been infilled with plywood. On
the wall above the addition, the fagade contains two fixed windows immediately below the gable. The
northwest facade (Figure 44) contains a single-leaf door with railed wood landing and steps. Near
the west corner of the building is a ribbon of eight two-over-two, single-hung wood-sash windows
(Figure 5). Five of these have ogee lugs, while the remainder appear to have been replaced with
contrasting wood-sash windows with wide meeting zails. The southernmost four windows of this
tibbon wete installed over existing windows and serve as stotins. One louvered vent and four infilled
vents are located underneath the eave on this fagade.

Pigure 43, Northeast fagade. Figure 44, Norihwest fagade.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Soutce: Page & Turnbull, 2013
Jalp 22, 2074 ' l”aggj & Turnbudl, Inc.
-19-
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Figure 45. Detail of windows on northwest fagade.
Source: Page & Tuenbull, 2013

Garage
"The Garage, constructed in an undetermined year but appeating to date from the 1950s, is a one-

story, flat-roofed, rectangular building on a concrete slab foundation (Figutes 46 and 47), It is clad
in vertical wood board siding with occasional battens. The north fagade featutes three bays, each
containing a five-part wood panel rolling door. The east fagade contains a wood panel pedestrian
door (Figure 47). T-shaped wood utility poles are attached to the centers of the east and west
facades and rise to a height of approximately 3° above the roofline.

Figure 46. North fagade of the Garage, viewed facing south
Soutce: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Juh 22, 2014 Page & Tuwrwbul) Ine.
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Figure 47. West facade Figure 48. East facade
Source: Page & 'Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Groundkeeper's Cottage

'The Groundkeeper’s Cottage, appeating to date to the 1930s or 1940s, is a one-stoty, gabled building
with a rectangular plan, clad in horizontal wood shiplap siding with wood corner boards, Its roof is
covered in asphalt shingles, and rafter tails are exposed underneath the eaves. The building has 2
shed-roof addition that projects from the east fagade. The ptimary facade faces west and contains a
central ribbon of three one-over-one, wood-sash, single-humng windows with ogee lugs (Figure 49).
These windows are flanked by fixed, decorative wood shutters. At the south end of this facade is a
projecting, enclosed entryway with shed roof, with an aluminum screen door and one-over-one
wood-sash window. The gable end of this facade is clad in vertical wood boards.

The north fagade contains two single and two paitings of wood-sash windows, identical to those on
the primary fagade (Figure 50). The paitings have decotative shutters. At the east end of the facade,
a single-leaf wood door opens from the addition to a railed wood landing with steps. On the east
facade, the addition contains a window void that has been infilled with a smaller one-over-one wood-
sash window; the lower light and remainder of the void are coveted by wood boards (Figutes 51
and 52). The fagade also features an aluminum-sash side-by-side sliding window. The gable above
the addition is clad in wood shingles. The south facade features two bays, each containing a one-
over-one, wood-sash, single-hung window with ogee lugs (Figure 53). An additional fixed window is
below the eave beside the south coraer of the building,

Tigure 49, West fagade of Groundkeepet’s Cottage, viewed facing east
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

uhy 22, 2014 : ‘ Page & Turnbutf Ine,
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Figure 50, East and north facades, viewed facing Figure 51 South and east facades, viewed facing
. southwest northwest
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013

Figure 52. Detail of windows on addition on east fagade Figure 53. Detail of wood-gash
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 window on south fagade
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Club House

The Club House, constructed in 1937, is a one-stoty-over-basement building formed by two
tectangulat, side-gabled volumes atranged together on an L-plan, with a prominent flat-toofed
addition on the east fagade as well as a reat addition located between the two volumes (Figutes 54
and 55). The building is clad in horizontal wood shiplap siding and has a roof covered in asphalt
shingles. Rafter tails ate exposed underneath the eaves. The building occupies a sloped site, and the
basement is exposed under the east wing.

July 22, 2014 LPape & Tawnbudl, In.
' -22.
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Figure 54, Bast and north facades of the Club House, viewed facing southwest.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Eigure 55. East and north facades of the Club House, viewed facing southwest.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

'The primary facade faces north and has two sections: the gabled end of the front volume, and the
north wall of the building’s ell (Figure 56), The gabled end section featutes a cinder block chimney
that rises approximately 12’ from the ground; a metal pipe continues the tise to above the peak of the
gable. On the fitst floot, a latge wood-sash praitie window is located east of the chimney. Two doors
flank the chimney at the basement level—one a four-panel wood doot, the other a single-leaf door
(Figures 57 and 58). Because of the building’s sloped site, these doors open at ground level. Beside
the western door is a wood-sash, one-over-one window. The ell is recessed at its center, containing a
wood two-panel door and a picture window in a wood frame. A paiting of one-over-one wood-sash
windows, holding textured glass, is located at the west end of the ell. A shed-toofed wood porch
spans most of the width of the ell on this facade. The porch has a railing of vertical wood boatds,
and itis connected to a wood disability access ramp with wood lattice railing (Figures 59 and 60).
The ramp leads west, tutns at the building’s northwest cotner, and reaches grade alongside the west
fagade. The pottion of the ell on the first story not covered by the porch projects approximately 4°
forward, with a shed roof. This projection is suppotted by wood posts; underneath it is a wood door
at the basement level.

uly 22, 2074 Page &= Twrnbutl Ine.
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Figure 56, North fagade, viewed facing southwest.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Figure 57, Detail of basemeni door on notth fagade. Figure 58. Detail of basement door on horth fagade.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Turmbull, 2015

Figure 59. North fagade of ell and west fagade. Figure 60. Porch rajling detail.

Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Soutce: Page & Turnbull, 2013
Juiy 22, 2014 : Page & Turnbull, Inc.
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'The west facade features a projecting, semi-enclosed porch with a shed roof (Figure 61). Within the
porch, a wood doot-—containing two panels and an upper scteen—opens to a wood landing, and
stairs and a railing lead north to reach the ground. South of the poriico is a thtee-pane, wood-sash
window, as well as three plywood storage sheds (Figure 62). A louvered vent is located within the
gable. The south fagade of the Club House features two paits of side-by-side windows, appeating to

be aluminum-sash sliders (Figure 63).

Figure 61. Detail of portico on west fagade. - Figure 62. West facade, viewed facing east.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013

Figure 63. Bast end of south fagade.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

The east fagade has two exposed stoties—the fitst story and the basement—due to the building’s
sloped site. A two-story, flat-roof addition, clad in vertical wood board siding, projects from the
south end of this fagade (Figure 64). It has no additional features. A raised wood porch spans the
portion of the fagade not covered by the addition. The upper level contains a paired doot and two
vinyl-sash praitie windows. The porch has a wood lattice railing, and a wood stair leads to the ground
in front of the paired door. The exterior wall of the basetnent, visible undetneath the poreh, features
a series of wood support posts.

July 22, 2014 : Page & Trrabwl], Ine.
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Figure 64. Bast fagade.
Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013

Field Support Buildings and Structures

Other support buildings near the shooting fields appeat to have been constructed between the 1960s
and 1980s. South of the indoor range building is a small shed, appearing to have been building c.
1970s-1980s, is approximately 10" x 6°, with 2 shed roof that projects widely over the front facade and
exposes rafters in the soffits (Figure 65). The building is clad in vertical wood boards and rests on a
conctete slab foundation. The primary (south) fagade contains two identcal bays, each containing a
paiting of vertically orlented, aluminum-sash casement windows. These windows appear to have
been installed in existing doot openings that extend to the foundation; the lower areas of the
openings have been infilled with plywood. The east fagade has no openings. The north fagade
contains one screen door (Figure 66). The west fagade contains a single-leaf wood door.

Figure 65. South fagade of shed Figure 66. Bast and north facades
Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013 Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Fields 1, 2, and 3-—the trap fields—each features a trap house that contains a trap clay launcher.
These structures have square plans, approximately 5° x 5°, and have slightly sloped shed roofs
(Figure 67). They rise approximately 2’ from the ground. The walls ate concrete apart from theijr
north walls, which are formed by hinged, fold-down metal doors. The roofs are covered in asphalt
rolled roofing.

Judy 22, 2014 Page & Torabal, Ine.
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Eigure 67. Trap clay launcher visible within a ttap house
Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013

Fach skeet field features a high house and a low house, which are positioned on opposite ends of
their respective base cords. Bach of these buildings is square in plan, approximately 5 x 5°, and
features a small rectangular or square open window facing across the base cord. These windows
allow pigeons to be launched in front of the field, On Field 4, the high and low houses have flat
roofs and appear to be clad in ‘T1-11 siding (Figures 68 and 69). On Fields 5, 6, and 7, high and low
houses ate clad in stucco and have slightly sloped shed roofs. Panels of T'1-11 siding ate found
underneath the eaves (Figures 70 and 71). The low houses are approximately 5 tall, while the high
houses are approximately 12° tall. Tall houses have railed wood staits leading to hinged doors on the
upper level that allow access into the launcher chamber, The high houses on Fields 5 and 6 project
northwest on the first story; the roof of each projection serves as a landing platform for 2 door on
the upper level. The high and low houses on Fields 8 and 9 have similar desighs and matetials,
although these fields share a combined low and high house that straddles the protection fen
(Figure 72 and 73). )

Figure 68, Field 4 high house, Figure 69. Field 4 low house.

Soutce: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013
Juby 22, 2074 Loage & Turnbull, Inc.
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Figure 70. Field 7 high- house, . Figure 7L Low house,
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Source; Page & Turnbull, 2013

Figure 72. Field 8 high house and low house. Figure 73. Combined high house/low house. between
Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013 Fields 8 and 9
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Fields 4, 5, 6, and 7 each feature a launching house located 36° ahead of the central shooting station
on the base cord (Figures 74 and 75). These buildings are similar to the trap houses on Fields 1, 2,
and 3. Fields 4, 5, and 7 each featute a scoting building, approximately 5’ x 5, clad in plywood with
hip roofs covered in asphalt shingles. Each building contains an open, wood-frame service window
on the facades facing the shooting fields, and a single-leaf wood door on the side facing away
{(Figure 76). Field 6 features two plywood-on-frame storage buildings, appro*dmately 5 x5, with
shed roofs (Figure 77).

Figure 74, Representative trap house on skeet feld. Tigute 75. Field 7 trap house.
Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013 Source: Page & Tutnbull, 2013
Jubr 32, 2074 Puage & Turmbul] L.
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Eigure 76. I—Iip-r:oofed: skeet fleld support building. ~  Figure 77. Shed-roofed skeet field support building.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Additional buildings within the PRGC grounds include a small structure approximately 4’ x 47,
located east of the Indoor Range and formed by plywood boatd walls with diagonal wood boards
attached to two sides (Figure 78). West of the Club House are four side-by-side metal shipping
containers, The westernmost container has one flush metal door on its north facade and two metal
turbine ventilators on its toof (Figure 79).

Figure 78, Unidentified plywood-on-frame building. Figure 79. Shipping containers.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

"The duck tower at Field 6 is an open steel-frame towet, approximately 40’ tall, formed by four X-
braced sides supporting a railed upper platform of metal grating (Figures 80 and 81), The tower’s
base measures approximately 12 x 12’, and each corner of the tower is anchored in a concrete footer.
The base surrounds a shed-roof, plywood-on-frame suppott building used for scoring or storage.
The building tests on a conctete slab foundation and has a service window that can be closed with a
fold-down plywood panel. A gabled sbed is located in the center of the upper platfortn, with a paired
door facing northeast toward the adjacent shooting field. A squate metal chute emerges from the
centet of the roof of the lower building and rises to reach the upper platform underneath the gabled
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shed. A circular caged ladder scales the lower half of the tower on its southwest side. The ladder
connects to a platform within the tower frame, which then leads to an interior ladder that climbs to
an opening in the upper platform.

Figure 80. Duck tower, viewed facing southeast.
Soutce: Page & Tumbull, 2013

Figure 81, Duclk towet and Field 6, viewed facing north,
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

VIEWS AND VISTAS

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds are characterized by visual relationships within and out of
the site. The function of the skeet and trap fields requires that no obstructing elements are located
between the shooting stations and the areas in front of the ficlds, whete the pigeons are Jaunched and
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fired upon. Cleat views from the reat of the fields toward the shooting ateas ate also maintained for
spectators.

Most areas of the propetty have a visual refationship with Lake Merced, which setves 23 a scenic
backdrop to the activities that take place on the shooting fields (Figure 82). These views reinforce
the naturalistic qualities of the site, In addition, the Field House, T'tap House, and Club House 2ll
featute prominent porches that face toward the lake,

Figure 82. View across the southeast end of the PRGC grounds, toward Lake Merced.
. Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

SMALL-SCALE FEATURES

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds contain five protection fences that delineate the skeet
shooting fields from one another (Figure 83). These fences, which run perpendicular to the
shooting fields’s lateral axis, bound Fields 4, 5, 6, and 7 2long theit northwestern sides; one additional
fence is Jocated between Fields 8 and 9. These fences are approximately 80" in length and are formed
by vertical wood boatds (Figure 84). The fences ate apptoximately 5 tall and step up to a height of
approximately 107 at their northeastern ends. Metal chain-link fencing leads along the southwest edge
of Fields 1, 2, and 3 (Figure 85) and bounds the edge of the property along John Muir Drive. A
pattetn board, formed by horizontal wood ties, is located east of Field 9 (Figute 86).

Figure 83. Protection fence between skeet felds, Figute 84. Detail of protection fence.
Source: Page & Tummbull, 2013 Source: Page & Tutnbull, 2013
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Figure 85, Chaip-link fencing alongside trap Gelds. Figure 86, Pattern board near Field 9.
Source; Page & Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Benches for spectators ate located around the shooting fields. The benches at Fields 1-7 are formed
by wood planks on steel legs (Figure 87). The benches at Fields 8 and 9 and formed by wood boards
attached to cast concrete legs (Figure 88). Other permanent small-scale features within the fields
include metal scoring stands located beside the front shooting stations of the trap fields (Figure 6)
and T-shaped gun stands.

Figure 87. Bench facing Field 4. Figute 88. Bench facing Field 8.
Soutee: Page & Tumbull, 2013 Source: Page & Tuthbull, 2013

The grounds also contain commemorative markers and sighage. Some of the shooting fields have
been dedicated to the memory of past club members, and these fields feature small memorial j
markers. The oldest of these, appeating to date to the 19405 and 1950s, have metal plaques affixed to !
concrete bases (Figure 89). More recent matkers, appeating to date after 1970, have granite plaques
with engraved inscriptions (Figure 90}, Southwest of the Field House is an engraved historical
wayside sign, formed by hotizontal wood boards within a frame and hung from a contetnporaty
wood stand (Figure 91).
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Figure 89, Metal plaque and concrete base of Figure 90. Granite plaque on memotial marker.
memorial marker. Source: Page & Tutnbull, 2013
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Figure 91. Hisrotical wayside sign, located behind the Field House.
Source: Page & Twmnbull, 2013

SURROUNDING AREA

The PRGC is Tocated in the southwestern corner of San Francisco, a relatively spatsely developed
area of the city. The property’s immediate setting is dominated by Lake Metced’s South Lake to the
north and east. The shores are edged by bultush, low shrub growth, and a band-of trees that is
continuous around much of the lake. Lake Merced’s perimeter is surrounded by a network of
recreational properties that date to the first half of the twentieth century. Southeast of the PRGC
grounds is the Olympic Club, 2 propetty that is comprised of two eighteen-hole courses. The
Harding Patk Golf Course lies east actoss Lake Merced from the PRGC property, and the San
Francisco Golf Club is located on the east side of Impound Lake from the Olympic Club. These
properties ate charactetized by their low density land use. They feature cleared golf holes—
containing fairways, tee boxes, sand bunkers, and putting preens—sepatated by edge lines of trees.
Immediately north of the PRGC, also located along the shote of Lake Metced, is the San Francisco
Police Department Range, an indoor shooting facility.

John Muit Drive passes directly southwest of the PRGC site. Actoss Joln Muit Drive are the
Lakeshore Apartments, a coroplex of five-story, Modernist resideniial buildings that are visible from
the PRGC grounds (Figure 92). Beyond the Lakeside Apartments is Skyline Boulevard, a divided-
lane state highway that runs from north to south. Across Skyline Boulevatd, approximately 1,000 feet
west of the PRGC grounds, is Fort Funston, a unit of the Golden Gare National Recteation Atea,
This formet milifary landscape occupies 2 site located along approximately 1.5 miles of the Pacific
Ocean and contains a network of recreational hiking trails and remnant costal defense infrastructure.
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Tigure 92, View faéing southwest from Field 4 toward the Lakewcod Apartments.
Soutce: Page & Turnbull, 2013
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Y. HISTORIC CONTEXT
EARLY SAN FRANCISCO HISTORY

Buropean settlement of what is now San Francisco took place in 1776, with the simultanecus
establishment of the Presidio of San Francisco by representatives of the Spanish Viceroy and the
founding of Mission San Francisco de Asis (Mission Dolores) by Franciscan missionaties. The
Spanish colonial era persisted until 1821, when Mexico earned its independence from Spain, taking
with it the former Spanish colony of Alta California. Duting the Mexican petiod, the region’s
economy was based pritnarily on cattle ranching, and a sinall trading village known as Yerba Buena
grew up around a plaza (today known as Portsmouth Square) located above a cove in San Prancisco
Bay. In 1839, a few stteets were laid out around the Plaza, and settlement expanded up the slopes of
Nob Hill

During the Mexican-American wat in 1846, the village was occupied by U.S. military forces and was
renamed San Francisco the followihg year, Around the same titne, a sutveyor named Jasper O’Farrell
extended the original street grid, while also laying out Market Street from what is now the Ferry
Building to T'win Peaks. Blocks north of this Ine wete laid out in small 50-24ms squate blocks,
whereas blocls south of Market were laid out in larger 100-pznz blocks.

The discovery of gold at Sutter’s Mill in 1848 brought explosive growth to San Francisco, with

~ thousands of would-be gold-seckers making their way to the isolated outpost on the edge of the
North American continent, Between 1846 and 1852, the population of San Francisco mushroomed
from less than one thousand people to almost 35,000. The lack of level land for development around
Portsmouth Square soon pushed development south to Matket Street, eastward onto filled tidal
lands, and westward toward Nob Hill. At this time, most buildings in San Francisco wete
concentrated downtown, and the outlying portions of the peninsula remained unsettled throughout
much of the late nineteenth century.

With the decline of gold production during the mid-1850s, San Francisco®s economy diversified to
include agriculture, manufacturing, shipping, construction, and banking.* Prospeting from these
industries, a new elite of merchants, bankers, and industrialists rose to shape the development of the
city as the foremost financial, industiial, and shipping center of the West.

LAKE MERCED NEIGHBORHOOD HISTORY, SAN FRANCISCO

The area around Lake Merced was originally inhabited by the Ramaytush Ohlone ttibe of Native
. Americans, who used the area to fish, hunt, and gather other resources. Stone tools unearthed on the
San Francisco State University campus provide archaeological evidence of their presence.

‘The Spanish explorer Don-Bruno de Hecetz gave the lake its cutrent name when his party camped
on its shores on September 24, 1775, the feast day of Out Lady of Mercy (Merved). Duting the eatly
years of Spanish settlement in San Francisco, the shores of Lake Metced wete used as common land
for grazing cattle.s In 1835, under Mexican tule, the land was privatized and granted to a tancher
named Jose Antonio Galindo. With its rugged terrain ringed by sand dunes and Twin Peaks, the Lake
Merced area remained predominately rural for much longer than othey: distrcts of San Francisco. The

3 Vara Is derived From an antiquated Spanish unit of measurement

4 Rand Richards, Hisorie San Franeises, A Corncise Histary and Guide (San Francisco: Hetitage House Publishers,
2001), 77.

3 Zoeth Skinner Ethridge, The Beginnings of San Francises, New Yorl: Jolm C. Rankin, 1912); available online at
hitp:/ /www.sfgenealogy.com/sf/ history/ hbhegidx. htm; accessed September 18, 2007,
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Rancho Laguna de la Merced and its neighbot, the San Miguel Rancho, wete the last of the old
Mexican ranches to be incorporated into the city.

At the time of the Gold Rush. and California’s entty into the Union, the atea around Lake Merced
became a popular spot for horse racing and dueling, Senator David Broderick and California
Associate Supreme Coutt Justice David Terty fought an 1859 duel on the southern shores of the lake
“to settle a debate over slavery. The site of the duel is now marked by two granite columas and the
Duel Hole, the seventh hole in the Szn Francisco Golf Club course.

The Spring Valley Water Company (SVWC) purchased Lake Metced and the sutrounding land in
1868 in an attempt to establish a monopoly over San Francisco’s water supply. By the end of the
nineteenth century, however, the city began to pipe in fresh water from a farther distance, leading to
the eventual collapse of the SVWC’s monopoly. The company began to sell off some of its land
holdings as eatly as the 1890s. In the 1910s and 1920s, several golf coutses were built on property the
company leased or sold to local golf clubs. The United States Atmy also established the Lake Merced
Military Reservation (later renamed Fore Funston) on the coastal side of Lake Merced at this titme,
which further limited private development in this sector of the city.®

Duting the early decades of the twentieth centuty, the first significant development began on the
scrub-covered dunes of the Sunset district and progressed into the Parkside district notth of Take
Merced. With the completion of the Twin Peaks Tunnel in 1917, Ingleside, to the east of the lake,
became a prime location for development. A 1912 newspaper article proclaimed, “Ingleside is now
vying with Richmond and Sunset.” As late a5 1920, however, the Lake Merced District was still
predominately rural (Figure 93)2 The City of San Francisco acquited much of the SVWC’s land
around Take Metced at an umdetermined time prios to the 1930s.

Figute 93. Lake Merced in the 1920s.
Source; Greg Gaar Collection, reproduced for FoundSFE,
hiip:/ /foundsf.org/index.php?title=Lake Merced_100_years_ago

The 1930s brought significant change. The areas around Lake Merced constituted one of the largest
tracts of undeveloped private land in San Francisco, which enticed the rapidly-expanding San

6 Sara Marcellino and Brandon Jebens, “The Fistory of Human Use at Lake Merced,” San Francisco State
University, accessed May 16, 2014, heep:/ /bss.sfiu.edu/holzman/lakemerced landuse, him,

 “Ingleside Is Now Vying with Richmond and Sunset,” Saw Framsiseo Call, April 13, 1912, 18,

8 Thid.
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Francisco State College (latet renamed San Francisco State University) to putchase land for a new
campus from the SVWC in 1937. However, construction for the new campus did not begin unl
after Wotld War IT, and the campus was not occupied until 19539

RECREATIONAL HISTORY OF LAKE MERCED

Lake Merced offered a setting for San Franciscans’ recreational pursuits beginning in the second half
of the nineteenth century. Because its surrounding areas remained so lightly developed until well into
the twentieth century, the lake retained its narural setting and was viewed as a refuge from the
growing city. Yet it was also so proximate to the city that it could easily be reached with a carriage
tide,

One of the eatliest formal recreational facilities constructed near Lake Merced-—and pethaps the
earliest—was the Ocean View Riding Park, a horseracing track that js visible in an iltustrated bitrd’s
eye view of the city from 1876 (Figure 94). The track lay north of the lake, accessed by an east-west
cartiage path that also led to a number of saloons in the vicinity. This path, which developed into
present-day Ocean Avenue, experienced steady weekend pleasure traffic by the end of the nineteenth
century, as families from the city took trips west to en]oy wildflowess near Lake Merced and to visit
the beaches on the Pacific Ocean.10

Figure 94. Detail of Lalke Merced area from bird’s eye illusiration of San Francieco, 1876.
Source: George H. Goddard, Birdseye View of San Francisco and Surrownding Country, Library of Congress,
htep:/ /leweb2.loc.gov/ammem/pmbtinl/ panhome.himl

Yet because the SVWC owned the land suttounding Lake Merced and held its water tights, the lake
itself and its shotes were not accessible to most San Franciscans. After the SVWC began to sell off its
land holdings in the 1890s, howevet, ptivate entities wete able to either pmchase or lease parcels near
the lake and then prepare them for development.

Within a few decades, golf became a defining recreatonal actvity at Lake Mezced, which would boast
four golf courses in its immedijate vicinity. The land that was available at Lake Metced was large

? “San Francisco State University,” Westezn Neighborhoods Project, accessed September 18, 2607,
hetpe/ fwwwoutsidelands.org/, accessed September 18, 2007.

10 Richard Brandi and Woody LaBounty, San Fransdico’s Ossan 1 5aw, Merced Heights, and Ingleside (OMI)
Neighborboods, 1862-1959, prepared for the City of San Francisco Planning Department, 2010, 22-23.
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enotigh to accommodate the necessaty scale of a course. The first course near the lake belonged to
the San Francisco Golf Club, This private club had made use of a military course within the Presidio
until 1905, when its members established a new course at the southeastern cormer of Lake Merced’s
South Lake.!! A newspaper article published while the coutse was being planned stated that the
SVWC was eager to Jease land to the club, as golfers “may aid in the task of keeping trespassers
out”2

Another organization, the Lakeside Golf Club, established a coutse along the southwestern shore of
Lalce Merced in 1916, but it struggled financially, In 1918, the Olympic Club—a ptivate athletic club
founded in 1860—took over the Lakeside course and constructed a second, adjacent 18-hole
coutse.!® Four years later, the Lake Merced Golf Club, another private club, purchased 140 acres of
land from the SVWC, located south of the San Francisco Golf Club, Here, they constructed a course
of their own, which opened in June of 1923.14

While these coutses were open to prvate members of their respective clubs, the City of San
Francisco soon constructed a goif course alongside Lake Mexced that would be available to the
public (Figure 95). In 1925, the 163-acre, 18-hole Harding Patk Golf Course opened on the wedge-
shaped patcel located between South Lake, Bast Lake, and Notth Lake, Since that year, Harding Parck
has hosted the San Prancisco City Championship, the longest-held, consecutively played golf
competition in the woild.'s The course continues to be operated by San Francisco Recreation and
Parks.

Figure 95. Harding Patk Golf Course with Lake Merced in background, 1926.
Source: San Francisco Public Library Digital Historical Photogtaph Collection

1 “New Golf Club is Otganized,” Sa# Fransisee Cafl, Tune 7, 1905, 10,

12 “City Golf Club Secks New Links,” San Fransisse Cad, Aptil 23, 1904, 10,

13 “Since 1860,” The Olympic Club, accessed May 16, 2014.

Dittp:/ /wrww.olyclub.com/ Default.aspxrp=DynamicModule&pageid=324007Rssid=217778&wnf=1.

4 “History,” Lake Metced Golf Club, accessed May 16, 2014, htip:/ /www lmge.org/about-us/ history/.
15 “History,” Harding Park Golf Coutse, accessed May 16, 2014, hetp:/ / www.tpc.com/tpe-harding-patk-
history.
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Yet golf was not the only form of recreation that found a home in the vicinity of Lake Merced.
Herbert Fleishhacker, the founder of the San Francisco Zoological Gardens, selected a site at the
nosthwestern cotner of Lake Merced’s Notth Lake as the location of the zoo. Fleishhacker had
otiginally investigated developing it within Golden Gate Park, but the superintendent objected to the
intrusion that such facilities would cause to the park’s idyllic setting, The SVWC agreed to sell 30
actes in 1922. By 1925, the grounds of the zoo had expanded to include othet recreational facilities,
including the Fleishhacker Playfield, the Mother’s Building (desipned for mothers and their children),
and, most notably, the Fleishhackei Pool. When it was constructed, this public swimming pool was
the largest in the United States; at a length 1,000 feet, it could hold 6 million gallons of saltwater and
as many as 10,000 swimmers.!¢ While the zoo still operates on its grounds near Lake Merced, the
associated sites have been demolished. The Fleishhacker Pool closed in 1971 and was ultimately filled
with gravel, now forming the foundation of the zoo’s main patking lot.17

Lake Merced also has an extensive boating histoty, particulardy for fishing and rowing, The lake was
first opened for fishing in 1939; prior to this, San Francisco had lacked any spot where the public
could cast for freshwater fish. Several years in advance of the opening, the lake was stocked with
bass, and yearly surveys were conducted to assess the species’ population. The public was allowed to
fish statting in eatly [uly of 1939, and immediately 200 people wete tenting boats daily in order to get
onto the water,!8 The lake was soon called “San Francisco’s backyard fishing pond.”# A Modesnist
boathouse was constructed duting the 1950s at the north end of South Lake, High school teams and
local rowing organizations, including the Pacific Rowing Chub, the San Francisco Rowing Club, and
the California Dragon Boat Association, have used the lake in tecent decades.

San Francisco Recteation and Parks currently manages Lake Merced as a public natural area. An
approximately 4.5-mile paved perimeter teail leads atound the Iake, connecting a series of outlooks
and docks. A dog play area is located along the north edge of East Lake.

RECREATIONAL SPORTING CLUBS

So-called “tod and gun clubs”—or stand-alone anglets” and gun clubs—grew out of fishing and
hunting cultures that gained popularity in the United States during the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centwries. Prior to the Civil War, shooting and casting had largely been understood as
frivolous hobbies, or else had been undertaken for the subsistence purposes. Following the war,
however, these putsuits gained broadet appeal as socially acceptable forms of leisute. In accordance
with this change of view, Americans who took partin fishing and hunting became known as
“spoitsmen,” which was reflected in the title of the national petiodical The American Sportsman, tist
published in 1871. This and related magazines that followed —Forest and Stream, Field and Stream, and
Ametican Angler—served 2s impottant venues through which the ideologies of the spotting field
reached the public.20

16 “Onr Histoty,” San Frandsco Zoological Patk, accessed May 16, 2014, http:/ /www.sfzoo.otg/about/zoo-
histoty.htm.

1 Akx Bevle, “Tleishhacker Pool, Now a Parking Lot,” Cutbed San Francisco, April 9, 2012,

http:/ /sf.cutbed.com/archives/2012/04/09/ Heishhacker, pool now_a_patking Jot.php.

18 Bd Neal, “Lake Metced Bass Angling Proves Hit,” July 10, 1939, o.p. (available in Pacific Rod and Gun Club

sctapbooks).
19 d Neal, “’Backyard’ Fishing at Lake Melced * May 30 1940, o.p. (available in Pacific Rod and Gun Club
scrapboolks).

A John. V. Reiger, American Sperismen and the Origins of Canservasion (Corvallis, OR: Oregon State University Press,

2001), 45-49.
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As the magazines directly linked the value of the shooting and casting spotts to the value of the
natural environment, they were eatly and significant components of consetrvation discourse in the
United States. Editorials espoused the transcendent benefits of leaving cities and immersing oneself
in natural ateas, Witnin the context of expanding cities and industry in the United States, sportsmen -
were urged to take responsibility for the well-being of game populations. George Hallock, the
original editor of Forsst and Stream, pave the magazine the protracted subtitle, “A Weekly Journal
Devoted to Field and Aquatic Spotts, Practical Natural History, Fish Culture, the Protection of
Game, Preservation. of Forests, and the Inculcation in Men and Women of 2 Healthy Intetest in
Outdoor Recreation and Study.”2

According to historian John F. Reiger, Hallock and his successor at the magazine, George Bird
Ginnell, both “seemed to feel that an older, mote refined way of life was passing out of existence -
under the assault of rapid industtialization and its accompanying Philistinism, and that ‘correct’
hunting and fishing were two of the ways of differentiating the gentleman.?? This elitist view of
sportsmanship, informed by British precedent, was not the only conservation-minded perspective
among Ametican sportsmen. There was a widespread awareness apart from the social elite that
wildlife habitat were dimninishing in many huniing and fishing areas that had become accessible to
population centets. As eatly as the 1870s, sportsmen began a “club movement” that coalesced
around the values disseminated by sporting petiodicals. ‘The movement was made up of hundreds of
local, regional, and national organizations committed to furtheting responsible conservation policy
and thouglt. George Hallock distingrished between “Sportsmen’s Clubs” (those involving field
shootets), gun chubs (those invoiving trap shooters), and anglets’ clubs. Yet otganizations in all three
categories shared broad aims to discuss the state of wildlife and habitats, to share sporting
experiences, and to promote the futures of their respective disciplines.?

By the time the conservation and sporting club movement gained steam in the last quarter of the
nineteenith century, trap shooting had become a popular pursuit in the United States. While shooting
competitions using fixed tatgets were first held at the end of the eighteenth century, trap had been
practiced in the United States since around 1825, and the eatliest known competiion had taken place
in 1831. The discipline developed specifically to simulate live bird hunting: its most basic
characteristic is a target released into the air away from the shooter. Live pigeons initially served as
targets, but marksmen later Jaunched glass balls containing feathers. In the late nineteenth century,
clay discs were developed to replace the eatfier forms of targets; duting matches, the clay discs were
thrown from launching machines known as traps. The shooter stands uptange from the ttap machine
and waits for the tatget to be thrown. The launcher oscillates within an 35-degree arc, which prevents
the shooter from anticipating the path of the target.2+

Skeet shooting developed subsequent to the trap discipline. Skeet also imitates hunting in the field,
and it was formulated in response to the challenges faced by upland bird hunters in the twentieth
centuty. Reflecting the concetns of the earliest sporting clubs, hunting ateas wete less and less
accessible to urban residents. Additionally, as a result of national conservation efforts, bag limits and
shorter hunting seasons were imposed to lower the cumulative impact of hunting on game
populations. Marksmen found trap shooting inadequate, as it did not test their skills for a full tange .
of shooting angles. Chatles Davis of Andover, Massachusetts devised the first iteration of skeet -
shooting in 1920 by laying out 12 stations atound a 50-yard circle, featuring one trap launcher. Skeet
fields were soon revised into semi-circles, with two trap houses—the high house and low house—

2 Thid,

2 Thid., 52.

23 Thid., 57-59.

2 “The History of Shooting Spotts,” 7995 US4 Shoating Media Guide, accessed May 23, 2014,
hitpy:/ fwewrw.wrashingtonpost.com,/wp-srv/ spotts/ olympics/longterm/shooting/shthist. htm.
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located at opposite ends. According to the rules of this field, shooters move through the stations and
shoot at pigeons launched from either (and occasionally both) of the houses. Skeet proved
exceptionally popular across the country during the 1920s, and the first National Skeet
Championships were held in 1926.%

The conservation and sporting club movements accommodated the growing popularity of trap and
skeet across the United States, and entbusiasts organized themselves into local otganizations. These
shooting spotts requited specific facilities—mnamely fields appropriate to their respective tules of play.
Angling clubs also had their own building needs, particufarly boathouses. Club memberts practiced
their shared interests and gathered with like-minded individuals in informal settings; the groups
served as de-facto fraternal organizations, and therefore it was common for such clubs to construct
additional support buildings, including club houses, bunkhouses, and cooking and eating areas.

Sporting clubs in the San Francisco Bay Area were abundant. Perhaps the earliest of these was the
California Wing Club, which was established during the 1870s.% The fitst stand-alone fishing club
was the San Francisco Fly Casting Club, founded in 1894 as the second casting club established in
the United States. This organization emphasized ocean fishing; in 1933, it developed into the Golden
Gate Angling and Casting Chub, which moved into the Works Progress Administration-built Anglers
Lodge and casting pools in Golden Gate Park in 193927 The San Francisco Rod and Gun Club was
founded by 1896.28 ‘

By the first decades of the twentieth century, many gun clubs were active surtounding the San
Francisco Bay. While no exhaustive list has been compiled of all such clubs, a review of histotic
newspapers between 1865 and 1922 reveals that the following shooting clubs were operating:

»  Contta Costa Gun Club (Pinole}

= Hxposition City Gun Club (Presidio/San Francisco)
= Golden Gate Gun Club {Alameda)

*» Mountain View Gun Club (Mountain View)

*  Olympic Gun Club

*  Point Richmond Blue Rock Club (Point Richmond)
*  San Francisco Suf Club

*  San Mateo Gun Club (San Mateo)

®  Schellville Rod and Gun Chub (Schellville)

In addition to this active group of sporting clubs, the San Francisco newspapets reported on
numerous other clubs that were based in cities and towns along the coast and in the Central Valley.
The major activities put on by all these organizations were weekly shoots and frequent intet-club
Coj_npedtions-.?ﬂ 30 31 32 33 .

% Barry Greenbetg, “History of Skeet and NSSA,” National Skeet Shooting Association, accessed May 23,
2014, http:/ / www.nssa-nsea.org/index.php/nssa-skeet-shooting/about-nssa/ skeet-history /.

B “Trap Shooters Will Be Busy at the Stege Grounds Today,” Saw Fransisco Chrontels, April 23, 1911, 58.
1 “History of the Club,” Golden Gate Angling and Casting Club, accessed May 16, 2014,
http://www.ggacc.otg/p/p.aspxrmlid=3.

28 “An Anglers” Meeting,” San Francisw CaXl, Aptdl 9, 1896, 9.

# “Good Sport for Huntess,” San Frandseo Chronisle, December 9, 1899, 8.

30 “Trap Shooting in Many Places,” San Framssw Chrondele, April 14, 1907, A3,

31 *3Will Hold Shoot at Ingleside Traps,” San Fransitco Chronick, May 23, 1909, 51,

32 “T'rapshootets to Be Busy Sunday,” San Fromeiseo Chroniok, Match 31, 1922, 14,

33 “S.F. Suef Club is a Member of National Body,” Sar Fransites Chrosick, December 28, 1922, H3.
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Y. DEVELOPMEMT OF THE PACIFIC ROD AND GUN CLUB

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club was founded in 1928 by a group of enthusiasdc San Francisco
sportsmen who wished to create opportuhities for recreational fishing and shooting in and around
the city, as well as to advocate for natural resource conservation,3 From the outset, the
organization’s activities focused on these two sports—hence “rod and gun”—which previously had
been represented separately in other sporting clubs in the city, such as the Olympic Gun Club and
the San Francisco Sutf Club.

This group first met informally, but members soon laid plans to grow—heginning with the question
of facilities. Accotding to an otganizational history written by the club’s founding president, Joe
Springer, the membets’ first order of business was secuting property and establishing grounds to
suppott the group’s mission. They signed a lease for land at Cuttings Wharf, located on the Napa
River north of San Francisco. Club members themselves financed and built the first ciubhouse. To
accommodate members who overnighted there, the clubhouse contained a bunk room, dining room,
kitchen, showers, and toilets. As fishing was one of the club’s eatly focuses, it was important that the
grounds gave membets direct access to the water, Shooting was also accommodated on the new
grounds, as a trapshooting field was built adjacent to the clubhouse. Both officially opened on
February 22, 192935

The PRGC was incorporated with the State of California in June of that year, with fifty members on
its roster. Despite having its clubhouse and grounds outside of San Francisco, the club continued to
hold meetings in the city—first at a restanrant, Topsy’s Chicken Roost at the Beach, and later in the
basement of a member’s home in the Mission District.36

Members entered regional and national casting contests during this early period, and the profile of
the club bepan to tise. In the PRGC’s first sumimer, club member August “Primo™ Livenais broke a
world recoxd at a casting match against Atlantic Coast sportsmet. The New York Times reporied this
feat, stating that “[t]he East could make only an avetage of 398 feet 9 inches, a matk which is
ordinatily good enough to win aty match, but not large enough to match the extraordinary casting of
the Pacific Coast men,”%

The PRGC had oppottunities eatly on to act on its consetvation mission. Members met with other
regional spottsmen to wage a campaign agginst a proposed project to dredge the Napa River, which
had the potential to harm striped bass habitats.%

While each passing year attracted new membets to the organization, a major boon came in 1930: the
Pacific Rod and Gun Club constructed its first skeet shooting facilities, reflecting skeet’s rising
popularity across the country. This development came twofold: the club installed its first skeet feld
on its Napa River grounds, and it also merged with the Bay Sportsmen Club, in the protess
absotbing that club’s existing skeet facilities at Fort Funston (Jocated southwest of PRGC’s enrrent
Lale Merced location).

3¢ Joe Springer, “Hatly History,” Pacific Rod and Gua Club, accessed April 18, 2014, htp:/ /prec.net/ early-
history-by-joe-springer/.

38 Springer, “Harly History.”

36 Thid.

31 “Libenais Makes Record Cast of 527 Fect as Cozst Team Wins Telegeaphic Match,”” New York Times, August
26,1929, 18, .

38 Sptinger, “Barly History.”
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As soon as the club inttoduced skeet shooting, its membership swelled-—so much so that leaders
paid off the club’s debts the following year, in 1931. The increased populatity, howevet, strained the
club’s facilities, and a larger space becarne necessary. Club members Don Westwater, Joe Springet,
and Walter Campbell chose a site on the southwestern shore of Lake Merced in San Prancisco. This
site, the current home to the PRGC, was leased from the city. While the club faced opposition from
area golfets and horseback dders, the mayor of San Francisco, Angelo Rossi, supported the plans and
pushed its development forward

As the Lake Merced site was being planned, the club also embarked on an important conservation
campaign. Members assisted another regional group, the Associated Sportsmen, in developing and
lobbying for a bill that banned the commescial catching and selling of striped bass. Partly due to the
efforts of PRGC members, the Fisher-Cronin Bill was passed in 1935, following a long campaign.

Duting early 1934, the Lake Merced site was graded znd groomed in preparation for the construction
of the club’s facilitics. T'wo skeet fields were built, along with a winding enttance roadway (Figure
96). On June 22, the club received its first permit from the city to operate a shooting range (Figure
97). That month, the new facilities were dedicated, with Mayor Rossi firing the opening shot duting
the ceremony. Later that month, the club hosted a major tournament on these grounds, the Notthern
California Skeet Championship. It was the first in a long seties of high-profile regional and state
tournaments that were held at the site over the next decades.#

Tigure 96, Aerial image, c. 1934, showing the southwestern shore of Lake Metced. The semicircular arcs of the
two skeet felds are visible, The field at right appeats to be roughly where Pield 8 is now; the field at upper left
~ appeats to be in roughly the Jocation of Field 7. Notth is up.
Source: Pacific Rod and Gun Club

32 Thid.
42 Tbid.
#1 Thid,
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Figure 97. Initial leasc from the City of San Francisco to the PRGC, authotizing the Lake Merced site ta be used

as a shooting

tange, 1934,

Source: San Francisco Public Libraty Ephemera Files

Figure 98. Pacific Rod and Gun Club, viewed northwest from Lake Metced, c. 1934, The grounds appear to
contain no supporting buildings, although it had two skeet fields: one at center, and the other at right.
Source: Pacific Rod and Gun Club
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'The profile of the Pacific Rod and Gun Club> continued to rise. In 1936, PRGC was chosen to host
the California State Championship. The site still functioned without a clubhouse until 1937, when
members loaned construction funds to the club. After this building was completed, all of the club’s
social and business activities wete moved to the Lake Merced grounds. Meetings were no longer held
in membetrs’ basements, and the club vacated its clubhouse on the Napa River.*2 Photographs of the
club grounds from this time illustrate that a two-stoty field house had been constructed alongsidé the
main skeet field, and that the arc of the field featured a wood boardwalk (Figute 99). Soon, a frame
lunch room building was constructed at the reat of the field (Figure 106),

Figute 99. The PRGC grounds in the eacliest years of the Lake Merced site; a ficld house with towet is located at
the rear of the feld.
Source: Pacific Rod and Gun Club

Figure 100, The main skeet field at the PRGC grounds, ¢, mid-1930s.
A Tunch room is Iocated alongside the tree edge line,
Source: Pacific Rod and Gun Club

£ Tbid.
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That winter, Lake Merced flooded its banks and filled the PRGC grounds (Figures 101 and 102). As
the water receded, the club was left to reconstruct its shooting fields. Members regraded the land and
relocated some buildings west, onto higher ground. The facilities opened again on April 10, 1938;
according to Joe Sprnger, they were “bigger and better than ever.™? The expansion of the club
grounds was even noted in the “Wood, Field and Siteam™ column of the New York Times, which
stated that “the [PRGC] club facilities at San Francisco are said to be the best in the country, and
four new tanges have been added to the skeet layout thete.”#

Figure 101. High house, low house, and protection fence on a skeet field duting the flood, 1937.
Soutce: Pacific Rod and Gun Club

Tigute 102. Lunch room after Lake Merced flooded, 1937.
' " Soutce: Pacific Rod and Gun Club

An aerial photograph of the site, dated August 1938, shows how the facilities had developed up to
this point (Figure 103). The axis of the four skeet fields, placed side by side, was the most evident
feature on the grounds. (These fields correspond to the present-day Fields 4-7.) It appears that one
trap field was located at the southwestern end of the site. A stand of mature trees suttounded the
clubhouse, obscuring any other buildings located in this cluster. The aerial photogtaph shows
another significant feature: John Muir Drive leading alongside the southern boundaty of the PRGC
grounds. The construction of this roadway prompted the club to make landscape imptovements to
allow access and to delineate its property from the adjacent thoroughfare. A line of young trees were

43 Ibid.
# Raymond R. Camip, “Wood, Field and Streatn,” New Yerk Times, July 22, 1939, 15,
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planted as a batrier between the club grounds and the adjacent road, and a wood fence was
constructed alongside the southwest edge of the property (Figure 104). The new automobile
entrance from John Muir Diive was flanked by an impressive wood gateway, from which hung a
rustic sign with the club’s name formed from sticks (Figure 105).

Figure 103. Detail of 1238 aerial phutogtaph showing four primary skeet fields at the PRGC site. North is up.
Source: David Rutneey Map Collection

Figure 104, PRGC grounds viewed facing southeast, c. Figute 105, Wood gate above enirance drive into
late 1930s. Wood fence is visible alongside the road PRGC grounds, c. Jate 1930s.
Source: Pacific Rod and Gun Club Source: Pacific Rod and Gun Chub

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club had forined a dfle club in 1934, but the organization went without
proper facilities for rifles and pistols until a sifle rang&—presbmably the Indoor Rifle Range curtendy
on the site—was constructed on the Lake Merced site in 193945 It opened on March 1, containing
seven alleys with 50, 60’, and 75 targets. 4

4 Springer, “Batly Histozy.”
4 Paul A, Saasta, “Pacific Rod and Gun Club Open New Rifle Range,” 1939, n.p. (available in Pacific Rod and
Gun Club serapbooks).
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‘The year 1939 marked anh even more significant milestone for the otganization: in August, the PRGC
hosted the National Skeet Championships, which Joe Springer called the “bigpest shooting event
ever held fo date in the west.”# Indeed, the New York Times repotted beforehand that “fajccording to
the advance entries already received, the national skeet championships [...] will have the preatest
turnout in the history of skeet.” Additionally, it was predicted that film actors Fred MacMutray and
Gary Cooper would attend in order to “uphold the honor of the Hollywood shooters, and it is said
that Mrs. Gary Cooper is going to offer good competition in the women’s events.”®

Before the organization could bid for the toumnament, it had to agtee to expand its facilities in order
to accommodate a high volume of participants and spectators, Hight fields wete requited, as well as a
patking lot. According to founding president Joe Springer, “It took almost three years to lay the
ground work, finally sending Huph Richatdson to Tulsa to complete attangements and gain a
favorable vote from the National Association.”# Richardson’s trip was supported by the San
Prancisco Convention and Tourist Bureau. After the PRGC was officially selected as host, the club
had to make good on their promises. The existing fields and patking area wete uneven and needed to
be regarded. This responsibility fell to the city, who owned the land, The city, in turn, arranged for
this task to be accomplished with assistance from the Works Progtess Administration. Other facilities
constructed prot to the National Skeet Championship inchuded dressing rootns, platforms and tents
for ammunition venders, and, according to Springer, “real test rooms with a Chinese maid in native
costuine, to add a Iittle color[.}’0

A photograph from this event shows several of the skeet fields on the grounds (Figure 106), at this
time with wood boardwalks forming the semicircular atcs and shooting stations. Each field had an
associated scoting shed, high house, and protection fence. A lunch house was located ditectly behind
the feld house, and the parking lot was in its cutrent location alonpside the shooting fields.

Figure 106. Grounds at the time of the 1939 National Skeet Championships.

Source: Pacific Rod and Gun Club

#7 Sptinger, “Barly Flistory.”

8 Catnp, “Wood, Field and Stream.”
# Springer, “Barly History.”

50 Thid,
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Lake Merced was opened to public fishing in 1939, as well, Joe Springer played an impoztant role in
the effort fo stock the lake, having urged the California Division of Fish and Game to transfer
thousands of black bass from the Sacramento River to Lake Merced. T'rout were later added.5!

The Works Progress Admeinistration Guide to San Francisco, published in 1940, included a brief
description of the Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds at that time. According to this source, the club
was “housed in three wooden buildings made of six school houses putchased from the city.”*2 No
other information has been located to support this account, but the claim is plausible. Buildings
located on the property by this time included the Club House and the Indoot Range. The Club
House (Figures 107 and 108) is formed by two identically massed volumes laid in an L-plan; the
indoor range is formed by three similar volumes placed end to end. The sixth building mentioned in
the WPA Guide could refer to the groundkeeper’s cottage, which temains undated, or: possibly the
Lunch Room or another. building altogether. A similatly scaled building that appears in one historic
photograph was located north of the clubhouse and evidently used for social events, but no longer
exists (Figure 109). The account that these buildings were patched together using existing school
buildings is a poteatial explanation for their consistent scales and exterior materals, as well as curious
design features such as the unmatched roof rdges of the Indoor Range.

Figure 107. Club House, c. 1930s. Figure 108. Undated photograph of social event, with the
Source: Pacific Rod and Gun Club ell of the Club House visible in the background.

Figute 109. Undated photograph of PRGC social event, c. 1940s-1950s.
Source: Pacific Rod and Gun Club .

51 Bd Neal, “Angers’ Paradise in 2 Yeats,” n.p., (aveilable in Pacific Rod and Gun Club scrapbooks).
52 Pederal Writers Project, San Franciseo in the 12305, Betkeley: University of California Press, 2011, 326.
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World War IT impinged on the PRGC’s operations, as ammunition shortages curtailed shooting at
the site. Club members were allowed only four boxes of ammunition per day. With ptoper planning,
the club was occasionally able to pull off events that had been standard befote the wat, In 1943, the
annual skeet and trap benefit shoot was still held. According to an atticle ptinted in the New York
Times, “Dr, Alkalay organized a ‘moochers’ committee’ at the club which solicited shells from
members and friends so that entrants would have sufficient ammunition. A total of fifty cases was
gathered and the shoot consequently will be staged on schedule.””s By 1944, the shottage had
worsened even more, and shooting was allowed only every other Sunday. In the place of shooting,
the Rough Grouch Horseshoe Club installed its coutses on the club grounds.

Although the wartime situation setiously limited the club’s normal operations, members took on
homefront duties. Joe Springer and Don Westwater were responsible for organizing and leading
training sessions for Naval tecinits en route to gunnery school Springer estimated that thousands of
men leatried matksmanship at the club. Classes were available to other groups, such as the American
Women’s Voluntary Services (Figure 110), The PRGC was also responsible for acpiting skeet traps
for the Fourth Air Force.5*

Figure 110. Members of the American Women’s Voluntary Services at a rifle class at the PRGC, 1942
Source: San Francisco Public Library Digital FHistorical Photograph Collection

Following the war, the PRGC resumed standard operations. In 1948, the club raised its membership
capacity to 225; even so, the waiting list was extensive. A newspaper profile of the club that year
offered this description of its grounds: “You will see the big decoratively arched entrance to the club,
with its graveled dtive winding down among pleasant, old ranch house appearing buildings to the
shooting areas themselves.” The shell house {now known as the Field House) was constructed this
year, using wood repurposed from vendor platforms that had been used duting the 1939 National
Skeet Championship (Figure 111).5%

53 Lincoln A, Werden, “Wood, Tield & Stream,” New York Times, August 18, 1943, 27.

54 8pringet, “Hatly History.”

55 “Sportsman’s Club of the Week,” 1948, n.p. (available in Pacific Rod and Gun Cluh scrapbooks).
56 Springer, “Harly Histoty.”
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Figure 111, Original shell house prior to its northwestern addition, c. 1948,
Source: Pacific Rod and Gun Club

"The following year marked the 15% anniversaty of the PRGC’s grounds on Lake Merced. The club
constrcted a new lanch roomn, as wefl as a northwestern addition on the shell house that had been
built the previous yeat (Figure 112), The “trap layout”—Dbelieved to be in the location of the three
trap fields immediately to the west of the existing skeet shooting fields—were also added to the
PRGC grounds this year.5 A historical wayside sign was in place by this titme (Figure 113).

Figure 112, Primary fagade of shell house in 1950, soon after its northwestern addition (higher gable)
was constructed,
Source: Paciflc Rod and Gun Club

57 Thid,
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Figure 113, Historical wayside sign with otiginal holder, to the tear of the Field house, c. 1950,
Source; Pacific Rod and Gun Club

By midcentury, the Pacific Rod 2nd Gun Club was one of the pre-eminent spotting clubs in the
region. The orpanizaton is believed to have been the only public shooting club within San Francisco
at this titne, and it was closely connected to other civic groups in San Francisco. Founding president
Joe Sptinger wrote, '

Fver since we have occupied these grounds we have made many improvements and
permitted many organizations the free use of our facilities; for barbeques, picnics,
meetings and many other functions, theteby creatdng many fiends and much
goodwill. Among them wete Boy and Cub Scout organizations, sportsmen clubs,
Legion posts, Shtine otganizations, city departments, etc., all in the interest of public
welfare 5 ’

Additionally, long-time PRGC membet Ray Brooks has recalled shooting with a number of celebrity
martksmen and markswomen who visited the dub grounds duting skeet’s mid-twentieth-century
heyday-—among them Ernest Hemingway, Barbara Stanwyck, Clark Gable, and Rex Hartison

Fewer details are available on the activities of the PRGC and development of its grounds during the
second half of the twentieth century. No building permits have been located to date the construction
of many features within the site, including the duck tower, garage, and other ancillary buildings
located on the grounds. An zerial photogtaph dated 1965, however, fllustrates the changes that had
taken place on the PRGC grounds since the end of World War II. By this time, the axis of shooting
fields alongside Lake Merced contained all fields that currently exist at the site. The trap shooting
fields (currently Fields 1, 2, and 3) were in place at the west end of the grounds, and the Trap House
had been constructed within the adjacent patking lot. The grounds’ Restroommn Building had also been
~built by this time across the pading lot from the westernmost skeet feld. In addition, two {utther
skeet fields (Fields 8 and 9} were in place at the east end of the propetty, separated by a protection
fence and sharing a combined high and low house. Fields 4 and 5 had been altéted by this date with

58 Thid.
5 Ray Brooks, “The Gloty Years of Skeet at Pacific Rod and Gun Club,” accessed May 13, 2014,
hitp:/ /pree.net/ out-famous-shooters/.
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conctete aprons that connected the base cord with the rear arc. A shadow located immediately
behind Field 6 suggests that the ptesent duck tower was in. place by this year; the soutce of this
shadow, however, cannot be confirmed from the photograph. While all skeet fields were equipped
with high and low houses and were separated by protection fences, other skeet field support
buildings that cutrently exist at the site do not appear in this photograph.50

Based on visual inspection in the field, other buildings and small-scale features within the grounds
appeat to have been installed after the 1960s. These include exterior gun racks, wood benches
alongside Fields 4-7, storage sheds and shipping contziners, and the chain link fence that leads past
the southwest boundary of the shooting fields. The precise dates of the curtent high houses, low
houses, and ttap houses have not been determined. Aetial photographs available in Google Fatth
indicate that the area of the patking lot east of the Field House was paved with asphalt in 2002

(Figure 114).

Figure 114. 2002 aerial p_lmtograph of the PRGC grounds, showing
Source: Google Earth

Following the 1960s, the broad operations of the PRGC have temained consistent with its mission
during its eatly yez1s. In addition to allowing members and the public to fire on its shooting fields,
the organization tuns a hunting education course. While the group’s eatly emphasis on fishing has
long been eclipsed by shooting, the PRGC is one of several organizations that collaborate in running
a youth fishing program at L.ake Merced.

Yet the organization’s operations have had to adapt to new challenges during the last three decades.
FEnvironmental concerns guided policy changes and cleanup efforts near the PRGC grounds
beginning in the 1980s, when over 100 tons of tead were removed from Lake Merced. In the mid-
19905, the SFPUC banned the use of lead shot at the PRGC, due to concerns about the

80 Cartwright Aedal Surveys, Inc., Bay dree Transportation Stady Commission [Aeriul Survey of the San Francisen Bay
Area, Califorvia] (Sacramento! Cartwright Aerial Sutveys, inc., 1965).
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environmental effects of the substatice on plants and wildlife. The use of biodegradable clay pigeons
was also introduced.®! For over two decades following 1975, the club’s rent to the city remiained
steady at $300 per month. In 1998, however, this amount was increased approximately tenfold. 6
After facing eviction from its 14-acte parcel in 2012, the PRGC was able to sign a two-yeat lease with
the city.®

CHRONOLOGY OF CONSTRUCTION
1928  Padific Rod and Gun Club was founded in San Francisco.

1934  PRGC began leasing Lake Merced site; first two skeet fields and roadway were constructed
and dedicated.

1937  Club House was constructed; otiginal field house and lunch house were built around this
: time; easlier Napa River grounds were abandoned.

1938  Lake Metced flooded the PRGC facﬂif:'tes; buildings were moved to higher ground, and four
new skeet fields were constructed; wood fence and entrance gate were in place by this time.

1939  Rifle Range was constiucted; Natonal Skeet Championships were hosted by PRGC; four
additional skeet fields were consttucted; patking lot was graded.

1948  The Field House, originally known as the shell house, was constructed from wood salvaged
from platforms used during the 1939 National Skeet Championships.

1949  The northwest addition to the Field House, trap layout, and lunch room wete consttucted.

1965  Hields 1, 2, and 3 had been paved by this date; the ‘Trap House, Restroom Building, Fields 8
and 9, and possibly the duck tower had been constructed; concrete aprons had heen laid on
Fields 4 and 5.

Nutnerous other changes have occurred within the PRGC grounds, and they remain undated because
building permits for the site have not been located. The Groundkeeper’s Cottage is consistent in its
massing and materials with the Club House and Rifle Range, and therefore it appears to date to the
1930s. Historic photographs indicate that the wood fence, elaborate wood gate, and a fishing dock
east of the Club House were in place by the late 1930s or 1940s; these elements were removed at
undetenmined dates. Other additions to the grounds appear to date after 1950, These include the
temoval of wood boardwalks from the shooting fields 2nd addition of concrete surfaces; installation
of the current high houses, low houses, and scoring buildings; and the consttuction of the garage.
Smaller-scale changes to existing buildings inchude the addition of a porch and new windows on the
Field House; north addition on the Indoot Range; new porches and additions on the Club House;
small projections on the Groundkeeper’s Cottage; and replacement windows on some buildings.

8 “T ead in Soil Stalls Filling of Lake Merced,” San Fropsites Chronicle, Februaty 4, 2005, B1.

62 “Gun Club in Crosshaits,” Saw Franedsco Chrowicle, Match 20, 2008, B1.

65 “Crun Club Geis Lease Deal, Can Stay Open for 2 More Years,” San Frandsco Chronicle, November 7, 2012,
CL. '
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¥i. EVALUATIOMN

CALIFORNIA REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESOLURCES

"The California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) is an inventory of significant
architectural, archaeclogical, and histotical resources in the State of Califotnia. Resoutces can be
listed in the Califomia Register through 4 number of methods. State Historical Landmarks and
National Register-listed properties are automatically listed in the California Register, Properties can
also be nominated to the California Register by local governments, private organizations, or citizens.
The California Register of Historical Resources follows nearly identical guidelines to those used by
the National Register, but identifies the Criteia for Evaluation numerically.&

In order for a propetty to be eligible for listing in the California Register, it must be found significant
utider one or mote of the following ceiteria.

*  Crigerion | (Eipents): Resources that are associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of local ot regional history or the culiural hetitage of
California ot the United States.

= Créterion 2 (Persons): Resources that are associated with the lives of persons important to local,
California, or national history.

»  Criterion 3 {Architecture): Resoutces that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type,
petiod, region, or method of constrction, or represent the work of a master, or possess
high artistic values.

" Criterion 4 (Information Pozentiad): Resoutces of sites that have yielded or have the potential to
yield informartion important to the prehistory or history of the local atea, California, ot the
nation.

"The following section examines the eligibility of the PRGC grounds for individual lsting as a
desipned historic landscape in the California Register.

Criterion [{Events)
The PRGC grounds appear to be individually eligible for listing in the California Register as a
designed historic fandscape under Criterion 1 (Events). The component buildings, shooting fields,
and associated landscape features together form the only existing example of a histotic gun club
facility within San Francisco, and the propetty exptesses 2 significant recreational culture that was
prevalent regionally and nationally during the early twentieth century. The property is sipnificant at
the local level. The proposed petiod of significance for the PRGC grounds is 1934-1964. The
beginning of this period cotresponds to the year the club began operating its facilities on its cutrent
14-acte site alongside Lake Merced. The end of the proposed period of significance is fifty yeats
ptior to the date of this evaluation, marking the generally accepted threshold for California Register
- eligibility in the absence of exceptional histotic significance. This period of significance suggests that
the PRGC has maintained its significant associations with recreation and the development of San
Francisco’s urban environment well past its initial years at its Lake Metced site. While the property
does not meet the requitemnents for exceptional signifieance, the PRGC’s continued sporting mission
and use of its grounds have mzintsined the historic role of the organization within San Francisco.

st California Office of Histotic Preservation, Teehnial Asséstan? Seriss No. 7, How fo Nowinate o Resonrve fo the
Califarnia Begister of Historic Resonrees (Sacramento, CA: California Office of State Publishing, September 4, 2011)
11.
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'The PRGC has evolved into a sighificant social and recreational organization i the history of the
city. While not the only shooting club ot rod and gun cfub in San Francisco when it was founded in
1928, the PRGC grew rapidly and becarme one of the region’s premier shooting facilities, as well as 2
recognizable gathering place for fishing and shooting enthusiasts within the city. The organization
served many sportsmen and their families, offering opportunities to fraternize, hold community
events, and advocate for natural conservation measures. The eatly conservation efforts of the club,
related to its fishing mission, resulted in state law limiting the commercial fishing of striped bass.
Club members were also closely involved in the campaign to stock Lake Merced for public fshing,

Indeed, the subject property is broadly associated with the development of Lake Merced from an
underused urban hinterfand to a significant natural and recreational resoutce within San Francisco.
During the early twentieth century, as the SVWC began to sell and outlease its Iand bordering Lake
Metced, southwestern San Francisco gained four golf courses within the span of two decades. The
PRGC contributed to the recreational development of the lake, offering public shooting facilities
that, like the golf courses, took advantage of the idyllic setting to convey its sepatation from denser
areas of the surrounding city. Since it was founded, the PRGC has embodied the histotic mission of
sporting clubs in urban settings, as it has created opportunites for fishing and shooting in‘an
environment where these activities would otherwise not be possible.

Criterion 2 (Persons)

The PRGC grounds do not appear-to be individually eligible for listing in the California Register
under Criterfon 2 (Persons}. While members of the chaly had high profiles within the repional
sporting commnunity and were successful in local and national tournaments for casting and shooting,
they had limited influence as individuals at the local, state, and national levels. Primo Livenais, a
champion caster, and Jules Cuenin, “Rod and Gun” columnist for the Sar Frandisco Foaminer, were
among the most well-known members of the PRGC duxing its first decades; their individual
achievemnents, however, are less important to the history of the PRGC than the full community of
sportsmen and -women who used the grounds as a shared recteational resoutce. Thetefote, the
Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds do not tise to the level of significance necessary to qualify for
listing in the Califorfia Register under this criterion.

Criterion 3 (Architecture)

The PRGC grounds, as a whole, do not appear to be eligible for listing in the California Register
under Criterion 3 (Architecture}. The buildings that stand on the propesty are consistent in scale and
materials, and sotne share character-defining design features such as exposed rafter tails and wood-
sash windows with ogee lugs. Still, it is not believed that any were designed by trained architects ot
landscape architects. The site does not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period,
repion, or method of construction or trepresent the work of 2 master or possess high ardstic values.

. Criterion 4 (Informaticn Potential}
The analysis of the PRGC grounds for eligibility under Criterion 4 (Information Potential) is beyond
the scope of this report, as this critetion is typically associated with archeological resources,

INTEGRITY

In order to qualify for listing in the California Register, a property must possess sipnificance under
one of the aforementioned criteria and have historic integrity. Tistoric integrity measures the
property’s ability to convey its historic significance. Integrity is not the same as condition. A resource
can be in distepair and still represent its period of significance. Alternatively, a resoutce can be in
vety good condition, but have been so heavily altered that it does not read as a historic building or
landscape. . :
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The process of detetmining integrity is similar for both the National Register and the California
Register. The same seven vatiables or aspects that define integrity—location, design, setting,
materials, wotkmanship, feeling, and association—are used to evaluate a resoutce’s eligibility for
listing in the California Register and the National Reglster, According to the National Register Bullstin:
How 1o Apply the Nutiora! Register Criteria for Evaluation, these seven characterisiics are defined as
follows: '

Location is the place where the histotic property was constructed.

Design is the combination of elements that cteate the form, plans, space, structure
and style of the property.

Setting addresses the physical envitonment of the historic property inclusive of the
landscape and spatial relationships of the building/s.

Materials refer to the physical elements that were combined or deposited duting a
particular period of time and in a particular pattern of configuration to form the
histotic property.

Wotlkmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people
during any given period in history.

Feeling is the propetty’s exptession of the aestheric ot historic sense of a particular
period of time.

Association is the direct link between an impozrtant historic event ot person and 2
historic property.

The Pacific Rod and Gun Chul; grounds retain integtity of location, as the site has not been moved
from its original location along the southwestern side of Lake Merced. Moreover, its component
landscape features retain the spatial relationships to one another that they had during the period of

significance.

'The integtity of design is moderate. The PRGC grounds were developed inctementally during the
1930s and afterwards, from two skeet fields and supporting buildings to a complex of nine fields and
numerous buildings that supported the social and recreational functions of the organization. Some
features—such as the orginal field house, lunch house, and wood entrance gate—were constructed
and removed within the period of significance. Other changes include porches and additions
constructed on the buildings, particulzrly on the Field House (1949 addition and nndated poxch) and
Club House (undated porch and front addition). Other smaller-scale changes have occurted within
the landscape, as support buildings have been built and replaced, and as doors and windows have
been altered or removed. Some histotic vegetation patterns have also changed. However, the large-
scale design of the site has temained consistent since the 1930s. The four pritnary skeet fields that
existed at the site in 1938 ate still used fot the same purpose and retain their historic spatial
relationships to the major buildings, citculation routes, and natural features (inost importantly, Lake
Metced) within the site,

‘The integrity of setting is moderate. The most significant component of the PRGC facilities” setting
13 the larger landscape of Lake Metced and its suttounding ateas. Much of South Lake is visible from
the PRGC’s shooting fields and buildings, and the shores of the lake remain lined with trees and
mostly free from obvious human development. Viewsheds from the site towatd the lake remain .
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unobstructed. Residential neighborhoods southeast of the lake, induding the towess of Parkmerced,
are visible from the PRGC grounds, but these neighbothoods developed duting the subject
property’s petiod of significance. The Lakewood Apartments, located across John Muir Drive from
the subject property, appear imposing from the parking lot and Fields 1-7. According to the City of
San Francisco’s online property information map, these buildings were constructed in 1973. They ate
distracting but do not overwhelm the PRGC site’s relationship with Lake Merced, Further research is
required to learn if these buildings date to the identified period of significance,

The integrity of materials is moderate. Many historic materials remain in place throughout the
landscape, particulasly on prominent buildings such as the Field House, Indoor Range, and
Groundkeepel s Cottage. Wood shiplap siding, wood-sash windows, and wood rafters are integral to
the site’s exp1esslon of its age and minimal design. Some buildings, howevet, have been altered
without using the historic palette of materials. Most apparently, the Club House featutes large
replacement vinyl-sash windows, while other replacement doors and windows are found on buildings
throughout the propexty. These changes ih materials are not so great as to dettitmentally affect the
property’s inteprity. Likewise, support buildings on the shooting fields featire materials such as T'1-
11 that ate inconsistent with the site’s historic materials. Additionally, the pathways of the shooting
fields are currently paved concrete, while they were covered with wood boatdwalks during the 1930s.
The date of this change has not beei determined. Regardless, the materials of the fields are less
crucial to the integtity of the site than the continued function of the fields for their appiopuate
shooting disciplines.

The integrity of workmanship is moderate. The property’s historic fabric shows wotkmanship
appropriate to the first half of the twentieth century, including milled shiplap siding and wood-sash
windows with ogee lugs. While more recent materials with modetn manufacturing techniques have
been introduced into the property, they do not diminish the overall impression of otiginal
consteuction.

The site retains high integrity of feeling. ‘The intact collection of buildings on the property, the mostly
histotic material palette, and the naturalistic setting of Lake Merced all contribute to the sense that
the PRGC grounds are somewhat isolated from the surrounding city. The longevity of the club and
the decades-long use of its facilities are crucial intangible qualities that allow the site to convey its
historical condition as home to an active sporting and social otganization.

The site retains high integrity of association, supported by all other aspects of integrity. The
continued use of the property by the PRGC, largely in line with the organization’s otiginal mission,
maintains the property’s direct connection to its historic functions and context. While the grounds
have changed over time, the most important elements-——the major programmatic buildings and most
of the shooting fields—temain from the period of significatice and still have theit histotic spatial and
functional relationships. As with integrity of feeling, these relationships allow the propetty to
continue to convey its associations with the social history of fecreation in San Francisco and the
human use of Lake Mesced.

In conclusion, the Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds retain adequate inteptity to convey its
significance as an active spotting and social center in San Francisco, dating to the first half of the
twentieth century. :

CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES

As outlined in the guidance provided by the National Patk Setvice, the key factor in cultural
landscapes is identifying those character-defining features that allow a site to cotivey its historic

v
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identity. 'These characteristics “individually or collectively contribute to the landscape's physical
appearance as they have evolved over time. In addition to vegetation and topogtaphy, cultutal
landscapes may include water features, such as ponds, streams, and fountains; circulation features,
such as roads, paths, steps, and walls; buildings; and furnishings, including fences, benches, lights and
sculptural objects.65

The character-defining featutes of the Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds include, but are not limited
to:

*  Major programmatic buildings: Field House, Trap House, Club Ilouse, Gtoundkeeper’s
Cottage, Indoor Rifle Range;

*  Historic exteriot fabric of contribuiing buildings, including wood siding, exposed rafter tails,
wood-sash windows, and wood doors;

®  Lake Metced as an adjacent natzral system;

" Spatiil arrangement of nine shooting fields on axis parallel to the shote of Lake Merced;

®  General sloping topography of the grounds toward Lake Merced, with level areas for
shooting fields;

" ‘'The configuration of the fields themselves, in accordance with skeet and trap shooting
disciplines; _

*  High houses, low houses, trap houses, and other suppozt buildings that are sympathetic in
scale to the similarly programimed buildings that otiginally stood on the property;

= Wood plank protection walls between skeet fields;

*  Mature ftees planted in the southern portion of the propexsty;

®  Commemorative markers dating to the period of significance.

POTENTIAL HISTORIC DISTRICT

'The PRGC grounds and the whole of Lake Merced have the potential to be conttibuting resources
within a potential historic district associated with, the recreational use and development of the lake.
Lake Merced’s recreational history dates at least as far back as the second half of nineteenth centuty,
but recreation became particularly prorounced after the turn of the twentieth centuty. At this time,
areas surrounding the lake were owned by the Spring Valley Water Company and consequently
remained largely undeveloped. As the SVWC leased and sold sections of its land between the 1900s
and 1930s, Lake Merced became lined by a collection of major recreational landscapes (operated by
both public and ptivate entities) that either had programmatic reladonships to the lake or toolk
advantage of the site’s naturalistic setting and scenic vistas. The various campaigns to develop the
areas surrounding Lake Merced for recreational use have interconnected historical associations within
a significant shared context related to the social and envitonmenial histoty of San Francisco. The
proposed boundaries of the potential historic district encompass all lakeshote ateas: Lake Merced
Boulevard on the east and north; Skyline Boulevard to the west; and John Muir Drive to the
southwest. The petiod of significance for this potential district requires further research.

Inspection and evaluation of properties outside of the PRGC grounds was outside the scope of this
treport. Based on preliminary research completed fot this document, howevet, the following
properties were identified as appearing to be associated with the significant context of Lalke Merced’s
recreational use. Further research and field survey are requited to explain their histotical development
and evaluate them as component landscapes within a larger histotic district. ‘They may or may not be
found to be individually eligible for listing in the California Register of Histotic Places:

* Yout basins of Lake Merced: North Lake, Fast Lake, South Lake, and Impound Lake

8 Chatles A. Bitnbaum, Preservation Brief 36: Planning Treaiment and Management of Historic Landseapes.
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m  Pacific Rod and Gun Club

m  Lake Course of the Olympic Club
®  Harding Patk Golf Coutse

" Lake Merced Bozat House
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Vil. DETERMINATION PROCESS

Outlined below are the determination processes for historic resoutces under CEQA. Based on the
analysis in Section VI of this report, the Pacific Rod 2nd Gun Club gfouads do constitute a potential
historic resource.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)

'The California Environment Quality Act (CEQA) is state legislation (Pub. Res. Code §21000 et seq.),
that provides for the development and mainterance of a high quality environment for the present-
day and future through the identfication of significant environmental effects.® CEQA applies to
“projects” proposed to be undertaken or requiting approval from state ot local govetnment agencies.
“Projects” ate defined as “...activities which have the potential to have a physical impact on the
envitonment and may inchude the enactment of zoning ordinances, the issuance of conditional use
permits and the approval of tentative subdivision maps.”¢ Histotic and cultural resources ate
considered to be part of the environment. In general, the lead agency must complete the
environtmental review process as required by CEQA. A

According to CHQA, a “project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historic tesoutce is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment.”’® Substantial adverse change is defined as: “physical demolition, destruction,
telocation, or alteration of the resoutce or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an
historic resoutrce would be materally impaired.”® The significance of an historical resoutce is

- materially impaired when a project “demolishes or matetially alters in an adverse manner those
physical charactetistics of an historical resource that convey its histotical significance” and that justify
or account fot its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the Califotnia Register.™ Thus, 2 project
may cause a substantial change in a histotic resoutce but still not have a significant adverse effect on
the environment as defined by CEQA, as long as the impact of the change on the historic resource is
determined to be less-than-significant, negligible, heutral or even beneficial.

A building may qualify as a histotic resource if it falls within at least one of four categoties listed in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a), which are defined as:

1. A resource listed in, or determined to be eligihle by the State Historical Resoutces
Comuission, for listing in the California Register of Histosical Resources (Pub. Res.
Code 585024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.).

2. A resource included in a local registet of historical resources, as defined in Section
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical
resource suivey meeting the requitements of section 5024.1 (g) of the Public
Resources Code, shall be presumed to be historically ot culturally significant. Public
agencies must treat any such resource 2s significant unless the preponderance of
evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant.

8 State of California, California Esvitonmental Quality Act,
hitp:/ /ceres.ca.gov/topic/env._law/ cega/summary.html.

67 Thid,

% CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b).

 CEQA Guidelines subsecion 15064.5(b)(1).

% CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)(2).
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3. Any object, building, structure, site, atea, place, record, of manuscript that a lead
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural,
engineering, sclentific, econommic, apricultural, educational, social, political, militaty,
ot cultural annals of Cafifornia tnay be consideted to be an histotical resoutce,
provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in
light of the whole record. Generally, a tesource shall be considered by the lead
agency to be “historically significant” if the resoutce tneets the ctitetia for listing on
the California Register of Historical Resousces (Pub. Res. Code 555024.1, Title 14
CCR, Section 4852).

4, The fact that a resoutce is not listed in, ot determined w be eligible for fisiing in the
California Register of Historical Resoutrces, not included in a local register of
" historical resources (pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Pub. Resoutces Code), or
identified in an histotical resources sutvey (meeting the criteria in secdon 5024.1(g)
of the Pub. Resources Code) does not preclude a lead agency from determining that
the resource may be an historical resource as defined in Pub. Resoutces Code
Asections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.7

Based on the anzlysis in Section VI, the Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds appear to be individually
eligible for listing in the California Register as a desighed historic landscape. Therefore, it qualifies as
a historic resource under Category 3 as defined by CEQA.

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

As a certified local government and a frequent lead agency in CEQA determinations, the City and
County of San Francisco has instituted guidelines for initiating CEQA review of historic resources.
The San Prancisco Planning Department’s “CEQA. Review Procedures for Historical Resources™
incotporates the State’s CEQA Guidelines into the City’s existing repulatory framework.’2 To
facilitate the review process, the Planning Department has established the following categories to
establish the baseline significance of historic properties based on their inclusion within cultural
tesource surveys and/or historic districts:

n  Category A — Historical Resources is divided into two sub-categories:
gory : 14

o Category A.1— Resources listed on or formally deterrnined to be
eligible for the California Register. These properties will be evaluated as
historical resources for putposes of CEQA. Only the removal of the
property’s status as listed in ot detennined to be eligible for listng in the
California Register of Historic Resources by the California Histotic
Resoutces Commission will preclude evaluation of the property asan
historical resource under CEQA.

o Category A2 — Adopted local registers, and properties that have been
determined to appear or may become eligible, for the California
Register. These properties will be evalnated as historical resources for
purposes of CEQA. Only  preponderance of the evidence demonstrating
that the resource is not historicaily or culturally sipnificant will preclude
evaluation of the property as an historical resource. In the case of Category

7 Pub. Res. Code 555024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.
72 San Francisco Planning Departnent, San Frantisco Preservation Buletin No, 16: City and Comny of San Framise
Plamuing Deparment CEQA Rezien Procedyes for Historie Resonres (October 8, 2004).
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A2 resources inclrded in an adopted susvey or local register, generally the
“preponderance of the evidence” must consist of evidence that the
appropriate decision-maker has determined that the resource should no
longer be inclrded in the adopted survey or register. Where there is
substantiated and uncontroverted evidence of an error in professional
judgment, of a clear mistake or that the propesty has been destroyed, this
may also be considered a “preponderance of the evidence that the property
is not an histodcal resource.”

»  Category B - Properties Requiting Further Consultation and Review.
Properties that do not meet the criteria for listing in Categories A.1 or A.2, but for
which the City has information indicating that further consultation and review will
be tequired for evaluaton whether a property is an historical tesource for the
putposes of CEQA.

m  Category C ~ Properties Determined Not To Be Historical Resources or
Properties For Which The City Has No Information indicating that the
Property is a Historical Resource. Propetties that have been affirmatively
determined pot to be histotical resources, properties less than 50 years of age, and
propeties for which the City has no information.™

Based on the analysis in Section VI, the Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds have been found to be
an individual historic resource under Category A.2 - Adopted local registers, and properties that
have been determined to appear or may become eligible, for the California Register.
Thetefore, the PRGC grounds are considered by the City and Couaty of San Francisco to be a
histotic resouree for the purposes of CEQA.

7 San Francisco Planning Depattment, “San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16 — CEQA and Historical
Resoutces,” May 5, 2004, 34, ‘
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Vill. CONCLUSION

As a desipned historic landscape, the Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds appear to be eligible for
listing in the California Register of Historic Resources as an individual resource for its significant
associations with recreational culture in San Francisco through the middle decades of the twentieth
centuty. The property has been sltered over time, in some cases considerably. Namely, addidons have
been constructed on contributing buildings, and historic elements of the landscape (for instance,
windows and shooting field support buildings) and have been removed or replaced. These changes,
howevet, have not detrimentally affected the property’s integtity. The landscape of the PRGC
grounds retains an adequate amount of historic landscape fabsic to convey the site’s significance as a
longstanding sporting and soctal club on Lake Merced, which for decades has been a unique rescutce
within the recreational culture of San Francisco. The historic matetials of the contributing buildings,
the arrangement of the shooting fields within the property, and the integral relationship of the site to
the adjacent Lake Merced are still in place and function together to impart the sense of a historic and
somewhat isolated recreational shooting facility. Therefore, the PRGC grounds appear to be a
histotic resoutce for the purposes of CEQA review.
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Sarah Jones JUL 25 2014
Environm:antal RCV]".(?W Officer CITY & ¢ SUNTY O g
San Francisco Planning Department FLANNING DEPARTMENT
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 : : HECEPTION DESK

San Francisco, Califoria 94103

Re:  Appeal of Preliminary Mifigated Negative Declaration: Pacific Rod and’
Gun Club Upland Soil Remedial Action Project (Case No. 2013.1220E)

Dear Ms. Jones:

We represent the Pacific Rod and Gun Club (“Club”) in conjunction with the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (“SFPUC”) proposed Remedial Action Project
(“RAP”). The Club has reviewed the above-referenced initial study and preliminary mitigated
negative declaration (“IS/MIND™), and by this letter, appeals its proposed adoption by the City
and County of San Francisco (*City”). To summarize, the 300-page MND is a strained attempt
to justify the City’s election not to prepare an environmental impact report (“EIR™) to study the
potential impacts associated with a significant excavation and remediation project on = site that is
ecologically, historically and cnlturally significant, and may potentially suffer significant
cnvironmental impacts unless further analysis is undertaken through the BIR process. The
IS/MND fails woefully short of demonstrating that implementation of the RAP will not cause
potentially-significant environmental impacts. Through this appeal, the Club implores the City
to do a proper analysis through an EIR before allowing this RAP to move forward.'

1. Background

On June 12, 2013, the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Corttrol Board
(“Regional Board”) issued Order No. R2-2013-023 (“Order”) to the Club and to SFPUC. The
Order requires the Club and SFPUC to remediate soil contamination “to human health risk
standards for current and reasonable foreseeable future land uses” and also 1o evaluate and
remediate contaminated lake sediment to the extent necessary (the “Remediation Project™).
(HEmphasis added) Contamination in the form of lead, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs),
and arsenic is the result of the nse of lead shot and certain clay targets for purposes of skeet and
trap shooting near the water’s edge at Lake Merced.

! Appeals of propused mitigated negative declarations are authorized pursuant fo Adtninistratlve Code § 31.11(e).

A Limited Liabllity Law Partnership Incuding Professional Corporations / Los Angeles = San Francisco * Orange County
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The Remediation Project is a comprehensive action that is comprised of multiple
components. As described in the Initial Study supporting the MND:

Order R2-2013-0023 requires the completion of three tasks for the
upland soils area: 1) an svaluation of human health risks associated
- with the exposure to site contaminants and development of
appropriate human health cleanup standards; 2) preparation of a
remedial action plan (RAP) for removing or managing soil to meet
the humnan health ¢leanup standards; and 3) implementation of the
RAP. The first two tasks have been completed and are discussed
further below; the project considered in this initial study (I8)
consists of the third task, RAP implementation. For lake sediments,
Order R2-2013-0023 requires the preparation of an ecological risk
assessment to determine whether elevated levels of lead, arsenic,
and PAHs in lake sediments pose an unacceptable risk to benthic
organismsg and wildlife. If this investigation indicates that there are
unacceptable risks to the benthic communify and ‘wildlife exposed
to contaminants in site sediments, then the RWQCB Order reguires
preparation and tmplementation of a RAP for lake sediments.

Out of this comprehensive plam, the IS/MND reviews only one component:
implementation of the RAP.

1T, A Lead Ageney is Obligated to Prepare an EIR When a Project May Cause
Potentially-Significant Environmental Impaets

CEQA is premised on a “strong presumption” in favor of requiring a lead agency
to prepare an EIR as opposed to adopting a negative declaration prior to approving a project,’
Indeed, so long as substantial evidence in the record supports a “fair argument” that a project
may cause even a single, potentially-significant environmental impact, the agency must prepare
an EIR.* The obligation to prepare an EIR remains even when othér substantial evidence before
the agency indicates that the project may not have a substantial impact on the environment. As
described by a prominent CEQA treatise, “the fair argument standard. . . prevents the lead
- agency from weighing competing evidence io determine who has g better argument concerning
the likelihood or extent of a potential environmental impact.”” Accordingly, CEQA’s “fair
-argument” standard establishes a low threshold for the obligation to prepare an EIR, which is met
by the presence of any substantial evidence in the record of potential environmental impacts,

* IS/MND, p. 6.

? See e.g., Pub. Resources Code § 21100(a); Cal.-Code Regs., tit. 14 § 15064(a)(1), (O(1).

* Cal. Code Regs., tit. § 15064 (f)(1) (“...If a lead agency is presented with a fair argument that a project may have a
significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR even though it may also be presented
with other substantial evidsnce that the project will not have a significant effect (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles
{1974) 13 Cal. 3d 68)".)

* CRRB, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act, § 6.37.
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III. Thereis Substantial Evidence to Support a Fair Argnment that the Overall CEQA

Project will Signifieantly Impact the Environment

A, The City is Improperly “Piecemealing” the Pro;ect to Avoid Evaluation of
the Full Scope of its Potential Impaets

A miecessary predicate to a proper CEQA evaluation is to accurately define the
scope of the “project™ that is the subject of the analysis. Generally, the termn “project” denotes
“an activity which may cause either a direct physical change in the environment or a reasonably
foreseeable mduect physical change in the environment” that is undertaken or approved by a
public agency The CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit, 14 § 15000 et seq.) further clarify
that the pI’O_] ect includes the “whole of an action” that may cause an environmental impact.” The
term “project” was intentionally given a broad definition so as to “meximize protectmn of the
environment.”® Further, CEQA. “cannot be avolded by chopping up proposed projects into bite-
sized pieces which, individually considered, might be found te have no significant effect on the
environment or to be only mindsterial, By requiring that agencies evaluate the “whole of an
action,” CEQA and its implementing regulations prevent so-called “piecemealing” of
environmental review,

1. The MND Does Not Account for Integral Components of the Remediation
Project

A CEQA project includes all integrally-related contponents of an overall land use
or remediation action. In Nelson v. County of Kern (2010} 190 Cal. App.4th 252, 272 (“Nelson™),
for example, the Court of Appeal rgjected a county’s approval of a mine reclamation plan
pursuant to a negative declaration because the county failed to evaluate the impacts of mining
operations that were foresecable, but which were to be authorized by a separate approval. For
purposes of defining the “project,” the court noted that “both aspects were integrally related to
the whole of the action...” and that both were “phase[s] of the averall vsage of the land...by
means of which the land will be restored.”'® The court ordeted that the eounty’s mitigated
negative declaration be set aside, and that the related permit approvals also be set aside pending
an adequate CEQA review."”

The 18/MND does not evaluate foresecable and integrally related components of
the overall Remediation Project, and therefore, fails to adequately cvalnate the
“project” for purposes of CEQA. Similar to the Nelson decision, the IS/MND conteroplates not
just implementation of the RAP, but also further evaluation and remediation of contaminated

¢ pub, Resources Code, § 21065,

7 Cal, Code Regs., tit. 14 § 15378(a),

8 San Joaquin Rapior/Wildlife Rescue Center v, County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal. App.4th 713, 730.
® Tuolumne County Citizens for Respowsible Growth v. City of Sonora (2007) Cal4th 1214

¥ Nelson, 190 Cal. App.4th at 272.

" Id, at 285.

Jeffer Mangels
Butlar & Mitchell up

JMBM

ST 1383115v3 ' : 103




Sarah Jones
July 25,2014
Page 4

lake sediment. The Remediation Project is a single, comprehensive CEQA project, as indicated
by the following factors among others:

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

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

» the Order and its component parts all pertain to the same site, i.c., the Club’s property at
Lake Merced; and

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

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

As remediation of lake sediments is foreseeable, and is also an integrally-related
component of the Remediation Project, the IS/MND must be revised to take into account those
environmental impacts that may result as part of the investigation. and remediation of lake
sediments. The failure fo evaluate the potential impacts associated with the study and
remediation of lake sediments renders the CEQA analysis inadequate, as ehivironmental impacts
associated with those activities will not be considered in connection with the impacts of soil
remediation. 1"01' example, the IS/MND anticipates that soil remediation may genetate 40 truck

“trips per day.? If however, sediment remediation were to happen concurrently with soil
remediation, the “project” may generate more than the estimated 40 daily truck trips, which
could impact the findings of significance related to traffic impacts. The analysis of seemingly
gvery potential impact in the IS/MND- would be implicated by remediation of lake sediments,
Accordingly, the IS/MND should be revised to evaluate the complete Remediation Project.

2, The IS/MND Does Not Evaluate Post-Project Use of the Site as Required
by CEQA

The CEQA analysis must evaluate future development or uses that are made
possible by the proposcd action. In Cily of Antioch v. Antioch City Council (1986) 187
Cal.App.3d 1325 (“City af Amtioch”), the eity approved a road and sewer extension project
pursuant to a negative declaration. The city’s analysis, however, reviewed only the impacts of
the construction project, and not reasenably foreseezble future uses mads possible by the initial
approval.13 Finding that the city had impermissibly narrowed the scope of the project, the court
reasoned that an initial study must evaluate foreseeable fiture development madé possible by the

2 18/MND, p. 70,
B Jd. atpp. 1329-1330,
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initial approval, and that “the fact that future development may take several forms does mot
‘excuse environmental review,”'

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

Thus, while even without external guidance Ciy of Anfioch would likely require
the City to evaluate such general uses as public recreation or open space, the Order and related
materials provide clear guidance as to the types of developments and uses that will be made
possible via remediation. Pursuant to the Orxder, the RAP for soil remediation must “meet human
‘health risk standards for current and reasonably foreseeable future land uses.” The phrase “future
reasonably future land uses” is informed by AMEC’s Supplemental Investigation and Health
Risk Assessment Report (April 2012), which states that “for this HHRA...future conditions are
based on reasonably likely use options specified in the most recent version of the Lake Merced
Watershed Plan.”* Thus the IS/MND must be revised to address the environmental impacts of
future uses made p0531ble by the proposed remediation, including uses consistent with the Lake
Merced Watershed Plan.'®

Because the MIND does not andlyze or evaluate the complete CEQA “project,” the
MND is not supported by substantial evidenes.

B. The Project will Canse Significant Tmpacts to Historical Rescurces

L. The IS/MND’s Conclusion that Impacts to Cultural Resources Will Be
Less than Significant Are Not Supported by Substantial Evidence,

The IS/MND recognizes that the Club is a historic resource that may be adversely
affected by the RAP. As part of its evaluation, the City enlisted a consultant to prepate an
evaluation of the site as a historical Jandscape (the “Bradley Evaluation™).!” The Bradley
Evaluation concludes that the Club may be eligible for listing under the National Reglster of
Historic Places (“NRHP”) and the California Register of Historic Resources (“CRHR”) as &

" Jd. at 1338, (Bmphasis added); alsq stating that “[the city] cannot pretend [no development] will oceur; it simply
must assume the general form, location and amount of such development that now seems reaspnable to

anticipate. . .and evaluate that development...”

Y AMEC, Supplemental Investigation and Health Risk Assessment Repart, Pacific Rod and Gun Club, San
Francisco, California (April 2012) at p. 26.

18 Despite SFPUC’s insistence on such infensive and costly remediation of the property that it could conceivably be
sited for uses as sensitive as housing or childcare, SFPUC has yet to identify any potential post-remediation uses.

" See ISIMND at p. 47, fh. 28, Denise Bradley, Cultural Landscapes, 2014, Pacific Rod and Gun C[ub San
Francisco, CA, Cultural Lends Gape Evaiuarzon Repori, May 2014 ,
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“cultural landscape.”'® Specifically, the Bradley Evaluation concludes that the Club meets two
of the criteria for NRHP/CRHR listing, due to its association with events significant to broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural] heritage and for its propensity to yield historic
information, which the report refers to as Criterion A71 and Criterion A/4, respectively.’
According to the Bradley Evaluation, the Club’s historical significance derives from the time
period between 1934-1941.%°

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

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

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

Second, even assuming grguendo that use of the Secretary’s Standards under the
“Rehabilitation” eriteria could render Impact CP-1 loss-than-significant, Mitigation Measures M-
CP-la and M-CP-1b are inconsistent with that Standard, Under the RAP, certain facilities and

B 1d at47,
Y14 at 47-49,
A 74 at 48,
M 1d. at 53-54.
2 1d, at 53.
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structures will be removed and then reconstructed.® The Secretary’s Rehabilitation Standard
does not anthorize the removal of historic structures. By contrast, Rehabilitation Standard No, 2
states: “the historic character of a property will be relained and preserved...the removal of
distinctive materials or alremrzon of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize
a property will be avoided®* Mitigation Measures CP-1a and M-CP-1b directly contradict the
Secretary’s Rehabilitation Standards by moving, relocating and altering the significant features
and spaces of the Club. Thereis no substa:ntial evidence to demonstrafe that these meagures will
mitigate Impact CP-1 to a less-than-significant level, and to the contrary, they are likely to
destroy the historic resources,

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

2. A July 2014 Historic Resource Evaluation of the Club Demonstrates that
the IS/MND Does Naot Evaluate the Full Extent of the RAP’s Potentizl
Imipacts to Historic Resourees

A July 2014 Historic Resource Evaluation of the Ciub prepared by the noted
historic architectural firm Page & Turnbull (“Page & Turnbull Evaluation™) both demonstrates
that the Club 1s a historic resource and that the Bradley Evaluation fails to account for key
information.”® The Page & Turnbull Evaluation is a comprehensive analysis of the Club as &
historic resource. The Evaluation, which is based on, among other research, a site visit,
documentary review, photographic review, and interviews with Club mcmbers is consistent with
the Planning Department’s outline for Historic Resource Evaluation Reports.”® Using this
methodology, Page & Turnbull conclnded that the Club is a historical resource as a cultural
landscape, and that the Club’s period of significance extends from 1934 to 1964.%

The IS/MND fails to consider whether the RAP will ithpact features that are
contributory to the historic resource during the period of significance identified in the Page &
Turmbull Bvalnation. Specifically, the IS/MND relied exclusively on the Bradley Evaluation to
define the period of significance and corresponding contributery features. This resulted in the
intentional exclusion of numerous potentially-contributory features in the IS/MND’s impacts
analysis. For example, the IS/MND does not evaluate potential impacts to the Trap House, the

¥ See Mitigation Measure CP-1-a (semi-cireular station paths at skeet fields 4-7 will be removed and reconstructed);
see also Mitigation Measure CP-1-b (8§ wood frame high/low houses at skeet fields 4-7 will be removed from the site
and then re-affixed upon completion of remediation activities),

** Bmphasis added.

%5 Gee Exhibit 1 attached herato, Page & Turnbull, Pacific Rod and Gun Club, Historic Resource Evaluation (July
2014) (“Page & Turnbnll Evaluation”™) ,

2 7d at 2,

7 Jd at 55.
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Trap Fields and their configuration, various commemotative markers, the Duok Tower, or the
three-bay garage, all of which contribute to the Club as a historical resource.”® Under Page &
Turnbull’s analysis, many if not all of the excluded features may be considered contributory, and
could be adversely affected by the RAP. Neither the existing analysis in the IS/MND not its
corresponding mitigation measures account for impacts to contributory features built between
1941 and 1964, Therefore, a fair argument exists that the project may cause significant impacts
to historic resources.

Further, the IS/MND fails to identify, and account for potential impacts to,
mumerous features that contribute to the Club as a significant cultural lJandscape. Page &
Turnbull identified several contributory féatures beyond those addressed in the IS MND, namely:
Lake Merced as an adjacent natural system, the general slopihg topo graphy of the grounds, and
several mature trees planted in the southern portion of the property.” Due to the lack of an
evaluation of potential impacts to these features in the IS/MND, that document does not provide
substantial evidence to suppart the conclusion that the project will not result in significant
impacts to historic resources.

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

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

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

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

The SEPUC shall identify the location and spacing of new
plantings that would, at maturity, screen views of the eastern

. portion of the site. New plents shall include native species
indigenous to the San Francisco Peninsula and/or shrubs and trees
typical of the surrounding area. Plantings (by way of species type,
size, and location) shall ensure that direct views of the site east of

2 See IS/MND, p. 51-52.

2 Page & Turnbull Evaluation, pp. 58-59.
0 YS/MND, p. 43.

H 1hid
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the entrance road are substantially obstructed from any location
within a ten-year period, The SFPUC shall monitor and photograph
screening vegetation annuaily after completion of remediation
activities, If it 1s determined that success standards are not being
met, SFPUC shall take immediate action to re-plant screemng
vegetation to ensure compliance by the tenth-year perlod

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

IV. Conclusion

The Club believes that the 1S/MND is impermissibly narrow in its seope due to an
improper definition of the CEQA “project” by minimizing and “piecemealing” the Remediation
Project and not defining a future usc of the site. This has the effect of av01dmg the analysis of
potentially-significant impacts.

Further, a revigw of the IS/MNID indicates that the RAP may result in a number of
potentially-significant environmental impacts which are not addressed by the IS/MND,
Substantial evidence in the record, including the Page & Turnbull Evaluation, supports a fair
argumeint that the project will result in one or more significant envirpnmental impacts, and on
that basis, the City must prepare an EIR befors taking action on the RAP. The sheer size of the
IS/MIND—at over 300 pages—is a testament to the fact that a fair argument exists that the.
project may result in one or potentially-significant impacts.

2 1bid,
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Finally, the Club has shown that the IS/MND fails to describe adequiate mitigation -
to protect historic resources and natural aesthetic values that are described in the document as
“significant.” Based on the foregoing, the Club appeals the proposed IS/MND, and requests the
Commission to require a complete and proper analysis through the EIR process.

Sincerely,

/VL/F (o pebatt o

DAVID P. CINCOTTA, Of Counselto
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

North Central Coast District Office

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, California 94105-2219

(415) 904-5260 or (415) 904-5200 FAX (415) 904-5400

W16

NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT
DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT

For the
January Meeting of the California Coastal Commission

MEMORANDUM Date: January 7, 2015

TO: Commissioners and Interested Parties
FROM: Dan Carl, North Central Coast District Deputy Director
SUBJECT: Deputy Director’s Report

Following is a listing for the waivers, emergency permits, immaterial amendments and extensions issued by
the North Central Coast District Office for the January 2015 Coastal Commission hearing. Copies of the
applicable items are attached for your review. Each item includes a listing of the applicants involved, a
description of the proposed development, and a project location.

Pursuant to the Commission’s direction and adopted procedures, appropriate notice materials were sent to
all applicants for posting at the project site. Additionally, these items have been posted at the District office
and are available for public review and comment.

This report may also contain additional correspondence and/or any additional staff memorandum
concerning the items to be heard on today’s agenda for the North Central Coast District.



NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT CONTINUED

DETAIL OF ATTACHED MATERIALS

REPORT OF IMMATERIAL AMENDMENTS

The Executive Director has determined that there are no changes in circumstances affecting the conformity of
the subject development with the California Coastal Act of 1976. No objections to this determination have
been received at this office. Therefore, the Executive Director grants the requested Immaterial Amendment,

subject to the same conditions, if any, approved by the Commission.

Applicant

Project Description

Project Location

2-09-013-A1

Tomales Farm and Dairy,
LLC

CDP 2-09-013 would be amended to allow
for a lot line adjustment of two lots. The
existing lots include a split-zoned
commercial-mixed use and agricultural lot
which was subject to CDP 2-09-013, and the
adjacent agricultural lot which was not
subject to the original CDP. The lot line
adjustment would transfer the 15.18 acres of
agricultural land presently in the split-zoned
lot to the adjacent agricultural lot, thus
eliminating the split zoning. All of the lots
associated with the CDP as amended,
including the resultant lots associated with
this amendment, would be subject to the
standard and special conditions attached by
the Commission to CDP 2-09-013. The
Commission’s reference number for this
proposed amendment is 2-09-013-A1.

26457, 26650, and 26825 State Route
One in the unincorporated community
of Tomales, Marin County.

REPORT OF EXTENSION - IMMATERIAL

Applicant

Project Description

Project Location

2-06-017-E1

Daniel Altman and Avi
Atid

for the reconstruction of the historic Marshall
Tavern into an approximately 5,880
square-foot, 5-unit bed-and-breakfast (with
an additional manager’s unit) with a
reconfigured 8-space gravel parking lot. The
approved project also includes expanded
pilings, and a reconstructed retaining wall, as
well as related site work

20105 and 20125 Highway 1 along
and over Tomales Bay in the
unincorporated Marshall Area of
Marin County.
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED PERMIT AMENDMENT

Date: December 22, 2014
To: All Interested Parties

From: Nancy Cave, North Central Coast District Manager /K((/
Ethan Lavine, Coastal Planner 6(/,

Subject: Proposed Amendment to Coastal Development Permit (CDP) 2-69-613
Applicant: Tomales Farm and Dairy, LLC

Original CDP Approval

CDP 2-09-013 was approved by the Coastal Commission on March 12, 2011, allowing the Applicant to
merge and re-subdivide property totaling 100.1 acres located on primarily agricultural lands, at 26457,
26050, and 26825 State Route One in the unincorporated community of Tomales, Marin County.

Proposed CDP Amendment

CDP 2-09-013 would be amended to allow for a lot line adjustment of two lots. The existing lots include
a split-zoned commercial-mixed use and agricultural lot which was subject to CDP 2-09-013, and the
adjacent agricultural lot which was not subject to the original CDP. The lot line adjustment would
transfer the 15.18 acres of agricultural land presently in the split-zoned lot to the adjacent agricultural
lot, thus eliminating the split zoning. All of the lots associated with the CDP as amended, including the
resultant lots associated with this amendment, would be subject to the standard and special conditions
altached by the Commission to CDP 2-09-013. The Commission’s reference number for this proposed
amendment is 2-09-013-A1.

Executive Director’s Immateriality Determination

Pursuant to Title 14, Section 13166(b) of the California Code of Regulations, the Executive Director of
the California Coastal Commission has determined that the proposed CDP amendment is immaterial for
the following reasons:

The proposed lot line adjustment would simply adjust lot lines to eliminate split zoning, and to add the
agricultural portion of the split~zoned Iot to the adjacent agricultural lot. This adjustment would not
result in any adverse impacts to coastal resources, and would not create any additional lots or any
potential for future development beyond what currently exists. This action would extend the standard
and special conditions attached by the Commission to the approval of CDP 2-09-013 to an additional
14.67 acres of agricultural Jand. Subject to the conditions of CDP 2-09-013, any future developiient as
defined in PRC Section 30106 on any of the lots associated with the CDP as amended, including the
resulting lots associated with this amendment, requires a CDP from the Commission. The resulting lots
from the proposed lot line adjustment would be in compliance with the applicable zoning and
development regulations of the certified Marin County LCP. Any future development that might be
contemplated on these lots in the future would likewise need to be found LCP consistent by the
Commission, including in terms of stream and siream setback requirements, through a future CDP
process. In sum, the proposed amendment will protect coastal resources consistent with the



NOTICE OF PROPOSED PERMIT AMENDMENT
CDP 2-09-013 (Tomales Farm and Dairy, LLC}
Proposed Amendment 2-09-013-A1
Page 2

Commission’s original CDP approval, as well as consistent with the Coastal Act and the certified Marin
County LCP.

Coastal Commission Review Procedure

The CDP will be amended as proposed if no written objections are received in the North Central Coast
District office within ten working days of the date of this notice. If such an objection 1s received, the
objection and the Executive Director’s response to it will be reported to the Commission on Wednesday,
January 7, 2015, in Santa Monica;. If three Commissioners object to the Executive Director’s

determination of immateriality at that time, then the application shall be processed as a material CDP
amendment. '

If you have any questions about the proposal or wish to register an objection, please contact Ethan
Lavine in the North Central Coast District office.

PN 17 Y R SR N [ | Y - ey
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WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV

NOTICE OF PROPOSED PERMIT EXTENSION

Date: December 17, 2014
To: All Interested Parties
From: Nancy Cave, North Central Coast District Manager /{/L(/

Subject: Proposed Extension to Coastal Development Permit (CDP) 2-06-017
Applicant: Daniel Altman and Avi Atid

Original CDP Approval

CDP 2-06-017 was approved by the Coastal Commission on December 13, 2012, and provided for the
reconstruction of the historic Marshall Tavern into an approximately 5,880 square-foot, 5-unit bed-and-
breakfast (with an additional manager’s unit) with a reconfigured 8-space gravel parking lot. The
approved project also includes expanded pilings, and a reconstructed retaining wall, as well as related
site work at 20105 and 20125 Highway 1 along and over Tomales Bay in the unincorporated Marshall
Area of Marin County.

Proposed CDP Extension
The expiration date of CDP 2-06-017 would be extended by one year to December 13, 2015. The
Commission’s reference number for this proposed extension is 2-06-017-E1.

Executive Director’s Changed Circumstances Determination

Pursuant to Title 14, Section 13169 of the California Code of Regulations, the Executive Director of the
California Coastal Commission has determined that there are no changed circumstances affecting the
approved development’s consistency with the certified County of Marin Local Coastal Program and/or
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, as applicable.

Coastal Commission Review Procedure

The Executive Director’s determination and any written objections to it will be reported to the
Commission on January 7, 2015 in Marina del Rey, Los Angeles County. If three Commissioners object
to the Executive Director’s changed circumstances determination at that time, then the extension shall be
denied and the development shall be set for a full hearing of the Commission.

If you have any questions about the proposal or wish to register an objection, please contact the
North Central Coast District office.
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Memorandum January 5, 2015
To: Commissioners and Interested Parties
FROM: Dan Carl, North Central Coast District Deputy Director

North Central Coast District

Re: Additional Information for Conunission Meeting Wednesday, January 7, 2015
Agenda Applicant Description Pages
Item

W20a 2-14-1612 San Francisco PUC Staff Report Addendum

W19a A-2-MAR—14-0059 Barn Project, LLC Correspondence, Effic Turnbull-Sanders 1-8
W19a A-2-MAR—14-0059 Barn Project, LLC Correspendence, Bridger Mitchell 9-12
W20a 2-14-1612 San Francisco PUC Correspondence, Sheri L Bonstelle and 13-110

Neill M Brower
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(s,&i () Appeal No. A-2-MAR-14-0059
45 Fremont St. Suite 2000 (‘OA e ﬁr'ﬁf\j g}““i ON Bridger Mitchell
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Copy forwarded to staff

Three-minute Case for Finding Substantial Issue

Why is a small accessory building in the coastal village of Point Reyes Station, Marin County, a
! matter of Substantial Issue to the Commission?

In approving this application for a two-story, 23-foot-high detached accessory building the
County brazenly flouts the Coastal Act requirement that a coastal permit be consistent with its
certified LCP. The County (1) employs an uncertified zoning provision, (2) asserts that it will
continue to use uncertified ordinances to regulate land use, (3) sends a signal to local
governments statewide to ignore Commission review, and (4) approves a development
inconsistent in scale with accessory buildings in the historic area of the community.

First, the County did not have legal and factual support for its decision. Instead, the County
claimed a self-characterized “right” to make land use regulations independent of the
| Commission’s certification, in violation of Coastal Act §30514(a).

“As a matter of practice over an extended period of time the County has asserted its
right to adjust its independent regulations, independent of local Coastal Commission

review.

The staff report identifies a provision in the County’s original 1938 zoning ordinance, not
referenced by the County, that provided for an exception to certain building height limits upon
issuance of a use permit. However, in 1963, when the County added a new section to the zoning
code to limit the height of a detached accessory building, it did not extend the application of the
1938 exception provision to the new section. Contrary to the staff report’s conclusion, the 1938
zoning code does not provide legal support for the County decision.

Second, if the Commission now finds that the County’s action on this coastal development
permit raises no Substantial Issue it will set a precedent for this County to engage in continued,
repeated actions that disregard its certified LCP provisions.

1 CA 30514 (a): “A certified local coastal program and all local implementing ordinances, regulations, and
other actions may be amended by the appropriate local government, but no such amendment shall take
effect until it has been certified by the commission.”

% Administrative audio record, 10/16/14, 22:30; Staff report, Exhibit 5, p. 8.



.‘T -
W19a 1/7/2015 Appeal A-2-Mar-14-0059 Bridger Mitchell

Deputy Zoning Administrator: “As a matter of practice the County has and
continues to asserts its right to enact and apply different regulations 3

Third, if the Commission finds no Substantial Issue, thereby tacitly agreeing to coastal
development permits that lack certified LCP authority, the Commission’s action will send a signal
statewide that local governments are free to enact local land use regulations and then issue
coastal permits that override Commission-certified provisions.

Fourth, the project is not consistent with the scale of comparable development in the historic area
of the community as required by the LCP. If constructed, it will be the only detached accessory
building in the historic area that exceeds one story and 15 feet in height.

The staff report erroneously compares the height of the proposed detached accessory building
to the heights of two adjacent main buildings, rather than to the heights of adjacent accessory
buildings. The immediately adjacent property to the east is developed with a one-story,
approximately 15-foot-high detached accessory building (a bakery). Using an apple-to-apples
comparison, the proposed project is inconsistent in scale with the community character of the
historic area.

~ ~ ~

The County’s decision to issue a coastal development permit for this project is the action of a
rogue local government. To preserve the Commission’s authority over local government land-
use decisions, the Commission should find that this appeal raises a Substantial Issue and then
review the proposed development de novo at a subsequent meeting,

ATTACHMENTS
Exhibit 1: Argument for Substantial Issue determination

Exhibit 2: Height Standards — History of Ordinances

3 Administrative audio record, 10/16/14, 22:40; Staff report, Exhibit 5, p. 8.
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Exhibit I: Argument for Substantial Issue Determination

1. The Commission staff report is incorrect when it asserts, “the County had legal and factual
support for its decision” for two reasons. First, the County did not provide a legal justification.
Second, the staff repott’s analysis of the applicable zoning codes is incorrect.

First:

* The County acknowledged that certified zoning code section 22.70.0601 limited the height
of a detached accessory structure to 15 feet. The County then cited section 22.70.0301 of the
code to support issuing a coastal permit for a two-story, 23-foot-high detached accessory
structure upon issuing a use permit. This section 22.70.0301, never certified by the
Commission, replaced the original 1938 provision in 1992.

* Prior to the first hearing for this project the appellant asked the County to provide evidence
of a certified provision in its LCP that allowed the height of a detached accessory structure
to exceed 15 feet,”

* The Deputy Zoning Administrator continued the hearing in order “fo gef a written
determination -- we do have County subject matter experts if not legal counsel opinion ... to
get a reassurance that that is not a legal issue.”™ ,

* The appellant again requested, prior to the second hearing, written evidence of a certified
LCP provision allowing height to exceed 15 feet.”

* The County provided no written determination at either hearing from legal counsel or
subject matter experts of the Commission’s certification of the cited code.

The Deputy Zoning Administrator, in approving the coastal development permit, stated:

“As a matter of practice over an extended period of time the County has asserted its right to
adjust its independent regulations, independent of local Coastal Commission review”, and

“As a matter of practice the County has and continues to assert its right to enact and apply
different regulations that are, in fact, I think very applicable to a situation such as Point
Reyes Station.”™

The County has neither legal nor factual support to assert a “right” to issue coastal development
permits based on its independent regulations, independent of Commission certification.

Second.
Following the County’s coastal permit decision, the Commission staft reviewed the County

ordinances that govern building heights and the provision in the County’s 1938 zoning code --
§14(b)(3) -~ that would allow an exception to the height limit for any building upon issuance of a

*Staff report, p. 9.

5 8/21/14 email correspondence, administrative record “Public Comments”, 8/28/14.
6 Administrative audio record, 8/28/14, 10:00.

7 Administrative record, “Additional Comments 37, 10/16/14.

8 Staff report, Exhibit 5, p. 8.
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use permit. Staff interprets this 1938 provision to apply to the subsequently enacted ordinances that
limit the height of a detached accessory building initially to 12 (and later 15) feet (unless at least 40
feet from any property line).”

But the staff teport misreads the plain text of the 1938 zoning code, which allows a height exception
only to height limits specified in preceding (“hereinbefore”) sections of that zoning code.'’ In 1963
the County first adopted a new provision, §14 (b)(6), to establish a particular height limit for a
detached accessory building; it amended that limit in 1980."" This new section restricting a
detached accessory building’s height was placed later (“hereinafter”) in the zoning code and is
therefore not subject to exception by a use permit.

The 1963 ordinance made a total of three changes to the zoning code, all in Section 14 (General
Provisions and Exceptions). It added a new subsection §14 (b)(6), which established the height
limit for a detached accessory building, and amended two existing subsections, § 14(a) and
§14(c)(7). In drafting and adopting the ordinance the County could have also amended §14(b)(3)
to extend its exception by use permit to all height standards throughout the zoning code. But the
ordinance did not revise that provision, which continued to limit exceptions to only the height
standards “hereinbefore specified” in the zoning code. '

When, in 1992, the County enacted an ordinance'? intended to replace §14(b)(3) the text provided
for an exception by use permit to the height limit of a detached accessory structure wherever the

height limit appears in the zoning code. This ordinance has not been certified as an amendment to
the LCP.

Thus, the certified LCP zoning code contains no provision for a detached accessory building to
exceed more than one story and a 15-foot height. The County lacked both the legal and the factual
basis for issuing a coastal development permit.

2. The local government’s decision establishes an adverse precedent for future interpretation
of its L.CP:
* The County repeatedly asserts that it has the right to adopt local regulations for land use in
the Coastal Zone without first obtaining certification of ordinances from the Commission.
+ If the Commission does not require the County to adhere to certified ordinances for coastal
developments it would establish an adverse precedent for the County to approve future
developments inconsistent with the certified LCP.

3. The appeal raises issues of statewide significance:

9“These two sections read together identify a maximum height of 15 feet for accessory structures (Section
22.70.0601) and then allow that maximum height to exceed that specified in the zoning ordinance for the
respective district if a use permit is obtained (Section 22.70.030I).” Staff report, p. 8.

10“(Jpon securing of a use permit, any building may be erected to a height exceed that hereinbefore specified
for the respective district ...” §14(b)(3).

'0rd. 1283 (1963), Ord. 2560 (1980).
20rd. 3108 (1992).
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* The Coastal Act is violated and the authority of the Commission is undermined when a
local government can authorize coastal development that does not conform to its certified
LCP by invoking an uncertified ordinance.

» Failure by this Commission to require the County to adhere to its certified LCP would be
of statewide significance in all jurisdictions with certified LCPs. It would signal to local
governments throughout the state that they are free to disregard the Coastal Act and use
uncertified ordinances to override their certified LCPs.

* The Coastal Act’s protection of coastal resources and public access, provided for in
certified L.CPs, cannot be maintained if local governments can diminish those protections
with uncertified ordinances.

4. The proposed project is inconsistent in scale with the surrounding community character.”

The LCP requires that “New construction located within an identified historic area shall be
consistent in scale, design, materials and texture with the surrounding community character.”"*

The staff report asserts, ... the building height would be consistent with the average heights of the
existing adjacent bulldlngs Overall, the proposed structure is consistent in scale, design, materials,
and texture with the surrounding community character.””> But this conclusion is based on a
misleading comparison to the surrounding community. The staff report compares the proposed
detached accessory bu11d1ng with the heights of two adjacent main buildings — the Livery Stable and
the Point Reyes Emporium.'® But on the two adjacent properties that also have accessory buildings
— Brickmaiden Breads (40 Fourth Street) and the residence at 35 Third Street — the accessory
buildings are one-story structures not exceeding approximately 15 feet in height. Thus, the
proposed project is not consistent with the heights and scale of the existing adjacent accessory
structures. Indeed, there is apparently no detached accessory building in the historic area that is
over one story and approximately 15 feet in height.

13This issue was not raised in the appeal, but, because the staff report discusses it using a misleading
comparison to heights of adjacent buildings, it is germane when assessing the question of Significant
Issue.

1422.56.1301(Q)(1)
15 Staff report, p. 9.
16 Staff report, p. 9, fn. 8
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Exhibit 2: Height Standards - History of Ordinances

§14(b)(3) of the original 1938 zoning code provided, upon securing a use permit, for any building
to have a height exceeding the maximum specified in the preceding code sections for its zoning
district. .

In 1963 the County amended the code by adding a subsequent §(14)(b)(6) to establish a 12-foot
height limit and maximum one story for a detached accessory building unless it is af least 40 feet
from any property line. Later, the zoning code was renumbered. In 1980, the code was further
amended to increase the maximum height to 15 feet (rather that 12 feet) for a detached accessory
building. ‘

The staff report asserts: “These two [renumbered] sections read together identify a maximum
height of 15 feet for accessory structures (Section 22.70.0601) and then allow that maximum height
to exceed that specified in the zoning ordinance for the respective district if a use permit is obtained
(Section 22.70.0301).” :

I respectfully disagree. The plain language of §14(b)(3) provided, upon obtaining a use permit, for
an exception from the building height limit specified in the hereinbefore (i.e., preceding) code
sections for a zoning district. The County subsequently enacted specific height and story
restrictions on detached accessory structures in §14(b)(6). This new section was placed following
the section providing for a height exception; therefore, it is not subject to the text of the exception
provision. Thus, beginning in 1980 the height of a detached accessory building is limited to 15 feet
unless it is sufficiently distant from any property line, notwithstanding the original application of
the 1938 provision to any building.

In 1981 the zoning code was amended to add coastal chapters 22.56 and 22.57 and to incorporate
Chapter 22.70 by reference.

On April 7, 1982 the Commission certified the LCP for Unit IT and its implementing zoning code.

In 1992, the County further amended the zoning code to allow exceptions to height restrictions. By
obtaining a variance, the height of a main building could exceed the limit in its district. And by
obtaining a use permit, the height of a detached accessory building could exceed the height limit in
its district, This amendment replaced §14(b)(3). It has not been certified.




W19a 1/7/2015 Appeal A-2-Mar-14-0059 Bridger Mitchell

#1. 1938 Zoning Ordinance established the zoning code

Ord. 264 (July 18, 1938)

14.(b) Height: [..]
3¢ Upon the sscuring of m use pormit, any building may bo orected to a beight

exoesding that hereinbefore opooified for the respestive dlstrict; provided, that -
the total floor area of such bullding shall not &xuead that possible for e bullding
in such renpective distrlot ersoted within the helght limit hereinbsfore cpecifisd

£or suoh dlatriok.: .. -

This is codified as:
22.70.0301 Effect of use permit on height limitations'’

Upon the securing of a use permit, any building may be erected to a height exceeding that
hereinbefore specified for the respective district; provided, that the total floor area of such
building shall not exceed that possible for a building in such respective district erected within the
height limit hereinbefore specified for such district.

#2.1963 Amendment: establishes a 127 height limit for a detached accessory
building.
Ord. 1283 adds new section 14(b)}(6):

"6, A detached accéssory building may not be over one
storz in height and may not exceed twelve (12) feet in
height unless said accessory building Is located at
least forty (40) feet from any property line, In which
case the accessory building may be erected to a height
hereinbefore specifled for a main building in the re-
spective district.”

#3. 1980 code amendment: increases the height limit for a detached accessory
building from 12’ to 15°.

Ord. 2560 § 5, 1980 sec. V amends 22.70.060 to read:

22.70.060 Helght Limltations for Detached Acsessory Bulldings., A
dotachad accessory bullding may not be over one atory fn halght and mey
not exceod fiftesn (15) fast in hzlight unless sald accessory bullding

s located at least forty fest fram any property line, In which csse the
aecessory bullding may be evectad to a height spectfled In this chapter
for a main bujldlng In the respoctive district. In the case whare

garage or carport Is located to withla threc {3) feet of the frent ot
sida lines of the let pursuant to Soction 22.72.080 of this Title, the
helght for such garage or carport shall be measured from the finish grade
of the parking area.

17 The staff report erroneously includes the words “variance or” in this heading; Ord. 264 has no provision
for a variance for building heights. 'The provision for a variance was introduced by the uncertified 1992 Ord.
3102.



W19a 1/7/2015 ~Appeal A-2-Mar-14-0059 Bridger Mitchell

#4. 1981 ordinance: adds coastal chapters 22.56 and 22.57 and incorporates Chapter
22.70 by reference:

22.56,020¢  APPLICATIONS

The @ District shall conform to tha Coaghal Zome ag gstablished by t::'}e.- tlonstal Aot
af 1976. The following pensral regulations shall apply in all € zoning distriets
ay poted below and should be swbject ko the provisiony of Chapters 22.82 through
23.74 of this title. The provisions of Jection 22.88.010 (3}, (3):¢41, (7a) through
{7y) and (g} shall not apply In C distriats, . 3

#5. The Commission certified the LCP on April 7, 1982.

#6. The uncertified 1992 code amendment: replaces §14(b)(3) [any building at
hereinbefore height limit] with separate exception provisions for a main building and
a detached accessory building.

Ord. 3108;

22.70.0301 Effect of variance or use permit on height limitations.

Upon the securing of a variance, a main building may be erected to a height exceeding that specified
in the zoning ordinance for the respective district; provided, that the total floor area of such building
shall not exceed that possible for a building in such respective district erected within the height fimit
specified for such districts. Upon the securing of a use permit, a detached accessory building may
be erected to a height exceeding that specified in the zoning ordinance for the respective district;
provided, that the total floor area of such building shall not exceed that possible for a building in
such respective district erected within the height limit specified for such districts.

(Ord. 3108 § 2 (part), 1992: Ord. 264 § 14(b)(3), 1938)

This uncertified amendment makes three key changes from the 1938 §14(b)(3). They are (1) separate
exceptions for a main building and for a detached accessory building; (2) a variance for main building height,
but a use permit for detached accessory building; and (3) any exception applics to height limits wherever
they appear in the zoning code, not just to height limits in preceding code.
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January 5, 2015

Commissioner Boscho:
Cc: Shannon Fiala

Thank you for your public service in preserving California’s coastal resources and
public access to the coast.

In accord with the Commission’s website instructions, last week by USPS I have sent
you and all other Commissioners and alternates a more extended response to the
staff report. In case that mail has not yet reached you I attach an electronic copy.

At your request I briefly summarize my views of the appeal and the staff report:

Marin County’s decision boldly challenges the Commission’s authority to enforce the
Coastal Act and to ensure compliance with the certified LCP. Why?

When the County issued the coastal permit for this project it cited no certified
authority in its LCP allowing a height exception for an accessory building. Instead,
its Development Agency claims that County land use regulations are not subject to
Commission review and certification.

The County brazenly asserts a “right” to enact and apply its own regulations,
independent of Commission review -- and will continue to do so for future projects.

The appeal raises a Substantial Issue in four respects:

First: The County presented no legal or factual basis to issue a
coastal permit. The Commission’s staff’s report attempts a rescue and
interprets one section of the original 1938 zoning code as providing for a
height exception. But, in fact, this section applies only to height standards in
earlier portions of the zoning code; it does not apply to the certified height
limit for detached accessory buildings. The report’s recommendation of no
substantial issue is not factually supported.

Second: If the Commission fails to find a Substantial Issue it will create
an adverse precedent for future County actions, encouraging it to continue to
enact and apply uncertified regulations.




Third: If the Commission fails to find a Substantial Issue that will be a
signal to local governments statewide that they too can apply their own
regulations without Commission certification.

and,

Fourth: The proposed accessory building is incompatible in height and
scale with the community character of the surrounding historic area, as
required by the LCP. The staff report does not provide factual evidence to
the contrary, because it misleadingly compares the project with the height of
main buildings, not accessory buildings.

In order to find that the appeal raises no substantial issue the Coastal Act requires
that the Commission make findings supported by substantial evidence in the
record.! The staff report does not constitute this essential evidence.

Sincerely yours,

Bridger Mitchell
Box 31
Inverness CA 94937

1 C. Lester, Briefing on the Commission’s Coastal Development Permit Appeals Process,

10
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January 5, 2015

Commissioner Zimmer:
Cc: Shannon Fiala

Thank you for your public service in preserving California’s coastal resources and
public access to the coast.

In accord with the Commission’s website instructions, last week by USPS I have sent
you and all other Commissioners and alternates a more extended response to the
staff report. In case that mail has not yet reached you I attach an electronic copy.

At your request I briefly summarize my views of the appeal and the staff report:

Marin County’s decision boldly challenges the Commission’s authority to enforce the
Coastal Act and to ensure compliance with the certified LCP. Why?

When the County issued the coastal permit for this project it cited no certified
authority in its LCP allowing a height exception for an accessory building. Instead,
its Development Agency claims that County land use regulations are not subject to
Commission review and certification.

The County brazenly asserts a “right” to enact and apply its own regulations,
independent of Commission review -- and will continue to do so for future projects.

The appeal raises a Substantial Issue in four respects:

First: The County presented no legal or factual basis to issue a
coastal permit. The Commission’s staff’s report attempts a rescue and
interprets one section of the original 1938 zoning code as providing for a
height exception. But, in fact, this section applies only to height standards in
earlier portions of the zoning code; it does not apply to the certified height
limit for detached accessory buildings. The report’s recommendation of no
substantial issue is not factually supported.

Second: If the Commission fails to find a Substantial Issue it will create
an adverse precedent for future County actions, encouraging it to continue to
enact and apply uncertified regulations.

11



Third: If the Commission fails to find a Substantial Issue that will be a
signal to local governments statewide that they too can apply their own
regulations without Commission certification.

and,

Fourth: The proposed accessory building is incompatible in height and
scale with the community character of the surrounding historic area, as
required by the LCP. The staff report does not provide factual evidence to
the contrary, because it misleadingly compares the project with the height of
main buildings, not accessory buildings.

In order to find that the appeal raises no substantial issue the Coastal Act requires
that the Commission make findings supported by substantial evidence in the
record.! The staff report does not constitute this essential evidence.

Sincerely yours,

Bridger Mitchell
Box 31
Inverness CA 94937

1 C. Lester, Briefing on the Commission’s Coastal Development Permit Appeals Process,

12
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YIA E-MAIL AND FEDERAL EXPRESS

TRANSMITTED TO COMMISSION STAFF JANUARY 2, 2015

California Coastal Commission

North Central Coast District Office

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94015

Attn: Ethan Lavine, Coastal Program Analyst

Re: 520 John Muir Drive. San Francisco, CA
Hearing Date! January 7, 2015, Iiem No. W20A
Case No.: 2-14-1612

Dear California Coastal Commission:

We represent the Pacific Rod and Gun Club (the “Club™), the lessors of the historic
property, located at 520 John Muir Drive, San Francisco (the “Property™), for the past 80 years.
The Property is owned by the City and County of San Francisco (the “City”) and managed by the
San Francisco Public Utility Commission (the “SFPUC™), who has continuously leased the
Property to the Club since 1934, The SFPUC is the applicant of the proposed project for a
Remedial Action Plan (“RAP”) to remove and replace more than 46,500 cubic yards of soil on
the Property. (the “Project”) We submit this letter directly to the Commissioners, the
Commission staff, and the City’s counsel.

The Club vehemently opposes the Project, because it will unnecessarily cause significant
environmental impacts without adequate evaluation under California Coastal Act (the “Coastal
Act”) and the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”™), including loss of the historic use
of the Property, potential damage or removal to historic structures, removal of 81 trees that
provide a visual barrier from the street and habitat for nesting birds and bats, and other threats to
wildlife and habitat caused by dredging the lake and hauling the massive amount of soil. In
addition, the exorbitant $22 million dollar cost of the Project will be borne by the San Francisco
rate payers. Instead, allowing the Club to continue to operate safely on the Property, where it
does not create any contaminants, is a feasible less environmentally damaging alternative; a
required finding under Coastal Act section 30233(a).

We request that the California Coastal Commission (the “Commission”) deny the request
for approval of the RAP, and require further evaluation under the Coastal Act and CEQA as to

A Limited Liability Law Partnership Including Professional Corporations / Los Angeles * San Francisco * Orange County 13
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California Cdastal Commission
January 2, 2015 '
Page 2

the feasible least environmentally damaging alternatives for the Project. We also request that the
Commission require the City and SFPUC to allow the Club to remain and operate the historic use
on the Property until such time as a RAP is approved and implemented, if at all,

The SFPUC apparently failed to post notice of the pending application as required under
the Commission’s regulations. SFPUC, as the project applicant, must post public notice of the
pending application in a conspicuous location that is satisfactory to provide the public with
notice of the Commission’s pending action, Despite frequent inspections of the site (almost
daily), the Club is not aware of any signage or form noticing the pending application posted at
the site. Therefore, we request that the hearing be continued to provide sufficient time for the
SFPUC to post adequate public notice so that concerned members of the public may have a
reasonable opportunity to participate in the Commission’s proceedings.

1. Executive Summary

The Commission should either extend the hearing date or deny the Remedial Action Plan
in its entirety for several reasons, including lack of legal notice, and violation of the Coastal Act
and CEQA.

o Improper Notice. To ourl knowledge, the applicant failed to post any public notice of the
hearing on the Property, denying both the Club and the public sufficient time to prepare for
and attend the Commission hearing.

o Coastal Act Vielation. The Project violates Coastal Act section 30233(a), which forbids the
Coastal Commission from approving a project that includes, among other things, the
“filling[] or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes,” unless “there is
no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative.” The applicant has failed to evaluate
whether retaining the existing historic use on the Property is a less environmentally
damaging alternative than dredging and filling more than 46,000 cubic yards of soil,
removing more than 80 mature trees, and removing some historic structures and the historic
use as a gun club. In fact, the current Club use of the property does not contaminate the
Property, and a 2012 health risk assessment by AMEC for the Project concluded that lead
concentrations in the soils at issue here had no significant effect on the water quality of Lake
Merced, and that the surface waters of Lake Merced maintained drinking-water standards of
quality. Finally, the Regional Board Order R2-2013-0023 requires cleanup far in excess of
the level necessary to maintain a gun club use of the Property, or even other recreational uses
of the site. Therefore, requiring a cleanup at the level required by the Order clearly violates
the Coastal Act.

o  CEQA Violation. The Project violates CEQA because it fails to evaluate, maintain and
mitigate the historic use and structures on the Property. Based on a historic resource study
by Denise Bradley, the MND concluded that the Property has historic significance, and is
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California
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Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) at the local level for its association with the
development of sport hunting and skeet shooting in the period prior to World War 11, and its
continued use since that period. An additional historic study prepared by Page and Turnbull
concurs with this assessment, and identifies additional historic structures and landscapes that
must be maintained. The Project fails to evaluate maintenance of all historic structures and
require continuation of the historic use as a gun club since 1934.

* Additional CEQA Violations. The Project also violates CEQA for numerous other issues
identified in the Letter to the Planning Department, attached as Exhibit 1.

2. The SFPUC Failed to Provide Sufficient Legal Notice of the Hearing as Required
under the Commission’s Regulations

The SFPUC has, based on the Club’s knowledge, failed to post notice of the pending
application of the site, and on that basis, the Commission cannot take action on the application,
Specifically, section 13054(d) of the Commission’s regulations states:

(d) At the time the application is submitted for filing, the applicant
must post, at a conspicuous place, easily read by the public which
is also as close as possible to the site of the proposed development,
notice that an application for a permit for the proposed
development has been submitted to the commission. Such notice
shall contain a general description of the nature of the proposed
development, The commission shall furnish the applicant with a
standardized form to be used for such posting. If the applicant fails
to sign the declaration of posting, the executive director of the
commission shall refuse to file the application,

Club members and staff are continually present at the site, and routinely inspect
buildings, fences, and other areas where SFPUC could be reasonably expected to post notice of
the pending application as required by section 13054(d). To the Club’s knowledge, notice of the
pending application has never been posted at the site. Surely, if such notice had ever been posted
in a “conspicuous place, easily read by the public which is also as close as possible to the site of
the proposed development,” Club members or staff would be aware of the notice. Thus, it
appears that public notice as required by the regulation was not provided. On that basis, the Club
requests that the Commission continue the hearing on SFPUC’s application, so that SFPUC can
provide adequate public notice before a decision is rendered by the Commission.

3. The Project Violates the Coastal Act Because it Fails to Evaluate Any Feasible Less
Enyironmentally Damaging Alternative
Coastal Act section 30233(a) forbids the Coastal Commission from approving a project

that includes, among other things, the “filling[] or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes,” unless “there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative.”
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Here, the mitigated negative declaration (“MND”) and the Commission Staff Report fail to
substantiate that the Project satisfies that requirement. Among other things, and as detailed
further below, the Project would result in a significant impact to historic resources. The proposed
remediation involves, among other activities, dredging and excavation about 46,000 cubic vards
of material from coastal wetland and upland areas, removal of every mature tree in the affected
area, permanent alteration of an historic landscape, and the long-term and possibly permanent
loss of a long-established and historically significant use, and represents significant and
potentially significant impacts for which the SFPUC and the Commission have provided cursory
and incomplete analyses at best. Moreover, by imposing deferred and possibly unenforceable
mitigation apparently intended to address additional impacts to biological resources, the Staff
Report essentially acknowledges the potential for such impacts, while failing to avoid or mitigate
them. Within this context, no evidence—Ilet alone substantial evidence—exists in the record to
support any determination that the Project, as presently comprised, represents the least
environmentally damaging, feasible alternative, Therefore, approval of a Coastal Development
Permit for the Project would not comply with the Coastal Act.

The scope of the Project is defined with respect to Regional Water Quality Control Board
(“Regional Board”) Order R2-2013-0023 (the “Order”). However, that definition
mischaracterizes the Order and in doing so unnecessarily expands the scope of the Project. Page
2 of the Staff Report characterizes the Order as a “cleanup order”; however, the MND briefly
acknowledges that the Order does not simply require cleanup of wetland sediments,' Rather, it
requires establishing cleanup levels, based on adequate testing, fo determine whether a cleanup
is necessary in the first instance, as well as the required extent of any required cleanup. Tasks 1
to 3 of the Order require establishing appropriate cleanup levels and completion of a remedial
action.” Of those tasks, the MND and Staff Report only evaluate implementation of the remedial
action plan. The misleading characterization of the Order leads to a confusing Project description
and forecloses any consideration of a reduced action that complies with applicable environmental
quality standards and could reduce or avoid environmental impacts associated with the Project.

Further, neither the MND nor the Staff Report substantiates the need for the remediation
program in the first instance, let alone in the form proposed. In fact, the evidence in the record
demonstrates the opposite. A reeent health risk assessment (“HRA”) prepared in 2012 for the
Project by AMEC (attached as Exhibit 3 to this letter) concluded that lead concentrations in the
soils at issue here had no significant effect on the water quality of Lake Merced, and that the
surface waters of Lake Merced maintained drinking-water standards of quality. Page 23 of the
HRA states:

A previous HRA was conducted for the site in 2005 (URS, 2005)
and was later updated based on analytical results for lead in surface
water collected in 2007 (URS, 2007) ... URS concluded that lead
concentrations from inundated soils were occurring along a limited

' MND, p. 6.
? Order, pp. 6-7.
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portion of the shoreline into the water column, but that lead
concentrations were not significant in the dissolved phase .., URS
concluded that fotal lead concentrations were not detected above
drinking water standards ...The results of the most recent
sampling activities for total and dissolved metals in surface water
support URS’s conclusions...”

{emphasis added). Page 50 of the HRA concluded, “[s]lample results for total and dissolved
metals indicated that lead was not detected in primary or background surface water samples,”
and that “[d]etections of total and dissolved lead from previous historical samples collected by
others were not replicated” (emphasis added). Further, the SFPUC transmittal of the HRA to the
Regional Board states, “results of this supplemental investigation continue to indicate that
surface water in Lake Merced has not been impacted by historical use of lead shot or clay
pigeon targets containing PAHs” (emphasis added). Thus, studies prepared for and
acknowledged by the Project’s lead agency under CEQA determined the Project itself is not
necessary to protect, among other values, water quality, In light of that acknowledgement, the
failure of the Staff Report to address the purpose and need for the Project, as well as alternatives
that would reduce environmental disturbance, violates section 30233 of the Coastal Act, At
minimum, the Commission should direct staff to provide analysis of alternatives that would
avoid or reduce the significant impacts identified in the MND and Staff Report, as well as by the
Club, prior to consideration of the Project by the Commission.

As described in further detail below, the MND and Staff Report base their analysis of
impacts to historic resources on an incomplete evaluation and understanding of the significance
of the Property. Among other omissions, the historic resources analysis concentrates solely on
the potential significance of individual structures, and not on the significance of the Property as
an historic landscape associated with a historic—and, for the present, continuing—use.
Similarly, the analysis acknowledges that the Property was developed specifically for trap
shooting, but fails to acknowledge the significance of the use to the historic landscape and to the
Property more broadly. These failings prevent any meaningful analysis of the true extent of
impacts to historic resources on the Property, and therefore the sufficiency and ultimate effect of
any mitigation or alternatives to reduce or avoid these impacts, Additional mitigation and
alternatives to reduce or avoid these impacts would include, at minimum, enforceable assurances
that the historic use for which the Property was historically developed would continue after and
possibly during remediation activities, However, as currently constituted, the Staff Report
contains no substantial evidence to demonstrate compliance with section 30233(a) of the Coastal
Act with respect to historic resources impacts.

Similarly, the proposed Special Conditions of the Staff Report acknowledge potential
impacts to biological resources, but provide deferred and unenforceable mitigation, preventing
any finding of compliance with the Coastal Act. Mitigation measures such as Special Condition
3 in the Stafl’ Report impermissibly defer mitigation. See, e.g., Sundstrom v. County of
Mendocino, 2020 Cal. App. 3d 296, 307 (1988). Ordinarily, CEQA does not permit deferring
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formulation of a mitigation measure to the future. 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.4(a)(1)(B).
"Impermissible deferral of mitigation measures occurs when an EIR puts off analysis or orders a
report without either setting standards or demonstrating how the impact can be mitigated in the
manner described in the EIR." City of Long Beach v Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist., 176 Cal.
App. 4th 889, 915 (2009).

Several mitigation measures in the Staff Report fail to specify any enforceable criteria to
judge the effectiveness of those measures. For example, although Special Condition 3 appeats to
require a “Riparian and Wetland Habitat Restoration and Mitigation Monitoring Plan,” that plan
does not even include any method to determine the effectiveness of that mitigation. Among other
things, Special Condition 3(a) requires modification of the “performance criteria” to include,
among other things, species diversity. Similarly, Special Condition 4(b) attempts to mitigate
construction-related impacts to nestmg birds, but also fails to specify any definite criteria to
protect active nests and nesting pairs.’ Rather, that Special Condition provides only vague
assurances that an “environmental resources specialist™ (the measure does not even specify an
ornithologist or any other relevant qualification) would be consulted to “monitor bird behavior”
and “ensure” birds “are not disturbed by construction-related noise.” The measure does not, for
example, specify minimum buffer distances, require visual designation of such buffers, shift
certain activities outside of the active nesting seasons of the relevant bird species, or even specify
any criteria of effectiveness, Although such measures are common for development projects
throughout the State, they are omitted here.

Without a performance standard in the adopted measure itself, that measure is
unenforceable and cannot satisfy the legal requirements for permissible deferment. See
Endangered Habitals League v County of Orange, 131 Cal. App. 4th 777, 794 (2005).
Consequently, the SFPUC and the Commission must, at minimum, revise the biological
resources analysis to include new mitigation measures that actually commit future development
to meet a minimum performance standard. Absent such modifications, no evidence in the record
demonstrates compliance with section 30233(a) the Coastal Act with respect to biological
resources impacts.

4, The Project Violates CEQA Because it Fails to Evaluate, Maintain and Mitigate the
Histori¢ Use and Structures on the Property

The Property is an eligible historic resource for both its historic use as a gun and skeet
club and for the structures, many of which are more than 50 years old. Therefore, the RAP may
adversely affect the historic resource status of the Property. The proposed Project must maintain
both the use and buildings on the Property, during and after completion of the Project. Although
the Staff Report proposes some mitigation measures to preserve some of the historic structures, it
fails to identify or evaluate all of the potentially historic structures and cultural landscape
elements, and fails to preserve the historic use.

? Staff Report, pp. 9-10.
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As stated in the Staff Report, the Club was established on the Property in 1934, and has
been in continuous use by the Club for more than 80 years. The MND for the Project included
an historic resource study by Dense Bradley of the gun club site as a cultural landscape.’
(*Bradley Report”) The MND concludes that the Property is eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) at
the local level for its association with the development of sport hunting and skeet shooting in the
period prior to World War II, and its continued use since that period. The MND finds that the
Club appears eligible for listing under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 (association with the broad
patterns of history) and Criterion A/4 (information about history or pre-history). The MND
states: “The PRGC is an important as an example of the type of sporismen’s gun clubs that
Jormed in the 19205 and 1930s within the context of the wildlife conservation movement.
Additionally, the PRGC is Important as the oldest extant skeet facility in the Bay area and as the
only sportsmen’s club in the Bay area to retain its original pre-world War II grounds
configuration, skeet field structures, and club buildings. Other clubs that remain in operation
from this pre-World War II era do not have skeet fields or have moved to new facilities.”
Therefore, the use of the skeet fields is historic and must be maintained on site. The MND also
identifies the “contributing” features and structures on the Property as: Fields 4 through 7 (level
terrace, linear arrangement, semi-circular path) and their high houses, low houses and safety
fences; the clubhouse; the carctaker’s house; the rifle range building; and the shell house.

In response to the Bradley Report, in July 2014, the Club hired historic architectural firm
Page & Turnbull to prepare a historic report (“P&T Report”), which determines that the Club is a
historic resource and that the Bradley Report fails to account for key information.! The P&T
Report which is based on, among other research, a site visit, documentary review, photographic
review, and interviews with Club members is consistent with the Planning Department’s outline
for Historic Resource Evaluation Reports.” Using this methodology, Page & Turnbull concluded
that the Club is a historical resource as a cultural landscape, and that the Club’s period of
significance extends from 1934 to 1964.%

The MND and Staff Report identify certain structures that would remain, or be stored
during construction. However, the Project will permanently remove Fields 4 through 7,
including the paths and safety fences, which contribute to the cultural landscape.” The MND
concludes that this action would materially impair these physical features of the historic
resource, and could have a significant impact on an historical resource as defined in Section
15064.5. The MND claims that the impacts are mitigated to a level of less than significance by
requiring re-construction of the fields after completion of the Project. However, reconstructing a

! See IS/MND at 47, fn 28, Denise Bradley, Cultural Landscapes, 2014. Pacific Rod and Gun Club, San Francisco,
CA, Cultural Landscape Evaluation Repori, May 2014.
5 See [S/MND at 49,
® See Exhibit 2 attached hereto, Page & Tumbull, Pacific Rod and Gun Club, Historic Resource Evaluation (July
2014) (“P&T Study”)
"P&T Study at 2.
8 P&T Study at 55,
? See MND at 52,
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landscape does not provide the same authentic character as the original fields in continuous use
since the period of historic significance.

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

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

Additionally, the Project will remove the historic use of the Property as a skeet shooting
range, because the City has issued an eviction notice to the Club and has failed to identify any
return date to the Property. The MND also failed to evaluate any option to continue the use of
the shooting range during the Project construction, which would be feasible by phasing
construction. In addition, the MND fails to require the gun club use to return after completion of
the Project. The Project must maintain the historic use as a skeet shooting facility, mitigate the
loss of the use (which is not possible), or prepare an Environmental Impact Report that adopts
overriding considerations for the loss of the historic use. The SFPUC has failed to take any of
these actions, and therefore the Project and the RAP violate CEQA with respect to historic
resources.

For a more detailed analysis of the environmental impact caused by the loss of historic
resources, see Letter to the Planning Department, pages 5 -8, attached as Exhibit 1, and the P&T
Report, attached as Exhibit 2.

5. Conclusion

12 See MND, p. 51-52.
1 p&T Report, pp. 58-59.
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In summary, the proposed Project clearly violates CEQA and the Coastal Act, because it
fails to identify or evaluate any feasible less environmentally damaging alternative to dredging
and excavation over 46,000 cubic yards of material from coastal wetland and upland areas,
removal of more than 80 mature trees, permanent alteration of an identified historic landscape
and structures, and the long-term and potentially permanent loss of a long-established and
historically significant use. Instead, the continued historic use of the gun club on the Property
(or even allowing other recreational uses at the site with the Club) without the proposed Project
does provide a less environmentally damaging alternative, because recent studies clearly show
that the prior use of lead and other contaminants does not rise to the level of required
remediation and the current Club activities do not further contaminate the wetlands. Therefore,
the Commission should deny the Project and allow that the historic Club use remain.

SLB:slb
Enclosures

Exhibit 1:
Exhibit 2:

Exhibit 3;

Sincerely,

M fore
SHERI L. BONSTELLE and

NEILL M. BROWER for
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP

Letter to the San Francisco Planning Department, dated June 25, 2014
Page & Turnbull, Pacific Rod and Gun Club, Historic Resource
Evaluation, dated July 2014

AMEC, Health Risk Assessment, dated April, 2012, selected pages

cc: Joshua Mihlstein, Deputy City Attorney
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HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT REPORT
Pacific Rod and Gun Club '
San Francisco, California

Prepared for:

City and County of San Francisco, California - |

o Prepared by:
: AMEC, Oakland, California

April 2012
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" Criteria (AWQC; U.S,EPA, 20093); The sampling locations are presented on Figures 4 and 5.
The analytical results are discussed below: _ '

« Totalmetals concentrations did not exceed the Caﬁfomia primary or secondary
" Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for drinking water, ar in cases where a MCL
has not been promulgated, the risk-based drinking water ESL.

» Total metals concentrations did not exceed AWQGC levels for any sample (Table 9).
Concentrations from the 1.0 and 10.0 ft bws samples were comparable to
background levels.

» Total hardness and TSS are indicative of very hard water with some variability in
suspended solids from 6 to 13 mg/L. Background measurements were comparable
to the primary sample concentrations. :

» ' Dissolved metals congentrations also did not exceed the California primary or
secondary MCLs for drinking water, or in cases where a MCL has not been
promulgated, the risk-based drinking water ESL. In addition, dissolved metals
concentrations did not exceed AWQC levels for any sample (Table 10). All
constituents detected as dissolved metals were detected at similar concentrations in
background samples, except for chromium, which was detected at just above the
reporting limit in three primary samples.

B 5.0 HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT

Based on a comparison of analytical results to applicable screening criteria, some constituents
were detected in soil and sediment at concentrations exceeding their respective screening
criteria. For surface water, total and dissolved metal concentrations did not exceed MCLs or
AWQCs. Exceedance of screening criteria does not necéssarily indicate that adverse health

'_ effects will occur, but rather suggests that additional évaluation of the potential risks is

warranted. To account for the potential for adverse healith effects associated with cumulative
exposure to multiple chemicals, an updated site-specific human health risk assessment (HHRA)
was conducted. iR :

-A previous HHRA was conducted for the site in 2005 (URS, 2005) and was later updated based
on analytical results for lead in surface water collected in 2007 (URS, 2007). The objective of
the risk assessments was to evaluate the potential human and ecological hazards from lead in
surface water as a result of inundation of the land adjacent to the PRGC. URS concluded that
lead concentrations from inundated soils were occurring along a limited portion of the shoreline
into the water column, but that the lead concentrations were not significant in the dissolved
phase, which is a better measure of bioavailability than total lead for ecological receptors. In
addition, URS concluded that total lead concentrations were not detected above drinking water
standards. o

X:A15000615280.00040002012 Supp Inv Repartit-Ton\PRGC_fextdocx ) ' ) o 22
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The results of the most recent sampling activities for total and d|ssolved metals in surface water
support URS’s concluslons and therefore, an updated assessment of the potential human and
ecological hazards associated with these constituents in surface water i is not warranted. However,
because concentrations of chemicals in sediment exceed screening levels, an updated screening
ecological risk assessment (SERA) is _preeented in Section B.

The approach used in the risk assessment is consistent with Quidelines published by the Water
Board.(2005), the California Department of Toxic Substances Control {DTSC, 1996, 1999), and
the U.S. EPA (19889). The nisk assessmaent considers potentlal exposures to site-related

' chemicals during properly redevelopment as well as post-development: For cases in whlch

Cal/EPA apd U.S, EPA guidance differed, CaIIEPA gmdance was used.

The nsk assessment consrsts of the foIlowung steps as outlined in U.S, EPA guidance (1989):

. data evaluation

» exposure assessment
« toxicity assessment

«  risk characterization

51 DATA EVALUATION AND CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
Data evaluation is the process of analyzing site characteristics and analytical data to identify

. COPCs for the HHRA. This section identifies the data used in the-HHRA and provides a

summary of all site-related COPCs identified at the site, for each environmental medjum. The
identification of COPCs is based on the historical and recent site charactenzatlon data
piesented in Sectlons 2 and 4 of this report.

A substantial amount of data has been collected at the site. The mOSt recent supplemenital data
include soil samples collected at upland areas of the site where no chemical data were
previously available, and a more comprehenswe analytical program that included ana!ySIS of
soil and sediment samples for PAHs andthe full list of Title 22 metals. The historical and recent
data were reviewed for usability and adequacy for the risk assessment and were considered
usable and representative of current environmental conditions at the site. Based on the results
of these investigations, lead and PAHs are the most prevalent chemicals detected in site soil.
and sediment that exceed initial screening criteria. Over time, the concentrations of lead in soil

-appear to show an inconsistent trend. In 1992, 2005, and 2010, the arithmetic average

concentrations of lead in soil are 1,683, 23,476, and 1,553 (in transects C and D) mg/kg,
respectively. Conversely, the concentrations of lead in sediment appear to show an Increasing

trend. In 1992, 2005, and 2010, the arithmetic average concentrations of lead in sediment are

X:\150008\15280.000M000\2012 Supp Inv Report\ -Text\PRGC _text docx . . 23
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decrease with increasing sediment sample depth. For example, lead and antimony

' concentrations decreased by over three orders of magnitude (antimony decreased from
5,330 to 10.4 mg/kg and lead was decreased from 264,000 to 163 mg/kg at sample location
SD-1) in samples collected from 0.5 to 1.0 ft bss. . . - :

' « ' BaPe concentrations were calculated for all sediment samples. BaFe concentrations

decreased with depth except at location SD-3. Visual observations of the core from SD-3

indicate that clay pigeon debris was deposited up 10-1.5 ft bss.

* The extent of firing range debris in sediment cores correlates with detections of lead and
BaPé. At two locations (SD-2 and SD-3), clay pigeon debris occurs to a depth of 0.5 t0 1.5 fi
bss. At three locations (SD-6, SD-7 and SD-8), shot fragments within the sediment core
were observed to a depth of 0.5t0 0.8 ft bss. .

-» Signlficant concentrations.of PAHs were found in a number of samples. Given the limited

-amount of historical PAH sediment data, it is unknown if the concentrations of PAHs are
increasing over time. ' : . .

Surface Wator

. Sémple results for total and dissolved metals indicated that lead was not detected in primary
or background surface water samples. Low-level concentrations of dissolved metals and
total metals do not exceed water quality screening levels.

¢ ' Detections of total and dissolved lead from previous historical samples collected by others
were not replicated. The preserice of total and dissolved lead from historical samples may
be related to the methods for sampling. Previous surface water samples were collected by
wading into the lake from the shoreline. All 2010 supplemental surface water samples were
collected from a boat. ' ' : :

« " Samples collected in shallow water (1.0 ft bws) near the shoreline had congcentrations

slightly lower than deeper samples {10 ft bws). This trend was consistent with total
hardness, TSS, and pH. In general, primary samples were comparabie to background
samples. : o '

7.2 HuMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT |

-Potential noncarcinogenic hazard indices and theoretical excess lifetime cancer risks were

estimated quantitatively for the potential current and future receptors identified in this report
(Table 58). Current and future scenarios are distinguished based on whether a particular .
receptor is currently present and which areas of the site may be accessible under current
conditions (e.g., COPCs in soil under the parking area is currently inaccessible because of the
asphalt pavement but should the pavement be removed in the future, could be accessible in the

" future). In addition, fetal blood-lead levels and blood lead fevels in children were predicted for

site soil and sediment using EPA's ALM and DTSC's LeadSpread model, respectively, and
compared to a benchmark of 1 pg/dL benchmark (Table 57j. The resulis of the HHRA are
summarized below. ' '
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1. INTRODUCTION

This Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) has been prepared at the request of the Pacific Rod and
Gun Club (PRGC) to evaluate the potential historic significance of its grounds. Located at 520 John
Muir Dve, the PRGC grounds comptise a recreational landscape encompassing approximately 14
actes along the southwest shore of Lake Merced in southwestern San Francisco (Figure 1). The
property that the PRGC leases from the San Francisco Public Utllities Commission (SFPUC) also
encompasses an adjacent 13-acre portion of Lake Merced. The PRGC grounds contain nine shooting
fields—three used for trap shooting and six used for skeet—as well as programmatic buildings and
sttnctures that have historically supported the fecreational and social missions of the organization,
These include a clubhouse, field house, trap house, indoor tifle range, groundkeeper’s cottage, and
duck towet. In addition, the grounds contain a number of buildings, small features, and circnlation
routes that contribute to its everyday operations (Figure 2). The PRGC grounds are located within
Blocls 7283, Lot 004—a large parcel sutrounding Iake Merced that is owned by the SEPUC, The lot
is zoned P, Public, with a height and bulk district of OS.

PR,
o .,

o=

520 Jokiry Muir Dirive
San Francisco, CA 94132
415-586-8349
Muiling Address:
P.O. Box 3276, Daly City, CA 94015

Figure 1, Location of the Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds and
Lale Merced within San Frandisco,
Source: Pacific Rod and Gun Club

Juk 22, 2014 . Page & Turnbul] Ine.
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Figute 2. Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds, identifying the locations of shooting flelds and major buildings,
Source: Bing Maps ©2014 Miccosoft Corporation, edited by author

METHODOLOGY

This repott follows the outline provided by the San Francisco Planning Department for Historic
Resoutce Evaluation Repotts, in combination with guidelines for cultural landscape evaluation
detived from A Guide to Cudtwral Landsiape Reports: Contents, Process, and Techniques and National Register
Badietin No. 18: How to Evaluate and Nominats Designed Historic Landseapes. The report provides a
physical description and historic context for the Pacific Rod and Gun Chub, as well as an evaluation
of the property’s eligibility for listing in the San Francisco Landmark Repister and California Register
of Historical Resoutces (California Register).

Page & Tutnbull staff mermbers conducted a site visit in July 2013, where they recorded notes about
the site’s features and took digital photogtaphs. Page & Tumbull then conducted reseatch at vatious
tepositories, including the San Francisco Planning Depattment and San Francisco Public Library.
Other refetence materials were provided by the Pacific Rod and Gun. Club, including many historical
newspaper articles and photographs.

Jub 22, 2074 . Page & Turnbulf, Inc.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This teport evaluates the eligibility of the PRGC gtounds, located at 520 John Muir Drive, for listing
in the California Register of Iistorical Resources. Page & Turnbull's findings indicate that the subject
propetty appeats to be eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1 (Events) as a
cuitural landscape that includes contributing feztutes. The PRGC grounds would therefore be
consideted an individual historic resource for. the putpose of review under the California
Eavironmental Quality Act (CEQA). Please see the evaluation section of this repott for more details.

Jeh 22, 2014 Page & Turnbutdl, Tne.
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1. CURRENT HISTORIC STATUS

The following section examines the national, state, and local histotical ratings currently assigned to
the Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds.

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES

'The National Register of Historic Places (National Register) is the nation’s most comprehensive
inventory of historic resources. The National Register is administeted by the National Park Service
and includes buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts that possess historic, architectural,
engj.rieeﬁng, archacological, or cultural sipnificance at the natdonal, state, or local level,

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds as a whole and its individual features ate not currently listed
in the National Register, '

CALIFORMNIA REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESQURCES

‘The California Register of Histotical Resources (Califomia Register) is an inventory of significant
architectural, archaeological, and historic tesources in the State of California. Resources can be listed
in the Califomia Register througli a number of methods. State Histotical Landmarlks and National
Registet-listed properties are automatically tisted in the California Register, Properties can also be
nominated to the California Register by loeal governments, private organizations, or citizens, The
evaluative criteria used by the California Register for detetmining eligibility are closely based on those
developed by the National Park Service for the National Register of Historic Places.

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds as a whole and its individual features ate not curtently listed
in the California Register.

SAN FRANCISCO CITY LANDMARKS

San Francisco City Landmarks are buildings, properties, structures, sites, districts and objects of
“special character or special histotical, architectural or aesthetic interest or value and are an important
patt of the City’s historical and architectural heritage.” Adopted in 1967 as Article 10 of the City
Planning Code, the San Francisco City Landmark program protects listed buildings from
inappropriate alterations and demolitions through review by the San Francisco Historic Preservation
Commission. These properties provide significant and unique examples of the past that ate
itreplaceable, and help protect the surtounding neighbothood from inappropriate developtment.

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds as a whole and its individual featuzes are not cutrently listed
as San Francisco City Landmarks and do not contrilute to an identified historic district.

CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL RESOURCE STATLS CODE

Properties listed in or under review by the State of California Office of Historic Preservation are
assigned a California Historical Resource Status Code (Status Code) of “1” to “7” to establish their
historical significance in relation to the National Register of Historic Places or California Register of
Histotical Resources. These assigned Status Codes ate inventotied in the California Historic
Resoutces Information System (CHRIS) database. Properties with a Status Code of “17 or “2” are

1 San Francisco Planning Department, Pragervasion Bulishin Ne, 9 — Landmarks, San Francisco, Jannary 2003,

Jub 22, 2014 Page & Turnbudl, Inc,
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either eligiblé for listing in the California Register or the National Register, or ate alteady listed in one
ot both of the registers. Properties assigned Status Codes of “3” ot “4” appear to be eligible for
listing in either register, but normally require mote reseatch to suppott this rating, Properties
assigned a Status Code of “5” hzve typically been determined to be locally sipnificant ot to have
contextual importance. Properties with a Status Code of “6” are not eligible for listing in either
register. Finally, a Status Code of “7” means that the resoutce has not been evaluated for the
National Register ot the California Registet, or needs reevaluation.

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds have not been assigned a California Historical Resoutce
Status Code,

1976 DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING ARCHITECTURAL QUALITY SURYEY

The 1976 Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey (1976 DCP Sutvey) is what is
tefetred to in presetvation parlance a$ 2 “reconnaissance” or “windshield” sutvey. The survey looked
at the entite City and County of San Francisco to identify and rate architecturally sipnificant buildings
and structures on a scale of “-2” (detrimental) to “+5” (extraordinary). No research was petformed
and the potential historical significance of a resoutce was not considered when a tating was assigned.
Buildings rated “3” or higher in the survey represent approximately the top two percent of San
Francisco’s building stock in terms of architectural significanice. However, it should be noted that the
1976 DCP Sutvey has cotne under increasing scrutiny over the past decade due to the fact that it has
not been updated in over twenty-five years. As a result, the 1976 DCP Sutvey has not been officially
recognized by the San Prancisco Planniog Depattinent as a valid local tegister of historic resources
for the purposes of the California Envitonmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds ate not listed in the 1976 DCP Survey.
In suin, the Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds are nor currently listed as a historic resource within
any official register or survey. However, because the property is more than 50 years old, the San

Francisco Planning Department considers it to be a potential historic tesoutce for the purposes of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Juky 22, 2014 s Page & Turnbudl, Inc.
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Ifl. DESCRIPTION
SUMMARY

- The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds comprise an approximately 14-acre shooting range and
recreational facility located along the shote of Lake Merced in southwestern San Francisco, roughly -
seven miles from the city’s downtown. PRGC’s lakeside grounds contain nine trap and skeet
shooting fields arranged side by side, five majot programmatic huildinps, one shooting tower,
numerous additional buildings and small-scale features, and circulation routes that support the
property’s continued use as a shooting spotts facility and social center. The buildings are vernacular
in style. 'The oldest among them, dating to the 1930s, are consistent in their exterior materials, roof
forms, and minitally rustic design features such as exposed rafter tails, The property gradually slopes
cast toward the shote of Lzke Merced, but the nine shooting fields and the site’s expansive parling
lot are largely level. Vegetation patterns include grass cover across the fields, a tree edge line along
John Muir Drive, and shrub growth near the lakeshore.

The Pacific Rod and Gua Club campus is an active cultural landscape. "The property’s constituent
elements are not simply its buildings and structutes, but also the spatial and functional relationships
that exist among its varied built and natural elements, and between its internal features and its
broader site, including Lake Merced. In otder to captuse the landscape chatactedstics that define the
Pacific Rod and Gun Club site, the following description employs categories laid out in the National
Park Service publication 1 Guids #o Cultwral Landscape Reports: Contents, Process, and Technigues.

NATURAL SYSTEMS AND FEATURES

Lake Merced is the primaty natural feature associated with the Pacific Rod and Gun Chib grounds.
13 acres of the lake lie within the area that the PRGC leases from the SFPUC, and the lake is 2
prominent element of the subject property’s immediate sutroundings, lying ddjacent to the PRGC
site along the entire length of its northeast edge {approximately 1,500 feet). The lake consists of four
linked basins, all containing fresh water fed by rain and springs. North and Hast Lakes follow an cast-
west 2xis between the San Francisco State University campus and the San Francisco Zoological Park.
South Lake runs at a diagonal from notthwest to southeast and terminates at 2 causeway, which
separates it from Impound Lake. ‘

The lake and its shores also comptise a vibrant ecosystem and wildlife habitat. According to San
Francisco Recreation and Park’s Sigmificant Nasural Resonrve Arear Mapagensent Plan,

Lake Merced contains the largest expanse of wetland habitat in San Francisco and
supports an array of sensitive plant and aninal species. In addition, because the lake
is the largest freshwater coastal lake and wetland system between the Point Reyes
Peninsula in northern Marin County and Pescadero Marsh in southern San Mateo
County, it provides valuable tefuge for thousands of migtatory birds. This
comnbination of exfensive native habitat with high wildlife functioning and the
presence of numerous rare species make Lake Merced an important ecological
tesource.?

The natural systems of Lake Merced, particularly its South Lake, ate contributing elements to the
Pacific Rod 2and Gun Club grounds. Historically, the club has been linked to tecreational fishing and
consetvation efforts at the lake. The lake also provides a scenic backdrop to the nine shooting fields,
which ate arranged on an axis roughly parallel to the shote and facing the water. Additionally, the

* Significant Natural Resonrce Arear Managensent Plan, San Francisco Recteation and Parks, February 2006, 6.1-1.

Jly 22, 2014 ' ' Page & Tormba, Ine.
.

36



Historic Respuree Evaluation Pacific Rod and Gun Cleb
San Frandsco, Califirnia

lake conttibutes to the grounds’ relatively undeveloped setting. Lake Merced is a natural tesource
embedded within the detise utban fabric of San Francisco, and its shotes create a wooded and
somewhat secluded setting that is dramatically, different from surtounding areas of the city (Figures
3 and 4). '

Figure 3. Lake Merced viewed from the Indoor Range, Figure 4. Lake Merced viewed from Field 4, facing

facing northeast southeast
Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013. Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013
SPATIAL ORGANIZATION

‘The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds are arranged on a parcel of land that follows the shore of
Lake Merced for a length of approximately 1,500 feet. Within this elongated site, the spatial
organization of the grounds’ constituent features is charactetized by the separation of the linearly
artanged shooting fields from their supporting buildings, which are divided into two clusters within
the property. The fields are situated side by side leading from northwest to southeast, following the
edge of Lake Merced. ‘They form the spine of the property and ate the ptitnary components of the
grounds used by many of its visitors. Fields 1-7 lic alongside a broad surface parking lot, which

. provides access to the fields for shooters and spectatots.

Three buildings—the Trap House, the Field House, and Resttoom Building—are situated within and
around the patling Iot. 'These buildings are functionally related to the public tecteation activities that
occur on the shooting fields. ‘The remaining buildings comprise a cluster that is located toward the
south end of the property, alongside the paved access drive,

The fields themselves are artanged in accordance with the established conventions of their respective
shooting disciplines. Each trap field is formed by five pouted concrete radial arms at ground level,
with three lateral cords (Figure 5). The front-most cotd connects the forwatd ends of the arms and
contains five shooting stations (Figure 6). Each trap field has a trap house, containing a clay trap
launcher, located sixteen yards ahead of its front shooting stations. The skeet fields are organized
differently, each consisting of a pouted concrete semicircular atc at ground level with a base cord
connecting its two ends. A shooting apron leads from the base cotd to the top of the atc, at the rear
of the field (Figure 7). Each field contains a high house and a low house, which stand at opposite
ends of the arc (Figure 8). ‘These buildings contain clay pigeon launchers. The skeet felds are
separated from one another by spans of vertical wood plank fencing.

Juby 22, 2014 _ Page & Tumbudl, Inc.
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Figure 5. Representative trap field, viewed facing Figute 6. Stands located at the
: northeast. trap shooting stations.

Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 - Source: Page & Turnbuli, 2013

Figure 7. Semd-citcular arc and base cord of a Figure 8. High house and low house at opposite ends
representative skeet shooting field. of a skeet field base cord.
Sources Page & Turnbull, 2013 Soutce: Page & Turnhutl, 2013
CULTURAL TRADITIONS

The PRGC is a long-standing instirution within San Francisco. Founded by a community of
sportsmen (Figure 9), the club and its facilities convey recreational shooting and fishing as shared,
social pursuits, The continved use of the shooting fields and other PRGC facilities by club members
and the public forge a direct link between the otganization’s present-day operations and its otiginal
recreation and conservation missions,

Jube 22, 2074 ' Pags & Turubul)] Inc.
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Figute 9. Barly members of the PRGC.
Source: Pacific Rod and Gun Club

CIRCULATION

The circulation patterns of the Pacific Rod and Gun Club site allow for vehicle access to the site and
pedestrian access among and within the shooting fields. The grounds are accessed by a primary
entrance on John Muir Drive; a turnoff leads to the large gravel surface parking lot (Figure 10), as
well as to a paved asphalt access dtive that leads to the building cluster and Fields 8 and 9, located at
the southeastern end of the grounds (Figure 11). A concrete sidewalk follows the southwest edges of
Fields 1-7 and is the primary pedestrian route from field to field (Figure 12),

Figure 10, Main parling lot, viewed facing northeast. Figure 11, Pritnary conctete sidewalk alongside the
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 ap felds.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013
Juke 22, 2074 ' Page & Tarabull, Inc.
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Figure 12, Automobile access drive, viewed facing southeast toward Flelds 8 and 9
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

The other circulation toutes on the property are within the fields themselves, Shootets move from

. station to station along the prescribed paths established on the fields. The trap fields’ radial pathways
lead forward to five shooting stations, located sixteen yards from the trap house. Shootets move
from pathway to pathway along the lateral cords, Each skeet field contains seven stations along its
arc (Figure 13), with the eighth station at the center of the base cord, tmclway between the high
house and low house (Figure 14). On Fields 4, 5, 6, and 7, the eighth station connects to the rear of
the field by a flared conctete apron (Figures 15 and 16).

Figure 13, Shooting stadon on the arc of Field 9. Figure 14. Front shooting station on base cord of
Source; Page & Turnbull, 2013 Field 9.
Source: Page & Tuinbull, 2013

uly 22, 2014 DBage & Turnbull Tne.
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Figure 15. Concreie apron on Field 4 Figure 16. Distance matks on concrete
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 _ apron of skeet field
. : Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

VEGETATION

Major vegetation patterns within the Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds include areas of grass,
clusters and edges of mature trees, and wetland plants and upland shrubs along the edge of the lake.
The vegetation pattern that most closely suppotts the operations of the site is the arrangement of
mown grass across the level surfaces of the shooting fields, inside of and surrounding the poured
concrete pathways (Figure 17), While patchy in some areas, the grass covet is contitmous actoss
much of the property and sutrounds buildings at the southwest end of the site,

While the shooting fields are carefully maintained and kept free of tree growth, other areas of the
grounds contain stands of mature trees, most 2ppearing to have been planted deliberately. An edge
line of trees is located alongside fohn Muir Drive, serving as a visual scieen between the PRGC
grounds and the adjacent traffic corridor. The trees that form the edge line southeast of the main
vehicle entrance are mainre and provide a strong visual battier to the road, while the trees northwest
of the entrance are younget and form a less consistent barrier. A circular cluster of Bucalyptus trees
is located southeast of the indoor range building (Figure 18). Dense tree growth delineates the
northwest edge of the subject property.

Figure 17, Grass cover on Field 9. Figure 18, Circulac cluster of trees near Indoor Range.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Tutnbull, 2013
July 22, 2014 Page & Tarsbulf, Inc.
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The shore of Lake Merced, located ahead of the shooting fields, contains a mixture of wetland and
upland vegetation that does not appear to be maintained. The shote is edged by a band of Califotnia
bultush (Figure 4). The site’s slope toward the water features a variety of shrubs, including yellow
bush lupine (Figure 19). Evergreen bushes northwest of the shooting fields may be remnants of
intentional plantings that were in place by 1938 (Figure 103).

Figute 19. Shrubs and bushes niear the edge of Lake Merced.
Soutce: Page & Tutnbull, 2013

TOPOGRAPHY

The Pacific Rod and Gun Club grounds occupy a site that slopes from John Muit Drive to the shore
of Lake Metced. The slope is most dramatic alongside the road: here, it appears that eatth has been
excavated to create a visible edge that separates the PRGC site from its surtoundings. The ground
lowers approximately 10° from the road at the southeast end of the site, and it lowers less than 5 at
the northwest end (Figure 20). The ground surfaces of the patking lot and shooting fields are largely
level. The site slopes down gradually to the south and to the east—particularly east of the felds,
where the ground reaches the edge of the lake (Figure 21). -

Figure 20. Edge slope at west end of the Figure 21. Slope towards Lake Merced, ahead of the
PRGC grounds. sleet fields.
Source: Page & Turnbuil, 2013 Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013
Judy 22, 2014 Page & Turmbad] Ine.
“12-

42



Histaric Rasouroe Buabvation " Padfic Rod and Gur Clal
San Fransiseo, California

BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES

Field House

The Field House, constructed ir: 1948, is a one-stoty building with a rectangular plan, approximately
65 x 207, with a shallowly pitched gabled roof on two levels. The southeast section of the building is
the otiginal volume, and the northwest section, with a slightly higher roof ridge, is an addition built in
1949, A shed-roofed rear wing projects from the southwest fagade. The building is clad in stucco and
has a concrete foundatdon, Rafter tails ate exposed underneath the eaves.

The primary fagade faces nottheast and features four bays (Figure 22). A paited sliding door and a
wood-framed, open sales counter are located at the southwest end. A porch spans this section of the
fagade and has a railing of vertical wood boards. A shed-roofed awning extends over the sliding
doors. The remainder of the facade contains two fixed picture windows within wood frames.
Arranged in between these windows is an inscription recessed within the stucco cladding, read_tng,
“Pacific Rod & Gun” (Figure 23).

'The building’s southeast facade contains a central single-leaf, strap-hinged, metal personnel door
flanked by two fized, wood-sash windows (Figure 24). One of these windows is a one-over-one
window whose lower sash has been infilled with a plywood board. The door opens to a concrete
landing within a shallow portico. A frame rises from the portico roof and holds an identification sign
for the building. The southeast wall of the rear addition features a three-panel wood doot and wood-
sash window. The southwest (reat) fagade has no features apatt from an adjoining plywood storage
shed (Figures 25 and 26). The northwest facade contains a single-leaf wood door and fixed picture
window (Figure 27). The door opens to a wood disability access ramp with a wood handrail. The
northwest wall of the rear wing contains a three-panel wood door and a two-light, wood-sash
window.

Figure 22, Northeast fagade of the Club house, viewed facing southwest
Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013
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Figute 23, Detail of inscription in stuceo of Figure 24. Southeast fagade, vlewed facing horthwest,
norcheast fagade. Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 -
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Figure 25. East end of southwest fagade, viewed facing - Figure 26, West end of southwest fagade,
nottheast, * Soutce: Page & Tutnbull, 2013
Source: Page & Turnbuil, 2013 :

|
Figure 27, Northwest fagade, viewed facing southeast. !
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 )
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Trap House

The Trap House, constructed c. 1949, is a one-story, side-gabled building with a rectangular plan,
approximately 20° x 30° (Figures 28 and 29). The building has a pouted concrete foundation and is
clad in broad plywood boards with battens. Narrower boatds and mote tightly spaced battens are
found within the building’s gables. The roof is covered in asphalt shingles. All windows have wood
sashes and consist of two vertically ordented lights. The slab foundation extends approximately 5
northeast of the building, forming a porch that spans the entire width of the nottheast (ptimary)
facade. The porch is sheltered undemeath a shallowly pitched shed roof with exposed rafters
underneath. At the ceater of this fagade is a paited wood door—the primary entrance to the building
(Figure 30). The door is flanked by two windows. A railing of vettical wood boards surtounds the
porch. Poured concrete steps, flanked by wood handrails, lead northeast from the center of the
porch to reach the ground.

The southeast fagade contains two windows and a woad six-panel door; a floodlight is located in the
gable peak (Figures 31 and 32). The southwest (rear) fagade features three evenly spaced wood-sash
window parings (Figure 33). Rafter tails are exposed underneath the eaves on this fagade (Figure
34). The northwest facade contains one central window (Figure 35).

Figure 28. Trap House and suttoundings, viewed Figure 29. Southeast and northeast facades, viewed
facing west, facing west.
Source: Page & Turnbul, 2013 Soutce: Page & Tumbnull, 2013

Figure 30. Paired, primary door on northeast fagade within porch.
Soutce: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Juk 22, 2014 Page & Turabull, Inc
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Tigure 31, Southeast fagade, viewed facing northwest. Figure 32. Detail of gable on southeast fagade.
Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013 Source: Page & Turmnbull, 2013

Figure 33. Southwest f'agade, viewed facing northeast, Figure 34. Rafter tails under eaves on souihwest
Source: Page & Turnhul], 2013 fagade,
Source: Page & Tumbull, 2013 :

Figure 35, Northwest fagade, viewed facing southeast i
Sourcce: Page & Tuwmbull, 2013 i
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Restroom Buiiding

"The Restroom Building, constructed in an undetermined year but appearing to date to the 1950s, is
located along the southwest edge of the parking lot. It is a rectangulat-plan building, approximately
207 x 12, standing on a concrete slab foundation (Figure 36). It is covered in similar broad plywood
boards with battens as the Trap House. It has a hipped roof coveted in asphalt shingles, and rafters
ate exposed underneath all eaves. The windows on the building are paitings of side-by-side, sliding
aluminum-sash windows within wood frames. The northeast facade contains two of these windows.
A planting bed, approximately 17 deep, is located alongside the foundation and spans the width of the
fagade. 'The southeast fagade features 4 single-feaf wood door and window. The door opens to the
railed landing of a concrete stoop, with steps leading down to the parking lot. The southwest, rear,
fagade contains no features, and the northwest fagade is identical to the southeast fagade, only with a
reverse artafigeiment.

Figure 36. Northeast and northwest facades Figure 37, Southeast and northeast facades
Source: Page & Tutnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013
Indoor Rifle Range

The Indoor Rifle Range, constructed in 1939, is a one-story-ovet-basement, pabled, elongated
rectangular building, approximately. 30° x 100° (Figure 38). The building has three sections that are
nearly identical in dimession, and all follow the same axis northeast toward the lake, The sections
have roof rdges at slightly different levels. The building has a concrete foundation, and it occupies a
sloped site with the basement exposed at its northeast end. The building is clad in hotizontal wood
shiplap siding across the first floot as well as the exposed basement, and its roof is covered in asphalt
shingles. The northeastern section of the building has exposed rafters nnderneath its eaves.

iy 22, 2014 . ’ LPage & Trrnbull Ine
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Figure 38, Southwest and southeast facades, viewed facing notth
Soutce: Page & Turnbull, 2013

The primary fagade faces southwest and contains one wood two-panel door and a two-ovet-two,

_ single-hung, wood-sash window with ogee lugs (Figures 39, 40, and 41). A paiting of wood-sash
two-light windows is located in the center of the gable. The door opens to 2 wood landing with
handrails, and concrete steps lead down to the paved asphalt drive. The southeast fagade contains a
single-leaf wood door that opens to a railed wood landing with steps. The northeastern section of the
facade contains a first-story door, which is located approximately 5 above the ground due to the
sloped site. This door presumably opened to a Janding and states, which no longer exist. A basement
two-panel door is located near the northeast end of the facade, sheltered underneath a projecting
shed roof (Fipure 42). Louvered vents ate located underneath the eaves.

Bigure 39. Southeast facade. Figure 40. Detail of landing on southeast fagade,
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Tutnbull, 2013
Jub 22, 2014 Pege & Turntud] Inc.
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Figute 41. Detail of window on southwest fagade, Fipure 42. Basement door on southeast fagade.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

The northeast fagade featutes a shed-roof addition that spans the width of the fagade (Figure 43).
The addition is clad it plywood boatds and featutes a two-light, vertically-oriented window. A
second window void with identical dimensions is apparent, bt it has been infilled with plywood. On
the wall above the addition, the fagade contains two fixed windows immediately below the gable. The
northwest facade (Figure 44) contains a single-leaf door with railed wood landing and steps. Near
the west corner of the building is a ribbon of eight two-over-two, single-hung wood-sash windows
(Figure 5). Five of these have ogee lugs, while the remainder appear to have been replaced with
contrasting wood-sash windows with wide meeting zails. The southernmost four windows of this
tibbon wete installed over existing windows and serve as stotins. One louvered vent and four infilled
vents are located underneath the eave on this fagade.

Pigure 43, Northeast fagade. Figure 44, Norihwest fagade.
Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013 Soutce: Page & Turnbull, 2013
Jalp 22, 2074 ' l”aggj & Turnbudl, Inc.
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Figure 45. Detail of windows on northwest fagade.
Source: Page & Tuenbull, 2013

Garage
"The Garage, constructed in an undetermined year but appeating to date from the 1950s, is a one-

story, flat-roofed, rectangular building on a concrete slab foundation (Figutes 46 and 47), It is clad
in vertical wood board siding with occasional battens. The north fagade featutes three bays, each
containing a five-part wood panel rolling door. The east fagade contains a wood panel pedestrian
door (Figure 47). T-shaped wood utility poles are attached to the centers of the east and west
facades and rise to a height of approximately 3° above the roofline.

Figure 46. North fagade of the Garage, viewed facing south
Soutce: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Juh 22, 2014 Page & Tuwrwbul) Ine.
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Figure 47. West facade Figure 48. East facade
Source: Page & 'Turnbull, 2013 Source: Page & Turnbull, 2013

Groundkeeper's Cottage

'The Groundkeeper’s Cottage, appeating to date to the 1930s or